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ABSTRACT

The archeology of the Region 4, Basin and Range, of the Southwestern Divisions of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers is examined in detail. The area included in this study is most of New Mexico and parts
of south-central Colorado and the Trans-Pecos region of Texas. This area represents one of the richest
archeological regions in the United States. While this work is not a comprehensive overview of the cultural
resources in the study area, it does include synthetic treatment of the major cultural periods represented. It
also discusses data deficiencies and problem areas within this culturally complex region. The final portion
of the study uses the concept of adaptation types as a synthetic comparative unit.
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

Alan H. Simmons

In 1539, when the Spanish Franciscan Marcos de Niza
purportedly laid eyes on one of the “lost cities of Cibola”
(actually the Zuni pueblo of Hawikuh), he undoubtedly fan-
tasized of untold riches in gold. While that fantasy was unreal-
ized, de Niza was one of the first Europeans to enter a region
that has a cultural richness unsurpassed anywhere in North
America. The American Southwest, of which New Mexico
forms a core, is a remarkably diverse region with a rich and
complex heritage that has involved the often tumultuous in-
teraction of several distinct cultures. The archeological history
and remains of the region are equally complex. This volume
represents an attempt to place this archeological heritage in a
framework for understanding its significance and the need for
its preservation.

This work is a part of a much larger study commissioned
by the Southwestern Division of the U.S. Corps of Engineers.
The Corps has contracted for an archeological overview/
management plan of all lands within the Southwestern Di-
vision’s jurisdiction. The coordinating institution for this
massive project is the Arkansas Archeological Survey at the
University of Arkansas. The Survey, in turn, subcontracted
portions of the study to institutions and individuals with
expertise in the different regions that comprise the South-
western Division. The present work represents the Desert Re-
search Institute’s (DRI) examination of archeological materials
within the Basin and Range region of the division. The volume
also contains an assessment of bioarcheological information
from the region by Ann Lucy Wiener Stodder of the University
of Colorado’s Bureau of Anthropological Research.

The Basin and Range region of the Southwestern Division
covers a huge area and is delineated both by natural and mod-
ern political boundaries (Figure 1). The boundaries of the study
area were defined in consultation with the other institutions
responsible for conducting similar studies in adjacent regions
of the Southwestern Division. While historic preservation
legislation originates at both the federal and the state levels,
management of cultural resources is most pragmatically
approached on a state-by-state basis. Thus, the geographic
coverage of this work represents a mosaic of natural, political,
and expedient boundaries. This may not necessarily reflect
the best way to discuss cultural activities that largely occurred
prior to the emergence of modern boundaries, but it does repre-
sent a reasonable compromise.

The present study area may be defined as follows. The
core of the study area is the state of New Mexico. We deal with
the entire state with the exception of the extreme eastern
counties (Curry, Lea, Quay, Roosevelt, and Union; and these

L
¢ I
|

- South - Central |
Colorado | _ -

Rio Grande

Trans - Pecos

30 mi

Figure 1. The project area showing the major regional
subdivisions used in this overview

are addressed in general terms as appropriate). Because the
majority of the land area in these counties falls within the
Great Plains physiographic province (Fenneman 1931:10, Fig-
ure 4), it was decided that they were best dealt with in detail
by our colleagues at the University of Oklahoma who are
responsible for reviewing cultural materials in the larger
Plains region. Besides New Mexico, this study includes the
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majority of the Trans-Pecos of western Texas and the south-
central mountains of Colorado. On the state level, a common
approach to managing cultural resources data is to organize
site records and reports by county. All of the counties that are
covered in this overview are listed by state in Table 1.

Table 1.
Counties for Each State Involved in the Present Work

__ NewMexico  _ _ Colorado _ _ _ Texas_ _ __
Bernalillo Alamosa Brewster
Catron Chaffee Culberson
Chavez Conejos El Paso
Cibola Costillo Hudspeth
Colfax Custer Jeff Davis
Dona Ana El Paso Pecos
De Baca Fremont Presidio
Eddy Hinsdale Reeves
Grant Huerfano Terrell
Guadalupe Lake Harding Las Animas
Hidalgo Mineral
Lincoln Pueblo
Los Alamos Rio Grande
Luna Saguache
McKinley Teller
Mora
Otero
Rio Arriba
Sandoval
Santa Fe
San Juan
San Miguel
Sierra
Socorro
Taos
Torrance
Valencia

The area under consideration is enormous, and some
subdivision is necessary in order to fully understand the com-
plexities of the archeological record. The south-central Colo-
rado portion of the study area has been divided into three
subregions or study units to facilitate the discussion of cultural
development in rather distinctive environmental zones. The
Mountain study unit refers to the rugged terrain at elevations
of ca 2,500 m or greater. Discussion of the San Luis Valley
study unit focuses on developments in the unique plainslike
environment locked within the Rocky Mountains. The Front
Range study unit is a mixture of eastern foothills, extensive
tablelands, and high plains that characterize the east slope of
the Rocky Mountains in Colorado.

For the core area of New Mexico, there exist subdivisions
that are based upon Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and
U.S. Forest Service (USFS) districts within the state. These
agencies, and others, have produced several regional archeo-

logical overviews that follow these district boundaries (Table
2). While the areal extent of these overviews largely reflects
the management districts utilized by the agencies, they also
make allowances for generally agreed upon cultural areas.

In preparing the New Mexico archeological state plan,
Stuart and Gauthier (1984:3) generally conformed to the pre-
existing BLM and USFS divisions, with some modification.
In this work, we basically follow Stuart and Gauthier and
use the following subdivisions: San Juan Basin, Upper Rio
Grande, northeast New Mexico, central New Mexico, south-
east New Mexico, west-central New Mexico (Mount Taylor/
Socorro), and southwest New Mexico (Mimbres/Jornada) (Fig-
ure 2) . This division differs from that used by Stuart and
Gauthier only in that we consider the San Juan Basin, the

Table 2.
Some Archeological Overviews of the Study Area

New Mexico

Breternitz and Ash 1984
Magers 1979

McAnany and Nelson 1982
Cordell 1979

Pratt 1986a, b*

Camilli and Allen 1979
Levine and Tainter 1982
Pratt 1986a, b*
Sebastian et al. 1986
Winter 1986

Berman 1979

Breternitz and Ash 1984
Tainter and Gillio 1980

San Juan Basin

Upper Rio Grande

Northeast

West-Central

Southeast Camilli and Allen 1979
Sebastian et al. 1986

Central Camilli and Allen 1979
Levine and Tainter 1982
Pratt 1986*
Sebastian et al. 1986
Winter 1986

Southwest Breternitz and Doyel 1983
LeBlanc and Whalen 1980
Lekson 1984
Wilson 1985*

Statewide Stuart and Gauthier 1981
________ Colorado  __ __ __ _ __ __ __ __
Cassells 1983 Eighmy 1984 Mehls and Carter 1984
- _Texas

Biesaart et al. 1985 Malouf 1985

Note: In some cases, these are actual overviews; in other instances
they are works with excellent regional summaries. Several works
cross-cut the subdivisions used in this study.

* - denotes an overview that primarily deals with history
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Figure 2. Subregions within the New Mexico portion of the study area (from Stuart and Gauthier 1984:5)

Upper Rio Grande, and the northeast and central portions of
New Mexico separately.

The Trans-Pecos portion of the study area has been defined
as follows. The northern boundary follows the Texas-New
Mexico border, from the Rio Grande on the west to the Pecos
River on the east. The eastern boundary is formed by the course
of the Pecos River for most of its length. Where the southeast

trending river intersects the western border of Val Verde Coun-
ty, the regional boundary turns to the south and follows the
county line until it intersects the Rio Grande. The southern
and western boundaries are defined by the course of the Rio
Grande. Trans-Pecos also has been subdivided into three sec-
tions corresponding to major physiographic and cultural zones:
the Plains, Puebloan, and Interior subregions.
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STUDY OBJECTIVES

The primary aim of this study is to produce a document
that summarizes present knowledge of the archeological record
in the Basin and Range study area. This document is meant to
be integrated into the larger study of the Corps of Engineers’
Southwestern Division being prepared by the Arkansas Ar-
cheological Survey. The present document is intended to be
factually complete, yet free from technical jargon so that it is
comprehensible to a wide range of nonspecialists. We will
summarize pertinent data, identify information gaps, and pre-
sent theoretical issues in a balanced fashion.

The focus of this study is on prehistoric archeology.
Historic archeology involves a set of theoretical issues and
methodological techniques that differ substantially from those
used in prehistory. Because the authors of this document are
prehistorians, relevant historic materials and archeology will
be discussed, but only in a summary fashion. The historic arche-
ology of the study area is complex, and a complete discussion
of the issues would require substantial input from historical
specialists. Such an undertaking was beyond the scope of the
present study.

The following objectives have structured this report:

1. Archeological Perspective: One chapter of this work
is devoted to a brief summary of the history of archeological
research in the study area. This summary is intended to provide
a conceptual framework for understanding the current state of
archeology in the study area.

2. Synthetic Overview: The major portion of this work
(five chapters) is devoted to an overview of the archeology of
the study area. This overview will include a discussion of the
archeology in each of the subregions defined above. While
these discussions will not be all-inclusive, they will provide
readers with enough information so that they will know which
sources to consult for additional detail.

3. Bioarcheological Survey: Three chapters of this
document are devoted to an assessment of the bioarcheological
data base for the study area. The history of bioarcheological
research in the study area is reviewed, and present research is-
sues and concerns are summarized. Bioarcheological resources
for each period and adaptation type (see below) are identified,
and the significance and limitations of the data base are dis-
cussed.

4. Adaptation Types: The results of the cultural/historical
overview will be summarized and presented within the frame-
work of Adaptation Types (cf. Fitzhugh 1975). An adaptation
type is a nonspecific unit used to categorize broad relations
between technology, human adaptation, and environment. The
chief reason for using adaptation types is that they are not
necessarily chronologically or geographically restricted; rather,
they are widely applicable and thus can serve as useful compar-
ative units. The adaptation types devised for the study area
are similar, though not identical, to the adaptation types used
for other regions in the Corps of Engineers’ Southwestern Divi-
sion. This is intentional and should serve to emphasize broad

similarities between regions without masking the cultural
diversity.

5. Current Issues: This study also examines some of the
major issues that challenge archeologists working in the study
area. We will identify research gaps, specific problem orien-
tations, and public issues that must be addressed in order to
protect and understand cultural resources in the region.

6. Annotated Bibliography: This work is not intended
to serve as a detailed guide to the archeology of the project
area, therefore, references within the text will reflect the spe-
cific topics discussed. Another objective of the study, however,
is to produce a major annotated bibliography of significant
works relating to the archeology of the study area. This bibli-
ography will be incorporated within the larger annotated and
computerized bibliography prepared by the Arkansas Archeo-
logical Survey for the entire Southwestern Division of the
Corps of Engineers. The end result will be a massive, systemati-
cally collected compilation of archeological literature un-
matched elsewhere in the United States.

The purpose of the annotated bibliography is to provide a
listing of the significant works relevant to the project area. While
the annotated bibliography for the project area will be com-
prehensive, it will not include every single article, book, or mono-
graph ever written about the region. Given the rich history of
archeological research in the area, literally thousands of reports
have been produced. Several bibliographies do exist for the area
(e.g., Anderson 1982; Chaco Center 1972; Davis 1978, 1979,
1980; Green 1977), but they are limited in their scope.

In preparing the annotated bibliography, we have referred
to traditionally published documents, to state records, and,
significantly, to the vast amount of gray literature that is avail-
able. By gray literature we refer to those studies, largely pre-
pared as cultural resource management (CRM) reports, that
have not been widely distributed or published. Literally thou-
sands of such documents exist, ranging from one page sum-
maries of well-pad surveys to multivolume works detailing
comprehensive excavation projects. The distribution of know-
ledge in Southwestern archeology constitutes a major problem,
one that will be addressed in the text of this report. Our
annotated bibliography is an attempt to isolate some of the
more significant gray literature in order to let interested parties
know of its existence.

COMPLEXITY OF THE STUDY AREA

In order to fully appreciate the magnitude of archeological
research in the study area, especially in New Mexico, it is
important to consider several variables. The study area is
incredibly rich in its archeological heritage. A series of factors
and events have combined to produce a wealth of material
culture and enormous numbers of sites of prehistoric and
historical significance. Marc Simmons (1977:12) perhaps best
characterizes the diversity of New Mexico when he notes that
“if one looks for a predominant theme running like a thread
through all New Mexico’s history, it can readily be found in
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the collision and mingling of cultures.” While this comment is
primarily directed at New Mexico’s history, it is just as relevant
to prehistory.

The arid environment that characterizes much of the
Southwest has served to preserve the remains of cultural events
that otherwise might have been obscured through time. This
fact, plus over 10,000 years of continuous occupation and
cultural interaction have resulted in a staggering number of
archeological remains. Based on known information it has been
estimated that over 1.5 million archeological sites exist is the
Southwest (Bassett 1986:22)! These estimates are just that and
should not be considered definitive. Perhaps a better measure
of the density of archeological remains in the region is the
number of sites in the Museum of New Mexico’s, Laboratory
of Anthropology, Archaeological Resource Management Sys-
tem (ARMS; the centralized computer-based repository for
site information from the state). At the time of this writing,
ARMS contained information on over 62,000 sites. The actual
figures are not important here. What is important is to realize
that the study area represents one of the richest archeological
preserves in the world.

In addition to the sheer number of sites, it also must be
realized that the Southwest, and especially New Mexico, served
as the setting for the development of much of American
archeology and anthropology. Many of the major figures in
both disciplines—Kidder, Boas, Cushing, Fewkes, and others
—had their professional beginnings in the Southwest. The re-
gion was the setting for much of the early European exploration
of North America, and figured significantly in the development
of America’s rich western heritage. Thus, historic archeology,
ranging from the few pieces left by the Spaniards to ethno-
archeological research involving current residents also is plen-
tiful. The Southwest has been, and remains, a leading con-
tributor to the increasing sophistication of archeology and
anthropology.

Most researchers writing of the Southwest have cautioned
their readers that it is impossible to include every reference or
site in their discussion. In an excellent work on New Mexico
history, M. Simmons (1977:xiii) notes “well-informed readers
will soon discover that some prominent name and famous epi-
sode from the past has been omitted ....I have chosen to be se-
lective rather than inclusive.” Paraphrasing for the present
work, many will note the omission of some sites or archeolo-
gists here. Such was intended and unavoidable. It is important
to realize, also, that this work does not cover some very sig-
nificant portions of the Southwest, such as the entire state of
Arizona and southwestern Colorado. Thus, except for com-
parative illustration, we do not discuss the substantial develop-
ments in these areas.

In this work we hope to provide the reader with a general
appreciation for the archeology of the study area, and to spark
an interest in some of the problems that face researchers and
managers working in the region. We also hope to increase
public awareness of the archeological heritage of this rich area.

If the study area is as rich as previously indicated and has
had such a long history of research, then surely general syn-

thetic works must exist that can be consulted by the interested
reader. Until quite recently, this was, in fact, not true. Many
archeologists have, only partly in jest, stated that the best syn-
thesis of Southwestern prehistory remains A. V. Kidder’s
classic Introduction to the Study of Southwestern Archaeology
published in 1924.

Fortunately, the situation has changed somewhat, and
recent years have witnessed the production of some excellent
summaries. Most of these are regionally biased and/or re-
stricted (such as the BLM or USFS overviews referred to
earlier). However, two works stand out. They should be read
and consulted simultaneously by anyone serious about South-
western archeology. Both studies represent massive amounts
of data synthesis and careful integration of these data with
contemporary archeology. Both volumes address contemporary
research and management issues, and both contain massive
bibliographies.

The first study is Stuart and Gauthier’s Prehistoric New
Mexico—Background for Survey (1980, revised 1984). This
volume presents the New Mexico state plan for the manage-
ment of cultural resources, and is full of useful and interesting
data and discussion. While not without critics, it is nonetheless
a masterful synthesis of the current status of New Mexico
archeology.

The second volume is more general in scope and deals
with the prehistory of the Southwest as a whole. This is Cor-
dell’s Prehistory of the Southwest (1984). Cordell has at-
tempted to synthesize the entire region in one volume; in doing
so, she has been forced to make concessions, but the work
nonetheless represents the most recent comprehensive treat-
ment of the Southwest.

STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

This report is structured as follows. After this introductory
chapter, Chapter 2 provides a brief overview of the environ-
mental context of the project area. Note that appropriate paleo-
environmental concerns are addressed in subsequent chapters.
Chapter 3 examines the changing perspectives of archeological
research, from its beginning to the present. The next five chap-
ters summarize the cultural history of the project area. These
chapters each contain three parts. The first is a broad synthesis
of the period under consideration; the second is a precis charac-
terizing salient aspects of the period; the third discusses the
period by each subarea, summarizing the cultural history and
noting any particular research gaps or problem areas that may
exist. Chapters 9-11, authored by Stodder, discuss in detail
the present state of the bioarcheological resources of the project
area. Chapter 12 introduces and integrates the adaptation type
concept with the existing cultural sequences. Finally, Chapter
13 is a discussion of several current issues concerning the ar-
cheology of the project area, including both management and
research concerns.

A few words are necessary about the order of presentation
in the chapters providing the archeological sequences in the
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project area. Ideally, these would be discussed by natural
environmental breakdowns and would ignore state boundaries.
This, however, was not a practical solution. We are dealing
with the archeology of three states, and archeological materials
have been recorded differently in each. This has resulted in
variable interpretations and classifications. Additionally, the
sections on each state in this report were authored by different
people, therefore it is logical to present the discussion by state.
What we have done is try to keep this as consistent as possible.
We present the regional discussion by state, generally moving
in a north to south and west to east direction. Therefore, we
initially begin with the subregions of Colorado, starting with

the Mountain region, moving to the San Luis Valley, and con-
cluding with the Front Range. Then attention is directed to
New Mexico, which forms the bulk of discussion. We begin
with the northeast region of the state since this forms the closest
link with the Front Range of Colorado. We then move west to
the Upper Rio Grande Valley and the San Juan Basin. The
West-Central region is considered next, followed by Central,
Southwest, and Southeast New Mexico. Finally, attention is
turned to the three subregions of Trans-Pecos, starting with
the Puebloan region, followed by the Interior and Plains re-
gions. Authorship of each section, when it is by someone other
than the principal author, is noted.



CHAPTER 2

ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT

Alan H. Simmons (with Douglas D. Dykeman and Patricia A. Hicks)

The project area, encompassing much of the southwestern
United States, covers one of the most diverse environments in
North America. It ranges from harsh desert to alpine meadows
and includes virtually everything in between. Man’s relation-
ship to that environment is a pivotal focus of much contempo-
rary archeological research. The natural environment imposes
certain constraints within which human adaptations can occur,
thus a clear understanding of the environment is crucial for
comprehending human use of a given region. A group’s ability
to cope with the environment is partially dependent upon its
level of organization, its technological sophistication and its
population size, but the environment remains a constant in
conditioning human adaptations. To one degree or another, it
influences human responses, regardless of technological
achievement. This is true today and was even more pertinent
in the past.

This chapter is composed of two major sections. The first
summarizes major environmental characteristics of the entire
Southwest, while the second briefly discusses each subregion
in the project area. Numerous environmental studies are avail-
able for the Southwest. Our intention here is to provide only
the most general characterization of the region, and to do these,
we rely on the environmental summaries of two archeological
works. Cordell (1984:19-48) provides an excellent and concise
summary of the Southwest’s environmental context, and we
abstract largely from her in the first section of this chapter.
Much of the information for the second section, especially as
it relates to New Mexico, is derived from Stuart and Gauthier
(1984).

ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS
Physiographic Provinces

The project area includes all of New Mexico except the
extreme eastern counties, portions of south-central Colorado,
and the Trans—Pecos region of Texas. This large area encom-
passes a tremendous amount of physiographic diversity, and
portions of four major physiographic provinces occur (Figure
3). These provinces are:

Colorado Plateau
» Basin and Range
* Southern Rocky Mountains

e Great Plains

The western and southern parts of the Southwest fall within
the Basin and Range province. This province covers a greater
area than just the Southwest, extending from about Agua
Caliente and San Luis Potosi in Mexico to parts of Idaho and
Oregon. The Basin and Range province is characterized by a
series of narrow, rugged mountain ranges separated by struc-
tural basins. These ranges are generally parallel and are north-
south trending. In the southern portion of this province, which
includes parts of the study area, less than half of the surface
area is mountainous. Much of this area is very dry and internal
drainage is common, resulting in ephemeral lakes or playas.
Part of this province, however, is drained by the Rio Grande,
Gila, Colorado, Yaqui, and Conchos rivers. Land surfaces with-
in the Basin and Range province consist of gravel fans rising
from valleys to the base of surrounding mountains, dry lake
beds or river floodplains in the central portions of the basins,
and rugged mountains.

The central and north-central part of the Southwest falls
within the Colorado Plateau province. As with the Basin and
Range province, part of the Colorado Plateau extends outside
of the Southwest to the north. The Colorado Plateau is char-
acterized by high elevations with most of the land surfaces
higher than 1,500 m and some mountain peaks exceeding 3,650
m. The plateaus contain extensive areas of nearly horizontal
sedimentary rock formations, but there are also down-warped
basin structures, such as the San Juan Basin, and elevated
igneous structures. Aridity is also a feature of the Colorado
Plateau province. The principal drainage is through the Colo-
rado River and includes tributaries of the Colorado such as
the San Juan and Little Colorado rivers. Most of the rivers are
deeply entrenched and land surfaces often consist of nearly
flat plateaus, mesas, and tilted plateaus, or cuestas. Some vol-
canic areas contain obsidian, an important prehistoric resource.

Part of the Southwest is included within the Southern
Rocky Mountain province. This includes the San Juan Moun-
tains on the west slope and the Sangre de Cristo Mountains on
the east. Between these two groups of ranges are the San Luis
Valley in the north and the Rio Grande Valley to the south.
Elevations within this province range from about 1,520 m to
over 4,260 m. The mountains affect weather patterns and
provide a significant watershed for large areas of the Southwest.
Major drainages include the Rio Grande and its tributaries to
the east and the Dolores and San Juan and their tributaries to
the west.

Parts of the study area also fall within the Great Plains
province. These include the Pecos Valley, the Llano Estacado,
and the Raton sections. Elevations in this province are lower
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than elsewhere, ranging from ca 1,800 m to over 2,100 m in
the Raton section to ca 600 and 1,500 m in the Llano Estacado.
Topographic relief generally is slight. Important drainages in-
clude the Cimarron and Pecos rivers.

Climate

If one employs Bailey’s (1980) climatic domain scheme,
all the Southwest falls within the Dry Domain. Such a classifi-
cation is of little practical use in understanding human adapta-
tions, since roughly one quarter of the Earth’s land surface is
included in this domain. However, the scarcity of water that
characterizes the Dry Domain is, and always has been, a key
variable conditioning human adaptations. In this sense, much
of the project area is considered a marginal environment.

The western portions of the Southwest are characterized
by a biannual cyclonic rainfall pattern. The eastern portions,
however, which include the present study area, have a quite
different pattern. In much of the study area, there is a single
maximum amount of rainfall in the late summer months. The
amount, however, varies considerably and is largely dependent
on the moisture content of the air and the height and mass of
mountains. In general, large mountain masses act as catchment
areas for precipitation. The Southern Rocky Mountains, the
Mogollon Mountains, and the central mountains of Arizona,
accordingly, receive more rainfall than the smaller mountain
ranges within the Basin and Range province.

The Southwest is divided into two regional climatic zones
based on average yearly precipitation. The desert division re-
ceives less than 20 cm of annual precipitation, the steppe divi-
sion generally less than 50 cm. As Cordell (1984:26) notes,
however, average precipitation can be very misleading in that
yearly deviations can be extreme and that not all precipitation
is useful for vegetative growth.

An important climatic variable affecting human occupa-
tion in the Southwest since at least the end of the Archaic period
is the length of the growing season and temperature and humidity
ranges. These are critical for successful agriculture. Generally,
maize, the major Southwestern cultigen, is grown in the region
under conditions of inadequate moisture. This requires a longer
growing season than normal. Cordell makes two general obser-
vations about temperature in relation to agriculture. In many
areas of the Southwest, daily temperature changes are greatest
in the spring, when the germination of seeds may be endangered.
In addition, variability from year to year in the length of growing
season may be extreme (Cordell 1984:27). An excellent discus-
sion on this topic that directly examines agricultural productivity
and growing season may be found in Cully et al. (1982). In any
event, it is important to realize that the Southwest is characterized
by a very unpredictable climatic regime, and that in many arecas
the growing season is marginal at best.

Natural Vegetation

The natural vegetation is significant to human adaptation
for at least two reasons. First, many of the plants were used by
human groups as food or raw material sources. Second, the
natural vegetation provides a habitat for animals, which were
of' equal importance to humans. Since agriculture in the South-

west was always a risky business, hunting and gathering wild
resources were important throughout prehistoric use of the area.
Most descriptions of plant communities in the Southwest use
Bailey’s (1980) delineation, which, for the Southwest, consists
of seven vegetation provinces:

» American Desert

* Chihuahuan Desert

* Mexican Highlands Shrub Steppe
» Upper Gila Mountains Forest

* Colorado Plateau

* Rocky Mountain Forest

* Great Plains Shortgrass Prairie

Most prevalent in the American Desert province are creo-
sote bush—bursage plants. Creosote bush covers large areas
and is widely distributed. Also common is cholla cactus. On
rocky slopes, vegetation consists of paloverde, agave, sotol,
ocotillo, and saguaro, with bitterbrush as a common shrub.
Chamiso and creosote occur below ca 900 m in the Mohave
Desert. Along the northwestern edge of the province the Joshua
tree predominates, with a belt of juniper and pinyon along the
higher northern edge. Interior basins are generally saline and
support salt-tolerant plants such as mesquite, arrowweed, and
pickleweed. The American Desert province occurs primarily
in the western portion of the Southwest, and thus is outside of
the present study area.

The Chihuahuan Desert province consists of short grasses
and shrubs. Creosote once again covers extensive areas, and
mesquite dominates in places with deep soils. Ocotillo, agave,
yucca, and sotol occur on slopes. Mountains in this province
may support a belt of oak and juniper woodland if they are
high enough. On some of the higher mountains, pinyon grow
interspersed with oak. Cottonwoods are common in riparian
environments.

Between the American Desert and the Chihuahuan Desert
provinces is the Mexican Highlands Shrub Steppe province.
At its lower elevation, plants such as saguaro, paloverde, and
creosote are characteristic. Grasses cover the high plains of
this province, and open stands of mesquite, yucca, cholla, and
other shrubs and cacti are common. A submontane zone on
the hills and lower slopes of mountains contains several species
of oak and some juniper. In the higher mountains, pines occur
along with oak and, in some cases, Douglas fir and white fir
grow at the highest elevations.

In the Upper Gila Mountains Forest province in Arizona
and New Mexico, vegetation is primarily controlled by ele-
vation. Below 2,100 m, mixed grasses, chaparral brush, oak—
juniper, and pinyon—juniper woodlands occur. From ca 2,100
to ca 2,400 m, the vegetation is an open forest of ponderosa
pine, with pinyon and juniper on south-facing slopes. On the
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dry rocky ground above ca 2,400 m, Douglas fir and aspen
occur, along with limber pine.

The Colorado Plateau province contains large expanses
of'bare rock. At low elevations, arid grasslands are extensive,
though not necessarily dense. Sagebrush is common in loca-
tions with relatively deep soils. The most extensive vegetation
zone in this province is the pinyon—juniper woodland, which
is generally open, with grama and other grasses, herbs, and
shrubs occurring among the trees. Above the pinyon—juniper
woodland, there is a montane zone. In the southern portion of
this zone, ponderosa pine is dominant and may be associated
with Douglas fir. In the northern part of the province, lodgepole
pine and aspen are the dominant trees in the montane zone,
and at the highest elevations, Engelmann spruce and subalpine
fir are characteristic.

The Rocky Mountain Forest province has several zones
based on altitude. The woodland zone adjacent to the Colorado
Plateaus has extensive areas of pinyon and juniper; ponderosa
pine also occur depending on the direction of the exposure.
Rocky slopes may contain dense stands of mountain mahogany
and scrub oak; sagebrush and grasses cover large areas and
can extend to the ponderosa pine and Douglas fir forest. Above
this forest, a subalpine vegetation zone is dominated by Engel-
mann spruce and subalpine fir. This is succeeded at even higher
elevations by treeless alpine meadows.

The Great Plains Shortgrass Prairie province occurs in only
arelatively small portion of the eastern Southwest. Characteris-
tic grasses such as grama and buffalo grass are a ground cover
for sunflower and locoweed, which are typical plants in this
province. Scattered pinyon and juniper occur over some of the
area, particularly on slopes near the foothills of the southern
Rockies. Riparian plants are found along the limited waterways.

Many of the plants that characterize these provinces are
found throughout the Southwest, but they may be more abun-
dant in one province than another. The density and particular
configurations of major plant groups depend on elevation,
direction of exposure, and soil conditions (Cordell 1984:30—
31).

Fauna

For most of his existence in the Southwest, man has relied
to a great degree upon native fauna as well as flora. In dry
areas, animals generally exhibit considerable flexibility in
behavior patterns. This, combined with their mobility, allows
them to use the seasonally and spatially heterogeneous re-
sources available. Cordell (1984:32—33) notes that there are
two generalizations about the differential distribution of ani-
mals in the Southwest that are useful to consider. First, there
generally is more diversity in large body sized animals in the
mountain and plateau areas and more diversity in the smaller
body sized animals in the lower desert areas. Second, the dif-
ferences in the distribution of animals may relate more to their

specific behavioral responses to predators than to their food
requirements. In this context, it should be realized that smaller
animals generally comprise the bulk of faunal remains re-
covered from archeological sites. There are some notable ex-
ceptions though, especially on both extremes of the time range
of human occupation of the Southwest (i.e., the Paleo-Indian
and protohistoric periods).

REGIONAL DISCUSSION

This section briefly characterizes salient environmental
features of each subregion of the project area. Discussion is
arranged in a general north to south trend, following the pres-
entation of archeological materials in subsequent chapters. Au-
thorship of each section is provided when someone other than
the principal author prepared a section.

South-Central Colorado (Douglas D. Dykeman)
Mountains

The Mountain subregion of the south-central Colorado
study area consists of the high terrain that forms a “horseshoe”
area surrounding the San Luis Valley. It extends from the
Colorado—New Mexico border north to Leadville, Colorado.
The western boundary is the Continental Divide and the eastern
boundary extends in an irregular line from Pikes Peak south-
ward across the Arkansas Valley west of Canon City, Colorado,
and ultimately to the headwaters of the Apishapa River.

The Mountain subregion is characterized by massive
ranges and steep narrow valleys at elevations generally exceed-
ing 3,000 m. The highest peaks in the area are over 4,200 m
high. Rising to elevations in excess of 3,600 m along the Con-
tinental Divide are the San Juan and La Garita Mountains.
These are connected to the magnificent “fourteeners” (the peaks
over 14,000 ft) of the Sawatch Range via a massive 3,600 m
ridge called the Cochetopa Hills. The Sawatch Range, its “Ivy
League” peaks named Harvard, Columbia, Yale, and Princeton,
extends northward to Tennessee Pass near Leadville. At this
point, the area extends east and then south, encompassing an-
other massive ridge that divides the Arkansas River Valley
from South Park. The study region excludes South Park by
skirting its southern boundary and extending northeast to the
Rampart Range, located near Colorado Springs. From this
point, the boundary winds southward, incorporating Pikes Peak
and the Wet Mountains along the Front Range, and the Sangre
de Cristo Mountains and Culebra Range on the east side of
the San Luis Valley. The western mountains of this subregion
are drained by a series of small creeks terminating in the San
Luis Valley. The southern portion of the area is drained by the
upper reaches of the Rio Grande River, which eventually flows
southwest from the San Luis Valley. The eastern portion of
the area is drained by numerous creeks and small rivers com-
prising the Arkansas River Basin.
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San Luis Valley

The San Luis Valley comprises this subregion, which
extends northward to Ponca Pass in the vicinity of Villa Grove,
Colorado. For the purposes of this study, it extends southward
to the New Mexico—Colorado border near Antonito, Colorado.
The western limit of the valley is in the vicinity of Del Norte,
Colorado, and the eastern limit encompasses Great Sand Dunes
National Monument.

The San Luis Valley is a massive basin filled with a thick
layer of sandy sediments deposited during the Pleistocene. The
resultant gentle topography ranges from ca 2,300 m to over
2,400 m in elevation, and the rich soils are considered prime
agricultural land.

Mountain ranges enclose the San Luis Valley on the west,
north, and east. The Rio Grande River drains the southern por-
tion of the valley and exits to the south into New Mexico.
Sauguache and San Luis creeks drain the northern part of the
valley, but disappear into the deep sands before reaching the
Rio Grande. The native vegetation consists of sagebrush and
grasslands.

Front Range

The Front Range subregion extends from the vicinity of
Colorado Springs southward to the Colorado—New Mexico
border south of Trinidad, Colorado. To the west, this area in-
cludes the Arkansas River Valley below 2,400 m in elevation.
The southeast corner of the region is in the vicinity of Mesa
de Maya, and the northeast corner is ca 60 km east of Colorado
Springs in the vicinity of Rush.

The foothills, tablelands, and western margin of the plains
in southeastern Colorado constitute the Front Range subregion.
The western portion consists of the foothills of the Rocky
Mountains, including the lower slopes of the Rampart Range,
Pikes Peak, and the Wet Mountains. Near the Colorado—New
Mexico border the Park Plateau and Chaquaqua Plateau extend
eastward well onto the Great Plains. Massive basaltic mesas
dissected by small rivers characterize the terrain.

The north and central portions of this subregion form the
western margin of the Great Plains. This area is the drainage
basin of the Arkansas River, which consist of low rolling hills
and a few low mesas and cuestas. Five small rivers, the Charles,
Huerfano, Cucharas, Apishapa, and Purgatoire flow northward
to the Arkansas, draining the foothills and the Park and Cha-
quaqua plateaus. Numerous small creeks also flow from the
north to the Arkansas River.

New Mexico

Northeast

The Northeastern subregion includes all of Union, Colfax,
and Harding counties, and portions of Mora and San Miguel
counties. The boundaries of this area are the Colorado—New
Mexico border on the north, the Oklahoma—Texas—New Mexi-

co border on the east, Interstate 40 on the south, and the eastern
boundaries of the Carson and Santa Fe National Forests on
the west. The western portion of this subregion is characterized
by a high mountain range, the Sangre de Cristos, with elevations
up to nearly 4,000 m. From the mountains, numerous streams
emerge, most flowing east for ca 30 to 50 km and then turning
south. The major drainages in the region include the Pecos,
Canadian, Ute, and Dry Cimarron rivers. West of the mountains
are the Las Vegas and Raton plateaus. These are primarily flat
or rolling plains with several canyons and mesas. The plateaus
are bounded to the southeast by the Canadian Escarpment with
its lava-capped mesa and sharply entrenched streams (Stuart
and Gauthier 1984:294).

Upper Rio Grande Valley

In this work, we are using Stuart and Gauthier’s (1984)
classification of the Upper Rio Grande Valley. Parts of what
Cordell (1979a) considers the Middle Rio Grande also are in-
cluded here. This subregion includes portions of the Southern
Rocky Mountains (Sangre de Cristo, Brazos uplift, and the
Jemez Mountains), the Rio Grande Rift, and the Chama Basin,
part of the Colorado Plateau. The most important river in the
Rio Grande Valley, the Rio Grande, enters the San Luis Valley
near Del Norte, Colorado, and continues south-southwest. Prin-
cipal tributaries of the Rio Grande within this subregion include
the Red River, Taos Creek, Embudo Creek, Rio Santa Cruz,
Rio Pojoaque, Rio Santa Fe, Rio Galisteo, all on the east, and
the Rio Chama and Rio Jemez on the west (Cordell 1979a:5—
6). Parts of this subregion, such as the Cochiti Reservoir area,
are situated at the interface of one of the most diverse regions
in North America (Chapman 1979b:75). When compared with
many other parts of the project area, the Rio Grande subregion
provides greater variety in game animal habitat, more diverse
vegetation, more favorable rainfall patterns, relatively close
proximity of crop-growing and game-bearing areas. This sup-
ports a mixed subsistence base with horticulture, where practic-
able, supplemented by wild food resources (Cordell 1979a:7).

San Juan Basin

The San Juan Basin comprises a good portion of north-
western New Mexico. It is a structural subunit of the Colorado
Plateau and consists of an expanse of broad plains, sharply
and frequently dissected by mesas and buttes of relatively low
relief. These are surrounded by higher mountains and plateaus.
Elevations within the central part of the San Juan Basin rarely
exceeds 150 m, while at the periphery, relief of 900 m is not
uncommon. The term basin is somewhat misleading since it
implies low elevation; the entire San Juan Basin is quite high.
Its interior elevation averages 1,800 m, and this accounts for
much of the Basin’s several climate and abbreviated growing
seasons (Judge 1982:8).

The San Juan Basin is elliptical in shape and is roughly
160 km in diameter. It is bounded on the east by the Nacimien-
to Uplift and the Archuleta Arch and on the north by the San
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Juan Dome. The Hogback Monocline and the Four-Corners
Platform constitute its western boundary. The Chaco Slope
arbitrarily defines the southern limits of the Basin proper. The
San Juan Basin is located in the Navajo Section of the Colorado
Plateau (McAnany 1982). The San Juan River is a major drain-
age, and is located in the northern part of the San Juan Basin.
The Chaco River is a major interior drainage.

West-Central

In the west-central New Mexico subregion, the Colorado
Plateau province meets the Basin and Range province. The
area is characterized by a remarkable topographic diversity,
with elevations ranging from ca 1,370 m to over 3,000 m. In
the upland areas there are substantial forests. In the lower forest
elevations, these include mixed pinyon—juniper with some
Ponderosa pine. As elevations increase, the Ponderosa also
increases. In the upper zones, spruce and fir dominate, and in
the highest regions, Alpine complexes are dominant. The lower
elevations of eastern and central Socorro County consists pri-
marily of the grassy Plains of San Agustin, an internal basin
characterized by high erosion and poor drainage (Stuart and
Gauthier 1984:119).

Central

The Central subregion is located at the approximate geo-
graphic center of New Mexico. Major landforms in this area
include the east slope of the Manzano Mountains, the Estancia
Basin, Chupadero Mesa, and the northern end of the Gallina
Mountains. Elevation and vegetation vary most on the west
side of the subregion. The highest peaks in the Manzano Moun-
tains are over 3,000 m. From the Manzanos, the terrain slopes
to the east, occasionally cut by several eastward-flowing, en-
trenched drainages. Approximately 50 km east of the crest of
the Manzanos is the Estancia Valley (or Basin), which includes
the Salina (or Laguna del Perro) salt lakes. The southern portion
of the central subregion is dominated by Chupadero Mesa and
the northern end of the Gallina Mountains. Chupadero Mesa,
an elevated area around 2000 m, is forested with pinyon and
juniper. East and north of the Estancia Basin are large expanses
of plains occasionally interrupted by mesas. For the most part,
however, this is an area of low topographic relief. Drainages
here flow east, the most important being the Pintado (Stuart
and Gauthier 1984:319).

Southwest

There are two broad environmental subdivisions within
the Southwest subregion: the Mimbres/Mogollon highlands
and the Jornada. The northern portions of the Mimbres/
Mogollon area are characterized by extensive upland valleys
and mountain ranges rising to over 3,000 m. From west to east
these form a series of basins and ranges defined by the Upper
San Francisco, the Upper Gila, and the Upper Mimbres drain-
ages. These are cool and well watered uplands where vegetation

zones, growing season, and temperatures vary markedly with
altitude and exposure. Moving south, these rugged uplands
open up into a classic semidesert basin and range topography
with lower, poorly timbered mountains and desert floor. Rivers
such as the Mimbres gradually disappear into the sandy plains
of the desert floor. From the perspective of human adaptations,
there is considerable geographic, climatic, and vegetational
diversity in this subregion (Stuart and Gauthier 1984:175).

The eastern portion of this subregion is referred to as the
Jornada area, which also extends into the southeastern sub-
region. The lower areas are hot and dry and include the Lower
Rio Grande Valley, the Tularosa Basin, and the Jornada del
Muerto. Upland areas are less extensive and open either into
large internal basins or onto the plains to the east. Major drain-
ages are the Rio Grande, the Rio Bonito, and the Tularosa and
Sacramento in the Sierra Blanca—Sacramento mountain system.
This latter area is well-watered and densely forested (Stuart
and Gauthier 1984:210).

Southeast

The southeast subregion is bounded on the west by the
eastern flanks of the Sacramento and Guadalupe Mountains.
To the south and on the east, it is bounded by the borders of
Texas, and on the north it is bounded roughly by a line drawn
from the junctures of Torrance, Guadalupe, and Lincoln coun-
ties northeastward to Quay County at the Texas border. The
western portion of this subregion is characterized by extensive
uplands that join the Guadalupe and Sacramento ranges. Maxi-
mum elevation reaches ca 2,000 m. These upland areas open
into the Sacramento Plain, which is characterized by mixed
grassland zones and some woodlands. Continuing east, the Di-
amond A Plain slopes down towards the Pecos Valley and is
characterized by mixed grassland zones. The Pecos Valley,
bisecting southeastern New Mexico from north to south, ranges
in elevation from ca 1,000 m in the north to ca 850 m near the
Texas border. Moving east of the Pecos Valley, elevations again
increase, although not dramatically. The eastern margins of
the Pecos drainage are referred to as the Mescalero Plain and
are characterized by desert grasslands. The easternmost section
of southeast New Mexico, known as the Llano Estacado, is
characterized by extremely low relief, internal drainage, eleva-
tions ranging from ca 1,150 m to over 1,500 m, and mixed
grassland communities. It is separated from the Mescalero
Plain by the Mescalero pediment, a topographic feature varying
from ca 150 m to low, dune-covered ridges. Portions of this
pediment are substantially eroded (Stuart and Gauthier
1984:259).

With the exception of the eastern flanks of the Sac-
ramento—Guadalupe Mountains, there is little elevational
variance in this subregion. Nonetheless, the region receives
greater rainfall than does the San Juan Basin or portions of
southwestern New Mexico. In general, the climate is similar
throughout this subregion and is characterized by dry winters
and heavy rainfall during the late summer. A number of per-
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manent streams, such as the Hondo, crosscut southeastern New
Mexico from east to west flowing into the Pecos River. As
one moves eastward, however, onto the Llano Estacado, water
becomes increasingly scare. In historic times, substantial
buffalo populations are known to have inhabited at least the
northern areas of southeastern New Mexico (Stuart and Gauth-
ier 1984:261).

Trans—Pecos (Patricia A. Hicks)

Much of Trans—Pecos area is located within the northern
reaches of the Chihuahuan Desert. Although on the surface
the area appears to be a harsh wasteland, the region in fact
contains an abundance of plant and animal resources sufficient
to maintain a human population. Plant resources in Trans—
Pecos are distributed in response to climate, topography, and
soils (Marmaduke 1978:9). Today, forest and parklands of
pinyon and oak, and an assortment of grasses, are found at
elevations between ca 1,525 m and 2,590 m in the region’s
mountain ranges. Along the lower slopes of the mountains, the
forests grade into a diversified biotic zone ranging from juniper
grassland to desert scrub. Mallouf (1985:6) notes that the foot-
hills and lower mountain slopes between ca 975 m and 1,675 m
are major sources of perennial and intermittent springs, vital
keys to survival in this arid country. Plants common to the foot-
hills include agave, sotol, and yucca, all of which were important
as food sources. The lower foothills and the basins in the region
generally occur at elevations between 550 m and 1,065 m. These
areas are characterized by a desert shrub environment contain-
ing succulent and semi-succulent species. The dominant shrub
is creosote bush, but species of economic significance such as
Texas persimmon, agave, sotol, yucca, ocotillo, and prickly pear
also occur (Mallouf 1985:9). The Rio Grande and Pecos rivers
are the only perennial streams in the region. The rugged canyons
of the riverine environment, and the talus slopes immediately
adjacent to them, contain many species of useful plants, including
mesquite, wild grape, willow, carrizo—cane, cottonwood, agave,
sotol, and assorted cacti.

The foregoing refers to all of Trans—Pecos in general
terms. The following briefly characterizes each subregion.

The western portion of the study area includes parts of
the Mexican Highlands and Sacramento sections of the Basin
and Range province (Fenneman 1931:328; Hunt 1974:484—
485, Figure 16.1). In general, the area is characterized by
rugged low mountain ranges interspersed with dry intermon-
tane basins (Mallouf 1985:5). That portion of the Basin and
Range province that lies within the overview area has been
subdivided into Puebloan and Interior subregions to aid in the
discussion of the different adaptations that characterized the
area during the Late Prehistoric period.

Puebloan

The Puebloan subregion includes the El Paso area and
the Hueco Bolson in the northeastern portion of Trans—Pecos,

and the Rio Grande Valley and some of its major tributaries to
the south in the La Junta district. The section boundaries are
described by the Rio Grande Valley on the west and the state
line on the north from the Rio Grande to the Hueco Mountains
on the east. The eastern boundary follows the Hueco and Quit-
man mountains to the south, intersecting the Rio Grande at
the eastern margin of the Hueco Bolson where it passes into
Mexico. Because so little research has been undertaken in this
area, this boundary should be considered tentative, based as it
is on cultural rather than physiographic factors (however, see
Lehmer 1958:110, Figure 1, for a precedent). From this point,
the boundaries of the section are defined by the valley of the
Rio Grande, terminating at a point approximately 16 km down-
stream from Redford, Texas. In the La Junta area near Presidio,
Texas, the Puebloan subregion includes the valleys of the Rio
Concho and Alamito Creek to points 60 km upstream from
their confluence with the Rio Grande.

Interior

The Interior subregion is that area of the Basin and Range
province that lies between the Plains and the Puebloan sub-
regions. Mallouf has described the area as “a region of dramatic
topographic relief, containing rugged mountains, plateau grass-
land, extensively dissected alluvial fans (bajadas), volcanic
outcrops, massive limestone canyons, deep alluvial valleys,
flat topped mesas, undulating dune fields, and seemingly inter-
minable saline flats” (Mallouf 1985:5). In the northeastern por-
tion of the section is found Guadalupe Peak, the highest point
in Texas at 2,667 m. The southern portion of this area encom-
passes that part of Texas known as the Big Bend. The west-
central portion contains the Marfa Plain and Presidio Flat. To
the east of the Hueco Mountains, in the northwest portion of
the section, is the Diablo Plateau, while the Salt Basin is further
to the east. Some of the most rugged mountains in the country
occur in the Interior subregion. These include the Guadalupe
Mountains in the north, the Davis Mountains in the central
part of the subregion, the Chisos Mountains in the Big Bend
country to the south, and the Quitman, Eagle, and Chanati
mountains paralleling the Rio Grande in the west.

Eastern Trans—Pecos: The Plains Subregion

The eastern third of Trans—Pecos is included within the
Great Plains province (Fenneman 1931:47-54; Hunt 1974:326—
327, Figure 13.1). The Plains subregion includes the southern
portion of the Pecos division of the Southern Plains, the Toyah
Basin, and the highly dissected Stockton Plateau. It is bounded
on the north by the Texas—New Mexico border, on the east by
the Pecos River, and on the south by the Rio Grande. The
western boundary is defined by the eastern slopes of the Gua-
dalupe, Delaware, Apache, Barilla, and Glass mountains in
the northern and central portions of the study area. The south-
western boundary is defined by the breakdown of the Stockton
Plateau.
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SUMMARY

The Southwest is characterized by a highly diverse en-
vironment. The general aridity of the region limited the natural
productivity and affected the reliability with which some re-
sources occurred. This aridity has posed, and continues to pose,
a challenge for people living in the Southwest. Somewhat
ironically, it also has been an important factor in the generally
excellent preservation of archeological remains throughout the
Southwest (Cordell 1984:46). This has provided researchers
with environmental and cultural information that is unrivaled
anywhere else in North America (with the possible exception
of the Great Basin).

While the aridity of the area has helped to preserve the
archeological record, it also has been responsible for promoting
some of its destruction since these desert and semidesert
environments are relatively fragile, and small and short term
disturbances can have disproportionately great effects. This
type of environment recovers from disturbances at a slow rate.
Numerous natural processes, such as erosion, arroyo cutting,
gullying, and aeolian deflation can destroy archeological re-
mains.

Human activity, however, is by far the greatest impact on
archeological resources. Resource development and the large
population growth of the Southwest are principal factors in-
volved in the current deterioration of archeological resources
(Cordell 1984:46). To this we only add that the fragile nature
of much of study area has enhanced its susceptibility to damage
from careless human activities.

In concluding this chapter, we should note that in a sense
the excellent preservation generally evident in much of the
Southwest has biased our views of archeology in the region.
Preservation is so good that there has perhaps been a tendency
to overemphasize the special nature of past human achieve-
ments in the region. This, however, may be more apparent
than real, in that in other regions of the United States the arche-
ological record has deteriorated more rapidly than it has in the
Southwest. Regardless, as the following chapters will demon-
strate, the area represents one of the richest archeological
preserves in North America. But, it is necessary to maintain a
balanced perception, realizing that the environmental setting
of the project area is one conducive to excellent preservation
and thus may have allowed a bias to enter our perception of
the archeological record.



CHAPTER 3

HISTORY OF ARCHEOLOGICAL RESEARCH

Alan H. Simmons

Archeology in the United States did not become a formal
discipline until the late 1800s, but it has had a colorful history,
both before and after this time. The purpose of this chapter is
to briefly examine major patterns in the history of archeological
research in the project area. Several classifications of the his-
tory of archeology in North America exist, and we will follow
a modified version of that presented by Willey and Sabloff
(1974). Additional recent overviews of American archeology
may be found in Dunnell (1986) and Jennings (1986). Several
summaries of the history of Southwestern archeology also exist
(e.g., Cordell 1984:49—-119; Lister and Lister 1968, 1981; Rohn
1973). The periods defined by Willey and Sabloff, slightly
modified for use here, are:

* Speculative Period, 14921840
» Classificatory—Descriptive Period, 1840-1914

* Classificatory—Historic Period:
The Concern with Chronology, 1914—-1940

* Classificatory—Historic Period:
The Concern with Context and Function, 1940-1960

* Explanatory Period, 1960—-1980
* Cultural Resource Management Period, 1970-1980

* Contemporary Period, 1980—present

We have retained their original terminology except for
modifying the last period to more accurately reflect the present
situation in the Southwest. We supplement their Explanatory
period with a complementary Cultural Resource Management
period ending both of these rather arbitrarily at 1980 and adding
a new category simply termed the Contemporary period.
Technically we should perhaps present the Explanatory and
Cultural Resource Management as a “facies” since they share
the same chronological span. However, for the purposes of
illustration we retain this classification.

THE SPECULATIVE PERIOD (1492-1840)

Interest in archeology developed during the long Spec-
ulative period, but all archeological data collected during this

time, with a few exceptions, was incidental to other activities
(Willey and Sabloff 1974:21). The first explorers of North
America came across the remains of ancient Native Amer-
icans, and, while not overly interested, they did speculate on
their origins. Willey and Sabloff (1974:21-22) note that three
trends characterized this period. The first related primarily
to the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and consisted of
the chronicles of the Spaniards. The second trend began in
the eighteenth century, gaining strength in the nineteenth. It
consisted of accounts by explorers who described ruins in
their reports. The third trend foreshadowed the beginnings
of the Descriptive—Historic period. It involved the efforts of
a few individuals who had archeology as their primary con-
cern. These people, who actually undertook archeological
surveys and excavations, can perhaps be best described as
avocational archeologists. They started a trend that expanded
with the general interest in archeology late in the nineteenth
century.

In the project area, this period is first represented by the
Spaniards who entered the region. The initial presence of Euro-
peans in the project area was not due to an organized expedi-
tion, but rather had more ignominious origins. It was repre-
sented by the wanderings of the Cabeza de Vaca party in Trans—
Pecos in 1535. They had been shipwrecked off the Gulf Coast
seven years earlier and captured by local Natives. Having es-
caped, they made their way across the southern portions of
Trans—Pecos prior to returning to Mexico (Kelley 1952b:263;
Tyler 1975:22).

The first organized incursion into the project area was the
de Niza expedition, which first came within sight of the Zuni
Pueblos in 1539. The next year the Coronado expedition en-
tered the same area, beginning the exploration of much of the
Southwest and setting the stage for subsequent colonization.

These early explorers often wrote of the Natives they
encountered, and their chronicles form a valuable component
of the history of the project area. While they also recorded
some ruins, there were no attempts to systematically examine
archeological remains. This was true throughout the Spec-
ulative period in the Southwest, with little concern for in-
vestigating the abundant remains dotting the landscape. Of
course, many of the pueblos still were occupied, and a sub-
stantial nomadic population also existed. Thus the early Span-
iards had more pressing concerns with contemporary Native
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groups, and this left them little time for speculation on the
remains they encountered.

THE CLASSIFICATORY DESCRIPTIVE PERIOD
(1840-1914)

The Classificatory—Descriptive period is characterized by
a distinct change from the preceding period in that the principal
focus was on the description and basic classification of ar-
cheological materials, especially architecture and monuments.
Throughout this period, archeologists attempted to turn ar-
cheology into a systematic and scientific discipline. Although
they failed in this task, they did lay the foundation for the
twentieth century (Willey and Sabloff 1974:42).

Throughout this period, there was an increase in the dis-
covery and description of antiquities as the United States ex-
panded westward. Most of these early studies were sponsored
by the U.S. government, universities, museums, and scientific
societies. Archeology was taught in universities and became
both an established vocation and a recognized avocation
(Willey and Sabloff 1974:42).

This was an active period in the Southwest. Acknow-
ledgment for first recording Southwestern antiquities is usually
given to the U.S. Army’s reconnaissance and topographic map-
ping expeditions into the newly acquired southwestern terri-
tories. The earliest descriptions were by Emory (1848) and
Simpson (1850), and Emory has been given credit with begin-
ning the study of Southwestern archeology (Goetzman 1959,
1967:255-256, 325-326).

Later studies involved individuals from the Bureau of Eth-
nology and members of private expeditions, such as James
Stevenson, the Mindeleffs, the Wetherills, A. Bandelier, F. H.
Cushing, J. W. Fewkes, B. Cummings, E. L. Hewett, and G.
Nordenskiold. Cushing, leading the Hemenway Expedition,
helped pioneer the direct-historical approach (Willey and
Sabloff 1974:59—-60). In its simplest terms, the Direct Historical
Approach refers to working back into prehistoric times from
documented historic periods. Archeologically, this involves
the investigation of sites known to have been occupied in early
historic times. Excavation produces artifacts that can, thus, be
associated with identifiable ethnic groups. Using this informa-
tion, the archeologist may then study other sites in the region
whose artifact assemblages show stylistic overlap with the
historically defined complex, but whose origins go back to
prehistoric times (Willey and Sabloff 1974:114).

While these early American explorers were not arche-
ologists, they recorded, mapped, and sometimes excavated a
tremendous number of ruins throughout the Southwest. Their
maps and notes remain valuable documents, not only in a

historic sense but also because of their excellent detail.

THE CLASSIFICATORY HISTORY PERIOD
The Concern with Chronology (1914-1940)

During this period archeology developed as a scientific
discipline. This occurred within the context of anthropology,
with archeology being considered one of its subdisciplines.
Placing North American archeology within anthropology
marked a major departure from Old World archeology, which
always had been more closely allied with the geological sci-
ences. In the New World, however, the presence of living Na-
tives and the use of the direct historical approach contributed
to archeology’s placement in anthropology. Despite (or because
of?) this association, archeology was well enough established
to justify the formation of the Society for American Archae-
ology in 1934.

Archeologists’ primary concern during this period was
with chronology. During this time, stratigraphic excavation
developed as the primary means of chronological control. In
fact, some of the earliest work with stratigraphy occurred in
the Southwest in the Galisteo Basin. The principles of seriation,
allied to stratigraphy, were initiated as well. The classificatory
studies begun during the previous period were now aimed to-
wards stratigraphic and seriation procedures, and more atten-
tion was turned to artifacts. In addition to artifact classifica-
tions, archeologists began to develop cultural classifications,
and cultural-historic sequences were formulated, even though
they were based on limited data. Finally, this period was char-
acterized by a continued refinement in field methods (Willey
and Sabloff 1974:88-89).

A major goal of this period was in regional synthesis using
stratigraphic and seriation methods, pottery and artifact ty-
pology, culture unit classification, and the direct historical
approach (Willey and Sabloff 1974:115). A significant event
occurred in 1926, with the discovery of the Folsom site and
the documentation of man’s antiquity in the New World. With
the establishment of a considerable antiquity, arguments for
in situ cultural development were strengthened. Finally, another
major event, not related to research but having a major effect
on the profession was directly tied to the Great Depression.
During the 1930s, the New Deal make-work agencies produced
scores of cheap labor for archeology through the Work Projects
Administration (WPA) and Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA),
resulting in a new work force. Coupled with this development
were the initial stirrings of concern with development and
salvage archeology (Fowler 1986:145).

Cordell (1984:51-53) singles out three individuals whose
impact on Southwestern archeology during the early parts of
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this period is still felt. The first is Nels Nelson (1914, 1916)
and his demonstration of the values of systematic stratigraphic
excavation. In his work in the Galisteo Basin, Nelson, con-
cerned with showing the chronological order of ceramics for
the Rio Grande area, conducted test excavations at a number
of sites. In particular, his excavations at San Cristobal pueblo,
which had been abandoned early in the historic period,
demonstrated the sequential order of ceramic types. The second
individual, A. Kroeber (1916), combined the direct historic
approach and a frequency seriation of ceramics from surface
collections. The third person, L. Spier (1917), refined Kroeb-
er’s approach and combined seriation with stratigraphic meth-
ods.

According to Cordell, “these three contributions marked
a turning point in Southwestern archeology. They demonstrated
that sites could be ordered relative to one another along the
temporal dimension, that the principles of stratigraphy derived
from geology could be applied to archeology, and that ceramics
were sensitive indicators of temporal changes” (Cordell 1984:
53). Between 1914 and 1927, others also applied these methods
of direct historical approach, stratigraphic excavation, and
ceramic seriation to various Southwest excavations.

The first Southwestern archeologist to make use of the
stratigraphic method on a large scale was A. V. Kidder, often
considered the father of Southwestern archeology. Using the
principles established by Nelson, Kroeber, and Spier, Kidder
undertook an ambitious project, the R. S. Peabody Foundation
for Archaeology’s investigations at Pecos Pueblo in the Rio
Grande Valley. Kidder worked at Pecos from 1915 through
1929. He was interested in Pecos because it had been contin-
ually occupied, until 1838, allowing him to apply the direct
historic approach. In 1924, he published the first comprehen-
sive synthesis of Southwestern archeology (Kidder 1924), us-
ing data from the Pecos excavations and from other studies.
This book remains a classic (Cordell 1984:53-54).

In August of 1927, Kidder invited several Southwestern
archeologists and other interested individuals to his camp at
Pecos to discuss fundamental problems of Southwestern ar-
cheology. This was the first Pecos Conference, which has now
become an annual ritual for Southwestern archeologists. Those
attending the first conference included luminaries who laid
the foundation for Southwestern archeology: Neil Judd, Jesse
Nusbaum, A. E. Douglass, Frank Roberts Jr., Earl Morris,
Sylvanus Morley, Walter Hough, Mr. and Mrs. C. B. Cosgrove,
C. Amsden, B. Cummings, and E. Haury. The conference pro-
duced the first conceptual framework for organizing South-
western archeological data: the Pecos Classification. Its en-
during impact on Southwestern archeology is illustrated by
the fact that it still is used as the basic terminology for the
northern Southwest (Cordell 1984:53-59).

This was in a sense the classic period of Southwestern
archeology. While much of the work conducted is generally
considered poor by today’s standards, several projects defined
the outlines of Southwestern prehistory. Research concentrated
on the large and spectacular sites of the Southwest, such as
Mesa Verde and Chaco Canyon, but less impressive ruins also
were investigated. Nearly all projects were restricted to large
Puebloan ruins containing impressive architecture, although
there was some attention paid to early man sites as well. In the
present project area, most activity occurred in northwestern
and west-central New Mexico.

The Boasian concept of historical particularism was im-
portant during this period. This concept involved the definition
of unique qualities and attributes of specific cultures, and was
not concerned with regional comparisons or general trends of
universal development. The “stratigraphic revolution” in the
Southwest was carried out by men trained in this Boasian tra-
dition (Cordell 1984:81). This school of thought dominated
much of the research conducted during this period. It also docu-
mented the complexity of Southwestern archeology, which be-
came increasingly apparent with each new excavation. Several
elaborate (and often confusing) new classification systems were
developed. Some were in critique of the Pecos Classification,
such as the Gladwins’ (1934) biological model consisting of
roots, stems, branches, and phases; many became nearly ob-
sessed with regional variation. All of these events left a lasting
impression not only on Southwestern archeology but also on
North American archeology as well.

The Concern with Context and Function
(1940-1960)

Willey and Sabloff (1974:131) believe that during much
of the Classificatory—Historic period archeologists were rele-
gated to a second-class status by the anthropological pro-
fession. It was felt that archeologists really had little to con-
tribute to theory and were not in the vanguard of contemporary
thinking. This began to change during the late 1950s with a
critical reexamination of the aims and procedures of arche-
ology. Associated with this was the development of new ex-
perimental trends involving contextual and functional studies.
This was a time of transition for American archeology (Willey
and Sabloff 1974:131).

Three prevailing topics characterized this period: the propo-
sition that artifacts could be understood as the material remains
of social and cultural behavior, the developing concern with
settlement patterns, and the relationship of man to his environ-
ment. This period also witnessed the generation of archeo-
logical syntheses that went beyond pure description and
attempted to examine cultural evolutionary processes. Dur-
ing this period, interdisciplinary research and the use of more
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scientific methods, including radiocarbon dating also was
initiated (Willey and Sabloff 1974:132, 156—160). One of the
seminal works reflecting these new trends, as well as sharply
criticizing the discipline, was Walter Taylor’s (1948) A4 Study
of Archaeology. Another major work was Willey and Phillips’
(1958) influential Method and Theory in American Archae-
ology.

Thus, the principal innovations during this period involved
contextual and functional interpretations. Data recovery tech-
niques were refined, and attempts were made to view archeo-
logical materials from the perspective of cultural evolution
(Willey and Sabloff 1974:174—177). Despite these advances,
however, the majority of archeological research throughout
the country followed traditional patterns.

In the Southwest, this period witnessed extensive explor-
ation of ruins. By and large, sites were approached with tra-
ditional methods, and one has a sense that some of the earlier
innovations largely pioneered in the Southwest (such as the
stratigraphic revolution) were not extensively used. On the
other hand, a tremendous amount of descriptive data were
gathered and the general framework of Southwestern prehistory
was filled out.

Two events merit notice here. For the first time, more at-
tention was directed to the nonspectacular sites of the South-
west. This included the investigation of Paleo-Indian sites and
the initial study of Archaic materials. Less impressive Puebloan
remains also were investigated. While attention still focused
on major sites, a more balanced view of the entire range of
archeology was achieved.

Secondly, salvage archeology intensified in much of the
Southwest. This occurred throughout much of the United States
as people realized that archeological sites were being destroyed
by development. Certainly the Smithsonian’s River Basin Sur-
veys in the Midwest exemplify this trend. In the Southwest,
too, major salvage projects were conducted (e.g., Wendorf
1954a, b, c), often quite literally in the shadow of bulldozers.
Most of these investigations were undertaken by archeologists
associated with universities or museums. The full impact of
salvage archeology was to be realized in the near future.

THE EXPLANATORY PERIOD (1960-1980)

It is here that we modify Willey and Sabloff’s chrono-
logical order of the history of American archeology. We ter-
minate the explanatory period at 1980, while they extended it
to the present (although their work was published in 1974).
With this aside, the Explanatory period represents one of the
most profound changes to ever occur in North American ar-
cheology.

This period is inextricably tied to the so-called New Arche-
ology. Willey and Sabloff (1974:183) state that the three basic
approaches and characteristics of the new archeology are: an
emphasis on cultural evolutionary theory, on systems theory,
and on logic-deductive reasoning.

An extensive literature has grown up surrounding the Ex-
planatory period. Some of it is thought-provoking; much of it
is redundant or states the obvious. It is not appropriate here to
consider this literature, but the writings of Lewis Binford, whom
many consider the father of the New Archeology, are seminal.
The impact of the new archeology has recently been summar-
ized by Binford (1986).

With the emergence of the new archeology, the Southwest
once again took the lead in developing archeological method
and theory. Many of the new theories were tested against the
backdrop of Southwestern archeological sites, and examples
will be cited throughout this volume. One aspect of the new
archeology is its willingness to use innovative, and sometimes
controversial, techniques for data recovery and analysis. Many
of the state-of-the-art contemporary techniques now in common
usage were pioneered in the Southwest.

At roughly the same time that the new archeology was in
vogue (ca early 1970s), a related development was occurring.
This forced a schism within the discipline that is only recently
becoming narrower.

THE CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
(CRM) PERIOD (1970-1980)

We have identified another partially contemporary, but
often philosophically quite separate, period of American ar-
cheology history. This is the Cultural Resource Management,
or CRM, period. As used here, this period reflects that time
roughly between the late 1960s to the early 1980s that is repre-
sented by massive data recovery projects. While we make no
attempt at a synthesis of the development of CRM archeology
and its positive and negative impacts, numerous publications
address this issue; Brose (1985), Dincauze (1988), Fowler (1982,
1986), Knudson (1986), and Lipe (1978a, 1984) provide recent
examinations of the topic.

As Knudson (1986:400) points out, the term CRM was in-
vented by archeologists working in various federal agencies in
the early 1970s (Lipe and Lindsay 1974). The term was devised
partially in defensive response to the negative connotations of
salvage archeology. During the 1960s, when the new archeology
was formulated, the amount of salvage archeology rapidly
increased throughout the United States. With the development
of specific federal (and state) legislation, archeology conducted
in response to federally funded construction projects evolved
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into a quite elaborate subset of archeology: CRM. As it stands
today, the United States has one of the most sophisticated
systems in the world for dealing with its cultural heritage (e.g.,
Wilson and Loyola 1982; Wilson 1987). The growth of CRM
archeology, however, has not been without severe difficulties.

We previously mentioned that a schism developed in the
profession in the early 1970s. This is a complex issue, but can
be boiled down to the split between academic and private ar-
cheologists. Prior to this time, most archeology, whether sal-
vage or pure research, was conducted by archeologists asso-
ciated with either universities or museums. Given the number
of archeologists produced by graduate schools and the tight-
ening up of the academic marketplace, many individuals
formed private consulting firms. When federal legislation man-
dated cultural resource studies, a plethora of money became
available for archeological investigations. This classic period
of CRM archeology witnessed millions of dollars being spent
on scores of projects. Never before had so much funding been
available for archeology. There simply was too much work for
the universities to handle, and private archeological consulting
firms blossomed.

Unfortunately, research integrity did not necessarily go
hand in hand with increased funding. Suffice it to say that a
considerable amount of animosity developed between aca-
demic archeologists and private practitioners. While it would
be an oversimplification to say that the academic archeologists
largely practiced new archeology (which many would stoutly
deny) and the private firms conducted traditional (or worse)
archeology, there is some truth to this.

Coupled with these developments was an emergence of
“mercenary archeology.” Although funds were widely avail-
able, the proliferation of archeological firms generated a very
competitive environment. In many cases, lowest bids overrode
concerns about the quality of research. Archeology for profit
became a common practice, and the practice of underbidding
became far more common that most of us would like to admit.
Not all of these activities were confined to the private firms—
universities also participated.

These variables combined to create a highly charged at-
mosphere during the 1970s. Nowhere was this more apparent
than in the Southwest, where extensive economic development
resulted in scores of archeological projects, some of very large
scale proportions. Although stories of underbidding and other
less than savory aspects of the profession are legendary in
contemporary Southwestern archeological folklore, a tremen-
dous amount of data were recovered, and the literature ex-
ploded. Much of this, however, was represented by the so-
called gray literature—limited distribution reports going only
to a few agencies. In any event, the sheer abundance of data at
times seemed overwhelming.

While it may appear that the CRM period was largely a
negative one, this is not the case. Despite numerous ethical
and methodological problems, the CRM period has had a last-
ing and positive impact on contemporary archeology. Three
aspects deserve particular note. The first is simply that our
understanding of local cultural-historical sequences increased
dramatically with the flurry of projects. Second is the greatly
increased use of nonarcheological specialists on projects.
While interdisciplinary study was becoming commonplace
even in the 1950s, many CRM projects explicitly called for
the input of a variety of scholars from other disciplines. These
included geomorphologists, for example, and other environ-
mental specialists in an attempt to reconstruct past environ-
mental conditions. Third, and perhaps most importantly, CRM
investigations were required, by law, to study all aspects of
the past record of an area, not just those interesting to a particu-
lar archeologist. Significantly, the entire range of human be-
havior within a given project area was examined for the first
time. This included study of site types, such as lithic scatters,
that previously had been all but ignored. The cultural period
to benefit most from this was the Archaic, whose sites often
are apparently nondescript. Once such sites were systematically
investigated, however, their significance became apparent.

THE CONTEMPORARY PERIOD (1980-PRESENT)

We propose a new period to reflect the current status of
archeology. Both CRM and new archeology bandwagons have
slowed considerably, the former due to decreased funding and
the latter due to lack of interest in what had become increasingly
redundant rhetoric. The discipline presently is settling into a
pragmatic phase, and while many of the old problems, biases,
and animosities remain, a considerable amount of good re-
search in being conducted. Today, archeology is benefiting
from the innovation of the preceding periods, and it is not un-
common to see a CRM project employing many of the concepts
of the new archeology.

Since CRM archeology still accounts for most of the ar-
cheological research in the United States today, some may find
it odd that we terminated the period in 1980. This admittedly
is an arbitrary date, but we chose to end the period because in
recent years the level of available funding has dropped dra-
matically. Many private archeological companies have gone
out of business and many universities no longer have CRM
programs. Despite this, the United States still has an incredibly
wealthy CRM program compared to other nations. It is con-
cerned not only with archeology but with all aspects of our
cultural heritage. The system operates much more smoothly
now than in the past; this is ensured by a firmly entrenched
federal and state bureaucracy. While at times this bureaucracy’s
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efforts can seem counterproductive, anyone practicing arche-
ology in the United States should be grateful that the nation
has had the foresight to protect its cultural resources in a
systematic fashion. Gone, we hope, forever, are the days when
salvage archeology was precisely that. Projects now usually
are conducted using a phase approach. Cultural resources are
identified and actions are taken for their protection well before
actual construction. To be certain, there are lapses, but, in
general, projects now are well planned.

The academic animosity to private contractors still exists,
but it has abated. While bad work still occurs, it is rarer. It has
become apparent that the division between pure research and

CRM is artificial. While some disagree, the bottom line really
comes down to those doing the research rather than to those
paying for it. There are good and bad practitioners in both the
academic environment and the private sector. Fortunately, the
former far outnumber the latter.

In the Southwest today, as elsewhere in the United States,
the majority of archeological investigations are inextricably
tied to CRM. However, the days of mega-bucks projects are
gone, probably forever. The primary concern now is simply to
better understand, using the varied array of modern techniques
available, the fascinating story of past human occupation in
one of the most intriguing areas of North America.



CHAPTER 4

EARLY MAN IN THE SOUTHWEST—THE PALEO-INDIANS

Alan H. Simmons (with Douglas D. Dykeman and Patricia A. Hicks)

SYNTHESIS

There are two glamour periods in Southwestern arche-
ology. The first is the Formative Puebloan period, with its spec-
tacular architectural remains. The second is at the other end of
the temporal spectrum, and relates to man’s first appearance
in the Southwest (and in the Americas). This latter period is
the subject of the present chapter.

Early man studies have a certain mystique to them. Perhaps
symptomatic of the discipline of archeology as a whole, there
is a fascination with the earliest or oldest evidence of human
occupation of any given region. Accordingly, a considerable
amount of research attention has been devoted to what are
generally termed Paleo-Indian Studies.

The Paleo-Indian period (ca 10,000-5000 B.C) occurs
throughout North America. These earliest occupants presum-
ably entered the continent from the Bering Strait region in
Alaska, traveling across either a land bridge or ice-sheet linking
Siberia with North America. From there, they spread widely
and rapidly, in many instances presumably following the large,
and now extinct, megafauna that formed a major portion of
their diet. The Paleo-Indian period represents a widespread
adaptation characterized by mobile groups of hunters and
gatherers who rarely stayed in one locale for any length of
time. Earlier manifestations of the Paleo-Indians appear to have
shared a similar technology, and terms such as Clovis or Folsom
frequently are applied on a continental-wide basis. Later Paleo-
Indian groups, however, display regional diversity, and this is
reflected by a plethora of local terms.

Despite years of research, our understanding of Paleo-
Indian adaptations is far from clear. Paleo-Indian archeology
presents the researcher with several specific problems relating
to both data recovery and interpretation. Many of these will
be addressed in some detail in this chapter. Some of the more
significant issues relate to chronology, site preservation and
survey bias, terminology, site composition, and economic re-
construction. These are all topics that have generated a con-
siderable amount of professional discussion.

One of the most vexing issues in early man studies is
related to one of the most fundamental aspects of archeological
inquiry: chronology. Specifically, the entry of man into the
New World remains a controversial topic. In the early years of
the development of American archeology, there was consider-
able debate on the antiquity of man in the New World, with
very little evidence suggesting an entry older than a few
thousand years. With the discovery of the Folsom site in New
Mexico, however, man’s presence in North American was
pushed back to ca 10,000 years. As early man research acceler-
ated in the twentieth century, the classic Paleo-Indian sequence

became well-documented throughout the continent. Despite a
few unsupported claims, there was no evidence for human
occupation earlier than approximately 12,000 years ago. There
has been a recent renewed effort, however, to document much
earlier occupations. These generally are termed pre-Paleo-
Indian studies, and proponents have attempted to demonstrate
that man was, in fact, present in the New World far earlier
than previously believed. Although pre-Paleo-Indian sites still
are poorly documented, the evidence for early occupation
presently is stronger than it ever has been. This topic is briefly
reviewed in the present chapter.

Putting aside the question of when man entered the New
World, there are several more basic issues with which research-
ers working with Paleo-Indian materials must deal. Two of
these involve site preservation and survey bias, both of which
are interconnected problems. By virtue of both their age and
the nature of Paleo-Indian adaptations, such sites often are
difficult to detect archeologically. Paleo-Indian sites represent
the remains of small groups of hunters and gatherers. These
do not often result in large sites containing abundant amounts
of material culture. Frequently, the only artifactual materials
preserved are chipped stone tools and related waste materials.
In some instances, faunal materials also are preserved, and in-
deed, sites containing such remains have been the focus of
Paleo-Indian research. Geologic processes also have obscured
the remains of Paleo-Indian activity, making site location a
difficult task. Accordingly, many archeological surveys may
reflect biases in that Paleo-Indian sites generally reflect low
visibility archeological occurrences, and if a survey is not at-
tuned to this, such sites may be missed.

As will become apparent in this chapter, Paleo-Indian ter-
minology is far from clear. The data base reflects the ephemeral
nature of Paleo-Indian remains, and terminology often has
developed on a site-specific basis. This has tended to lead to
confusion in the meaning of terms and the identification of
presumed diagnostic artifacts.

The composition of Paleo-Indian sites is poorly under-
stood. There has been an understandable research bias towards
investigating those sites containing relatively well preserved
materials. This has led to an overemphasis on presumed kill
or butcher sites. While these undoubtedly form important
components of the Paleo-Indian record, they are perhaps not
typical of Paleo-Indian remains. We know little of the composi-
tion of other types of Paleo-Indian sites. This has led to a widely
held misconception on the nature of Paleo-Indian economy.

The most commonly held perception of Paleo-Indian econ-
omy is that these people were big-game hunters, relentlessly
stalking now extinct forms of mammoth and bison across the
continent. This focal hunting adaptation has strong supporting
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evidence in the form of excavated kill and butcher sites. There
is no doubt that extinct megafauna were a major component
of the Paleo-Indian diet. However, several researchers believe
that this interpretation has been exaggerated. Based on compar-
isons with modern hunters and gatherers, as well as on common
sense, it is unlikely that megafauna were the sole determinant
of Paleo-Indian life. A more balanced perspective incorporates
the hunting of smaller fauna and the gathering of wild floral
resources into the Paleo-Indian world. As archeological data
recovery becomes more refined, it is likely that evidence for a
broader based economic spectrum will be retrieved. The inves-
tigation of sites other than megafauna oriented occurrences
also will help round out the picture. This entire issue will be
treated in some detail in this chapter as it relates specifically
to the project area. We will see that available evidence suggests
itis incorrect to view Paleo-Indian economy as one adaptation;
rather, considerable diversity is reflected in the record, de-
pending upon what Paleo-Indian phase is being investigated.

These and other issues form the core of this chapter. They
are discussed as they generally pertain to the Southwest. Fol-
lowing the period discussion, we turn our attention to Paleo-
Indian occurrences within the specific subregions of south-
central Colorado, New Mexico, and Trans—Pecos that comprise
the study area. This discussion can be best begun with an ex-
amination of the Pre-Paleo-Indian controversy.

PERIOD DISCUSSION

The Pre-Paleo-Indians—Fact or Fiction?

Man’s initial presence in the New World has been, and
remains, a question of some controversy. With the discovery
in 1924 of the Folsom site in northeastern New Mexico (Cook
1927; Figgins 1927), claims for man’s antiquity in North Amer-
ica were supported. Subsequent discoveries have allowed for
the indisputable documentation of the Paleo-Indian period,
which places man in North America as early as ca 12,000 years
ago. There have, however, also been claims of greater antiquity
than the Paleo-Indians, or for a pre-Paleo-Indian stage. Such
a period frequently is referred to as the pre-projectile point
period, since most sites do not contain the diagnostic points
that largely define various Paleo-Indian groups.

Pre-Paleo-Indian sites generally fall within two groups:
sites pre-dating the Paleo-Indian period by a few (up to ten)
thousand years, and sites predating Paleo-Indian occurrences
by several (over ten) thousand years. Proponents of sites falling
in the latter category often postulate the presence of human
forms earlier than modern man (i.e., Homo sapiens sapiens),
and Neanderthals are most frequently cited as being responsible
for their creation. Neanderthal (Homo sapiens neandertha-
nensis) is dated throughout the Old World as early as 100,000
+ years ago, and continued to exist until ca 40,000 years ago,
when truly modern forms appeared. Therefore, claims for such
sites in the New World usually require an occupation of at
least 40,000 years ago.

The other early scenario includes the arrival of Homo sapi-
ens sapiens, presumably across the Bering Strait, or Bering

Land Bridge (i.e., Beringia, in Alaska some 20,000 years ago).
The Bering Land Bridge, which most scholars consider the
probable route of man’s entry into the New World, regardless
of his antiquity, has been open several times in the past. One
study (Hopkins 1967) indicates that it was passable between
ca 23,000 and 8,000 B.c. Another (Stalker 1980) suggests that
it was passable between 17,000 and 18,000 B.c. and after
12,000 B.c. (Cordell 1984:122).

Of the two scenarios described above, the second is by
far the more credible. There is, however, no clear and indis-
putable evidence lending defensible support to either claim.
Early man sites, representing the activities of mobile hunters
and gatherers, tend by their very nature to consist of ephemeral
archeological remains. Compounding this problem of arche-
ological visibility are poor preservation and geologic processes
that tend to obliterate or conceal older sites.

Citing Haynes (1969), Cordell (1984:122—123) offers a rea-
soned argument against such early claims, noting that to be
accepted, certain minimal criteria must be met. These include
clear evidence for the presence of man (either skeletal, obvious
artifacts, or obvious and datable cultural features). These
should “be in their original depositional context in undisturbed
deposits, where their stratigraphic position and minimum age
can be determined” (Cordell 1984:122). Such criteria cannot
be met for most claimed pre-Paleo-Indian sites in North Amer-
ica; no sites in the Southwest meet these criteria.

Omitting what some have perhaps uncharitably called the
lunatic fringe, the list of sites in the Americas that may meet
these criteria is dismally low. In Chile, Dillehay’s (1987) recent
excavations at Monte Verde have provided some of the best
documentation for early habitation of the Americas. The lower
levels of this site have been radiocarbon dated to ca 32,000
B.C. These levels are associated with fractured pebbles that
presumably have been worked by humans, although scholarly
reception of this claim has been mixed. More impressive is
the exceptionally well-preserved component of Monte Verde
that dates to ca 11,000 B.c., or roughly 13,000 years ago (B.p.,
or before present). Not only were stone and wood tools and
animal remains recovered, but there also is good evidence for
dwellings. Monte Verde certainly does not represent the oldest
claimed early site, but it is one of the best reported and sup-
ported instances. Although the dates from the well preserved
levels are not pre-Paleo-Indian, the site is sufficiently sophisti-
cated to suggest some antecedent development. Furthermore,
its location in South America suggests some antiquity for
colonization further north, assuming that Monte Verde’s occu-
pants originally passed through North America to reach Chile.
Of all the claims put forth, Dillehay’s investigations at Monte
Verde represent perhaps the most convincing for early occu-
pation of the Americas.

Of those few sites in North America that may meet the
criteria described above, Meadowcroft Shelter in Pennsylvania
(Adovasio et al. 1978, 1980) is perhaps the best known, with a
claim of some 18,000 years of antiquity. Meadowcroft, though,
is not without its critics (e.g., Haynes 1980b; Mead 1980).
Other sites have been claimed to represent pre-Paleo-Indian
occupation, and many are summarized in Bryan (1986), where
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individual articles discuss sites in both North and South
America. In addition, the recently launched journal Current
Research in the Pleistocene focuses on pre-10,000-years-ago
occupation of the Western Hemisphere and promises to keep
the discipline abreast of new developments. Finally, for well
reasoned, popular discussion of early human occupation in
the Americas, the journal Natural History has recently (1986—
1987) run several interesting articles on the subject.

In the Southwest proper, there are few sites that can be
claimed as possibly antecedent to the Paleo-Indian. Discount-
ing the obviously exaggerated and totally unsubstantiated
claims made by Goodman (1980) for Neanderthals in northern
Arizona, there are two candidates that frequently have been
nominated for early status. Both are in the present study area,
in New Mexico. These are Sandia Cave and the Lucy site.

Sandia Cave (Hibben 1941) has generated the most contro-
versy. The site, located just north of Albuquerque, contains
several layers of cultural materials. The Sandia level consists
of presumably diagnostic Sandia points as well as mammoth,
bison, mastodon, horse, and camel. Radiocarbon dates ranging
from 33,000-15,000 B.c. have been claimed for Sandia (Crane
1955, 1956; Hibben 1955), but several questions have arisen
concerning their validity as well as the association of artifacts
with extinct fauna. Several scholars have questioned the an-
tiquity of Sandia (e.g., Bryan 1965; Haynes 1967; Irwin 1971),
with Stevens and Agogino (1975) providing the most detailed
critique. In addition, Judge (1972:7) has questioned whether
or not Sandia points are, in fact, projectile points at all, sug-
gesting that they might have functioned as knives. He continues
to note that the few specimens from the site that are definite
projectile points are leaf-shaped bipoints. All told, most schol-
ars would view Sandia as Paleo-Indian (Cordell 1984:128—
129), and claims for greater antiquity must be regarded with
extreme skepticism.

The Lucy site is located in the Estancia Basin of New
Mexico (Roosa 1956a, b). Although it contains Sandia points,
it also has Clovis and Folsom Paleo-Indian artifacts as well as
Archaic materials. The assemblage is mixed, and the site has
been subject to considerable deflation (Cordell 1984:129), so
claims for its antiquity cannot be supported.

A few other sites, all undated, merit brief attention. Los
Encinos (Bryan 1939) in north-central New Mexico contains
crude artifacts similar to European Lower Paleolithic materials
(i.e., by implication, in excess of 100,000 years). Similar
artifacts are known from Tolchaco in north-central Arizona
(Bartlett 1943), and indeed, a Tolchaco complex has been
claimed by some as reflective of pre-Paleo-Indian sites. Most
researchers, however, consider Tolchaco materials as quarry
sites reflecting a long span of specialized use, but not dating
to any great antiquity (cf. Keller and Wilson 1975).

Finally, in his Paleo-Indian overview, Judge (1974:8) notes
that Hermit Cave (Ferdon 1946), located in Southeastern New
Mexico on the eastern slope of the Guadalupe Mountains, may
contain pre-Paleo-Indian materials. This site contains Archaic
and Puebloan deposits, but it also has extinct fauna, such as
mammoth and dire wolf, in supposed associated with a hearth
yielding dates of 11,850 + 350, 12,270 + 450, and 12,900 +

350 B.c. If this association is correct, it would predate the earli-
est dated Paleo-Indian materials (i.e., Clovis) by several hun-
dred years; Judge believes that Hermit Cave is a relatively
strong contender for a pre-Clovis occupation.

All told, however, the evidence for pre-Paleo-Indian occu-
pation in the Southwest, and North America for that matter, is
not robust. Many claims have been made; most do not stand
up to critical scrutiny. Overall, such claims have more form
than substance.

The Paleo-Indian Complexes

With the issue of pre-Paleo-Indian acknowledged, if not
resolved, let us now turn attention to the much better docu-
mented Paleo-Indian period. The criteria cited earlier for the
acceptance of a site as authentic also apply to Paleo-Indian
occurrences. Paleo-Indians were mobile hunters and gatherers,
and their remains do not usually leave a pronounced mark on
the archeological landscape.

Much of our detailed knowledge on the Paleo-Indian
period comes from the Great Plains, where sites are more com-
mon than they are in the Southwest. Thus, the Southwest cannot
be considered in a vacuum and in the following discussion we
will refer to the former area as appropriate. Several authors
have synthesized and summarized the Paleo-Indian period in
the Southwest; these include, chronologically, Howard (1935),
Sellards (1952), Wormington (1957), Wilmsen (1965), Haynes
(1969), Judge (1973, 1974), and Cordell (1984:121-151). In
the present summary, we rely heavily on the last three works.
Although somewhat dated, Judge (1973) is frequently cited
and provides an excellent and thorough discussion relevant to
the study area, and the reader is referred to him for additional
information. Figure 4 shows the location of some major sites
mentioned in the text.

Terminology and Typology

Classification of cultural materials, especially when they
are not abundant, presents a problem to archeologists. Several
classificatory schemes have been proposed by various re-
searchers working with Paleo-Indian materials, and consider-
able confusion has resulted. Judge (1974:3—4) provides wel-
come clarification on the plethora of terms that has resulted in
Paleo-Indian studies. He suggests a classification system that
maintains logical consistency in the various criteria used to
create analytic categories. Judge’s system is based largely on
variation in the shape of projectile point bases, which are the
most diagnostic of Paleo-Indian artifacts. His description of
basal morphology is based on two criteria—thinning tech-
niques and the direction of smoothing.

Thinning techniques refer to methods by which the basal
portion of a projectile point preform is reduced to the desired
hafting thickness. Two basic thinning methods often observed
include the removal of vertical flutes perpendicular to the base
and the removal of lateral flakes perpendicular to the edge.
The direction of smoothing refers to the way in which lateral
edges of the point base are abraded as a final step in the
manufacturing process.
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Figure 4. Location of some of the Paleo-Indian sites mentioned in the text

Using these two criteria, Judge has classified Plains and
Southwest classic Paleo-Indian projectile point types into four
series (Figure 5):

1. Fluted Point Series: Basal thinning accomplished via
the removal of a vertical flute, or multiple flutes. This results
in a biconcave cross section. Abrasion is achieved parallel to
the lateral edges of the base (e.g., Clovis; Folsom).

2. Laterally Thinned Series: Thinning is accomplished
by lateral (or transverse) flaking, resulting in a thin convex or
plano-convex cross section. Smoothing is done parallel to the
lateral edges (e.g., Plainview, including Plainview, Meserve,
and Milnesand types; Midland; Frederick).

3. Constricted Base Series: Thinning is achieved by
lateral flaking (sometimes of the collateral type) in combination
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with intentional tapering to produce a relatively narrow base.
The resulting cross section is thickly convex at the base.
Smoothing is obtained parallel to the lateral edges (e.g., Hell
Gap; Agate Basin).

4. Indented Base Series: Thinning is accomplished by
lateral (often collateral) flaking. Cross sections range from
relatively thin convex to a thick diamond shape. Smoothing is
carried out in a direction perpendicular to the lateral edges of
the base. Basal indentation is a function of lateral flaking or

perpendicular smoothing, or both. In some instances, basal
indentation is slight (e.g., Firstview, including Firstview, San
Jon, and Portales complex types; Cody, including Eden and
Scottsbluff types) (Judge 1974:4-5).

At this point, it is useful to note another term frequently
seen in the literature. This is the Plano phase or period. It was
defined by Mason (1962) and represented a relatively general-
ized tradition for the West. Unfortunately, Plano has become
a catch-all category, and to be a useful construct it requires

g

Figure 5. Characteristic Paleo-Indian projectile point types: a. Clovis Type 1; b. Folsom; c. Midland;
d. Milnesand (Plainview complex); e. Agate Basin; f. Firstview; g. Eden (Cody complex);
h. Scottsbluff Type 2 (Cody complex) (Cordell 1984)
Hlustrated by Charles M. Carrillo
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additional research. The Plano period is generally dated to
between ca 8000 and 5000 B.c. Midland and Plainview pro-
jectile point types often occur near the beginning of Plano,
while Cody complex styles occur towards the end of the period
(Judge 1973:71).

Judge’s (1974) discussion considers 101 Paleo-Indian sites
from the Plains and Southwest areas. Since the time of Judge’s
summary, other Paleo-Indian sites have been reported, although
few have been investigated in detail. In addition to investiga-
tions at actual sites, surface collections of Paleo-Indian
materials and isolated Paleo-Indian finds are known from virtu-
ally every state in the Southwest (and Plains) (e.g., Agenbroad
1967; DiPeso 1953; Judge 1973; Ortiz and Taylor 1972; Wen-
dorfand Hester 1962; Wormington 1962). Many of the Paleo-
Indian and related sites fall outside of the present study area,
being located in southern Arizona or the Plains. For example,
the western San Dieguito, characterized by Lake Mohave and
Silver Lake projectile point types (Warren 1967) is outside of
the study area, but is of general interest due to its possible rela-
tionship to the development of later Archaic groups (cf. Irwin—
Williams 1979:33-35). Two of the most famous Paleo-Indian
sites are located in the overall study area, though. These are
Folsom (Cook 1927; Figgins 1927; Sellards 1952) and Blackwa-
ter Draw (Hester 1972; Wendorf and Hester 1975).

Cordell’s (1984) work provides the most recent synthesis
of Paleo-Indian occurrences in the Southwest. She has provided
auseful breakdown of Paleo-Indian complexes, as summarized
in Table 3. She and Judge (1974) give very useful syntheses,
and the reader is referred to both works for additional detail.
What this research has demonstrated is that there is a consider-
able amount of diversity between Paleo-Indian complexes and
that it would be an error to consider Paleo-Indian as one entity.

The remaining discussion here focuses on specific issues rele-
vant to the Paleo-Indian period, using both Cordell (1984:121—
151) and Judge (1974) as guidelines.

Chronology

Radiocarbon dates for the earliest Paleo-Indian complex,
Clovis, cluster between 9500 and 9000 B.c. The other com-
plexes, when arranged in chronological order, are as follows:
Folsom, Plainview, Agate Basin, Firstview, Cody, and Jay. Ra-
diocarbon dates range from 9250 + 400 B.c. at the Folsom site
of Lindenmeier (Roberts 1935a, 1936; Wilmsen 1974:33) in
Colorado to 5820 + 240 B.c. at the Cody site of Lamb Springs
in Wyoming (Cordell 1984:136). The Jay complex is believed
to commence at ca 5500 B.c. It should be noted that Irwin—
Williams (1973) considers Jay as the first phase of the Archaic,
rather than as late Paleo-Indian. Additional discussion on this
claim is provided in the next chapter. Stratigraphic information
has also been used to order Paleo-Indian sites. Unfortunately,
only the Hell Gap site in Wyoming and Blackwater Draw, Lo-
cality 1, in New Mexico have sufficient stratigraphy and mul-
tiple occupations for the method to be very useful.

Paleoenvironment

Several environmental changes occurred during the Paleo-
Indian period, and human adaptive strategies were undoubtedly
tied to these. The best site-specific paleoenvironmental data
come from two separate localities: Blackwater Draw and the
San Pedro River Valley in southern Arizona, although informa-
tion from other areas also is being accumulated. Some pertinent
sources include Wendorf (1961, 1970, 1975), Wendorf and
Hester (1975), Haynes (1970, 1975), Haury et al. (1959), Eddy

Table 3.
Southwestern Paleo-Indian Complexes and Diagnostic Artifacts (from Cordell 1984:128)

Sandia (?)—New Mexico Folsom
two point types

Folsom, Midland points

Late

San Dieguito (?)
Lake Mohave,

Clovis—Arizona, New Mexico
two point types
bone: points, batons, punches,
foreshafts, scrapers
stone: end scrapers, gravers,
backed blades
Ventana Complex (?)—Arizona
two point types
side scrapers, gravers, choppers
Sulphur Springs (?)—SW Arizona
no projectile points
handstones, knives

end scrapers, denticulates
bone: needles, disks, flakes
Plainview

Plainview, Milnesand, Meserve,

Belen points
Agate Basin

Agate Basin points

scrapers, notched flakes
Firstview

Firstview, San Jon points
Cody

Eden points, Scottsbluff points

(two types); Cody knife
Jay

Jay points ***

Silver Lake points

Notes: (?) refers to chronological ambiguity.

*All are not necessarily represented in the present study area

**Does not include present study area

***Some (e.g., Irwin—-Williams [1973]) do not consider Jay as Paleo-Indian
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and Cooley (1983), Sayles (1983), and Mehringer and Haynes
(1965). Cordell (1984:142) summarizes paleoenvironmental
data, noting that available information suggests that the earliest
specialized Paleo-Indian points (i.e., Clovis) follow a period
of increased effective moisture. However, marked depositional
changes correlate with the introduction or disappearance of
the various Paleo-Indian complexes. In much of the Southwest,
a major period of desiccation seems to coincide with the less-
specialized Archaic complexes. The timing of this is not syn-
chronous, occurring first in the south and west and later in the
east and north. Present paleoenvironmental data do not confirm
the idea that Clovis, Folsom, and Cody were particularly wide-
spread because they coincided with favorable climatic condi-
tions. However, if additional research documents the extent
of changes coincident with the Lubbock Subpluvial in the east-
ern portion of the Southwest and the later changes postulated
by Irwin—Williams and Haynes (1970) in the same area, this
argument will be strengthened (Cordell 1984:142).

Site Types

Based on his research in central New Mexico and on other
studies, Judge has identified different functional Paleo-Indian
site types. These include maintenance, armament, base camp,
processing, quarry, and kill sites (Judge 1974:31-32; Judge
and Dawson 1972). Interestingly, most of the claimed kill sites
studied by Judge did not conform to the expected kill site con-
figuration. Judge suggests that many of these sites actually
may represent either unsuccessful kill sites (cf. Hemmings and
Haynes 1969) or processing sites. An unsuccessful kill site
suggests “an attempted kill which resulted in either insufficient
wounding to cause death, or unsuccessful pursuit of a wounded
animal. In either case, when the animal [eventually] died there
would be an association of projectile points with the remains
which could lead to an erroneous interpretation of a successful
kill” (Judge 1974:15). The implications of such an occurrence
should not be lost on both researchers and managers: the asso-
ciation of points and megafauna do not necessarily reflect an
in situ kill site.

It is important to realize that even at sites of Paleo-Indian
antiquity, variation in artifact composition and patterning often
is discernible with careful analysis. It is inadequate to merely
record a Paleo-Indian site as such; rather, additional detail is
required so that reasonable placement within a functional cate-
gory is possible. By accomplishing this, interpretations beyond
mere description of artifacts will be possible.

Site Distribution

Relative to other Paleo-Indian sites, Clovis sites are widely
distributed in the Southwest; they are most abundant in the
south and southwest regions. For example, over 30% of the
Clovis sites examined by Judge in his analysis are located in
the San Pedro valley of southeast Arizona. During the Folsom
and Midland periods, more spatial restriction is observed. Fol-
som sites tend to cluster in the eastern Southwest, on the Llano
Estacado, and on the western portions of the High Plains. The
apparent lack of such sites in the western portion of New

Mexico, however, may be due to inadequate archeological ob-
servation (cf. Stuart and Gauthier 1984:264).

Few distribution studies have been conducted for post-
Folsom sites. Midland, Plainview, and Frederick complex
Paleo-Indian sites tend to be concentrated throughout the
Southwest and in the southern and central High Plains. First-
view, Alberta, and Cody complex sites appear to be concen-
trated on the northern and central High Plains, although Cody
materials are relatively widespread. In short, a north—south
distribution in site density can be observed, and Judge believes
that this is significant (Judge 1974:31).

Settlement Pattern

Relatively little research has focused on Paleo-Indian set-
tlement patterns; rather, most investigations have tended to be
site specific. At least three exceptions are known, though:
Judge’s (1973) study of the Middle Rio Grande Valley in New
Mexico, Broilo’s (1971) survey of Paleo-Indian sites in the
Blackwater Draw area, and Wendorf and Hester’s (1962) study
of the Llano Estacado in eastern New Mexico/western Texas.

These studies suggest that water sources, such as playas,
streams, and springs, were critical variables in the determina-
tion of Paleo-Indian settlement patterns. For example, a rela-
tively clear pattern can be observed with Clovis materials.
Clovis sites tend to be consistently associated with playas in
upland settings. Analysis of raw materials and of the manu-
facture of Clovis implements also shows that multiple resources
were used, some from as far as 300 km away (Haynes 1980a).

Economy

Paleo-Indian subsistence economy has long been a major
focus of investigation. At the onset, it will be useful to dispel
amyth that is still common. Traditionally, Paleo-Indian econo-
my has been regarded as one almost exclusively based on the
systematic hunting of extinct big game. This view has many
proponents (e.g., Jennings 1974:127; Wheat 1971:26; Worm-
ington 1957:21), with several suggesting that the Paleo-Indians
may have been responsible for the extinction of Pleistocene
megafauna, such as the mammoth (e.g., Martin 1963, 1967,
1973). It is easy to see how such a viewpoint developed, con-
sidering that the first Paleo-Indian sites discovered were associ-
ated with remains of extinct fauna. Furthermore, given the
capricious nature of archeological preservation and the antiqui-
ty of Paleo-Indian sites, economic data recovered from excava-
tions tend to be biased towards better preserved items, such as
the remains of large animals. Finally, Paleo-Indians have been
assumed to be big-game hunters through inference: the most
diagnostic Paleo-Indian artifacts are large projectile points.
Such is the myth: Paleo-Indians were exclusive big-game hunt-
ers. When confronted with the facts, however, the scenario is
less dramatic, if more realistic.

There is no doubt that Paleo-Indians were highly success-
ful mobile hunters and gatherers, who at times exercised a fo-
cal strategy oriented towards the exploitation of megafauna.
Recent reassessment of the limited Paleo-Indian economic and
allied data suggests, however, that the exploitation of plants
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and smaller animals also were crucial components of Paleo-
Indian adaptive strategies. As more critical examinations are
undertaken, it is clear that Paleo-Indian economy was a com-
plex system, and to characterize it either as big-game hunting or
as generalized hunting and gathering is to vastly oversimplify.

A consideration of Paleo-Indian economy cannot be un-
dertaken without a concomitant understanding of prevailing
environmental conditions. As Judge (1974:32-33) and others
(e.g., Cleland 1966) interested in Paleo-Indian economy have
noted, focal adaptations, where an emphasis is placed on just
a few resources, can be expected in areas of relatively low
ecological diversity; that is, fewer resources, but more abun-
dance. Conversely, a more broad-spectrum economic adapta-
tion, emphasizing a variety of resources, could be expected to
occur in areas of high ecological diversity; that is, more varied
resources, but less abundance of any particular resource. Fol-
lowing this argument, Judge (1974:32) notes that, in general,
the grassland-dominant High Plains and similar areas of the
eastern Southwest exhibit less diversity than the intermontane
areas of the Colorado Plateau and the Great Basin, for example.
Accordingly, positing a focal economy is not an unrealistic
proposition. Note, though, that resources throughout the South-
west never have been overly abundant. This environmental
characteristic of the Southwest has structured human adaptive
strategies in the region ever since its initial occupation.

In Judge’s (1974) review of Paleo-Indian complexes, he
notes that the earlier Paleo-Indian groups colonized much of
North America prior to, or just after, the Wisconsin glacial
maximum. Adaptations south of this ice sheet would have been
to near full glacial climatic and vegetational conditions, involv-
ing a minimum of open plains—grasslands areas. Accordingly,
economic systems would have involved adaptations to a high-
diversity habitat, resulting in diffuse or broad-spectrum econo-
mies. Given this adaptation, it is likely that habitat ranges would
have been located in areas of relatively pronounced topo-
graphic and ecological diversity, such as the intermontane west,
where a more efficient generalized subsistence strategy could
be realized. Following this argument, the lack of early Paleo-
Indian sites in low diversity areas of the Southwest, which are
common to much of the current study area, is not surprising,
since this early period would have been characterized by groups
with diffuse economies adapted to high diversity environments
(Judge 1974:32-33).

The situation is dramatically different when viewing the
later classic, Paleo-Indian complexes. Following a model de-
rived from nonhuman ecology, Judge suggests that a focal econ-
omy can be generally defined in terms of an annual settlement
and site pattern distribution that is determined by the behavior
and location of a given megafauna. Although there is no doubt
that small animals and plants were important components in
the diet of late Paleo-Indian peoples, there is good evidence
that their settlement patterns were structured around the distri-
bution and behavior of specific large mammals. Accordingly,
their economies were specialized or focal (Judge 1974:33).
Note that this statement makes the distinction between the
traditional view of sole big-game hunters and the more cur-
rently acceptable perspective of a broad economic system that
involved the exploitation of a variety of plants and animals,

but that also was largely structured by the distribution of spe-
cific megafauna.

A point made earlier needs to be reiterated here. It is a
mistake to consider Paleo-Indian as one adaptation. Changes
through time can be observed, especially during the later Paleo-
Indian phases. These can now be briefly considered.

As noted previously, Judge (1974) has developed a site
typology for Paleo-Indian sites that allowed him to characterize
aspects of Paleo-Indian adaptation. This typology is based on
frequencies of projectile points and scraping tools, mean num-
ber of artifacts, completeness of projectile points, and the
presence of faunal materials. Judge was able to document camp
sites, kill sites, processing sites, and quarry sites. Of particular
interest is the observation that kill sites belonging to early
Paleo-Indian complex (i.e., Clovis) did not conform to expect-
ed patterns, that is, those that are observed at later Paleo-Indian
kill sites. Rather, reported Clovis kill sites better fit the pattern
of processing sites, or the unsuccessful kill sites discussed ear-
lier. The implications of these observations are interesting, in
that they partially suggest that scavenging on the part of Clovis
groups may be a more accurate reflection of the behavior repre-
sented at these sites. The scavenging argument is more fully
developed by Sanders (1980), who proposed both scavenging
and cropping (i.e., culling) activities on the part of Clovis peoples.

Cordell (1984:145) believes that Clovis adaptations were
characterized by an apparent lack of constricted mobility. This
and the association of Clovis sites with playas indicates abun-
dant surface moisture, making water and forage available to
the game Clovis people hunted. Paleoclimatological recon-
structions that indicate climatic equability or a lack of season-
ality during Clovis times support this view. Plentiful water
and abundant forage would allow the wide distribution of large
game animals with their movements being less restricted by
environmental constraints than at later times (Broilo 1971; Dun-
can 1971). Cordell (1984:145) continues to observe that whether
or not Clovis hunters practiced a strategy that combined cropping
animals with effective scavenging, environmental reconstruc-
tions and the anomalies in Clovis kill sites suggest that there
would have been a very high risk in focusing on mammoth as
the major game animals. She feels that plant foods must have
been an important part of the economy because of “(1) the en-
vironmental reconstructions indicating a lack of seasonality and
widely distributed and abundant resources, (2) the distribution
of artifacts in diverse topographic settings, and (3) the analogies
to modern hunters and gatherers” (Cordell 1984:145).

Judge’s (1974:33-34) reconstruction of Clovis subsistence
generally is in line with Cordell’s interpretation, although it
varies in details. He notes that the variety of large and small
mammals is much greater at Clovis sites than at those of later
Paleo-Indian groups suggesting Clovis groups as being more
eclectic hunters than generally imagined. He continues:

This permits the proposal of a rather simple explana-
tion of Clovis subsistence. In view of the possible in-
crease in grassland areas,...habitat carrying capacities
relative to broad spectrum adaptations would have
decreased, while at the same time faunal abundance
on the Plains and grassland areas of the Southwest
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would have increased. Under these conditions, a tran-
sition to a low diversity habitat, focusing on a variety
of megafaunal species, could be anticipated. Thus the
classification of the Llano complex as transitional from
the diffuse subsistence pattern of the Middle Paleo-
Indian to the focal, highly specialized economies of
the Late Paleo-Indian Period (e.g., Folsom) is offered
here as worthy of further consideration. (Judge 1974:
33-34)

By the end of the Clovis period, the mammoth and other
large fauna became extinct throughout North America. Inter-
esting, however, is the association at some later Paleo-Indian
eastern Southwest sites of both extinct fauna (mammoth, large
forms of bison) and modern fauna. In the western Southwest,
post-Clovis Paleo-Indian sites are associated solely with mod-
ern fauna. This apparent dichotomy needs to be addressed by
future research.

The role that humans played in this mass extinction is one
of considerable controversy in the archeological literature
(Cordell 1984:145—-146). Martin (1973) and others (e.g., San-
ders 1980) view humans as directly responsible, while other
researchers do not feel that man played a key role. Guilday
(1967), for example, believes that habitat destruction, range
restriction, and competition were more likely causes of mega-
fauna extinctions. It is likely that this controversy will continue
for some time, and final resolution is unlikely. Cordell (1984:
146), however, tends to favor the nonhuman argument for ex-
tinction, noting that paleoenvironmental evidence supports
only a limited human role, if any at all, in these extinctions.

If the subsistence data from the Clovis period are equivo-
cal, the succeeding Folsom period offers slightly more solid
information, suggestive of a clearer focalized strategy with a
single species, bison, being the prime resource involved. This
pattern appears to continue in post-Folsom Paleo-Indian com-
plexes as well, with an even more pronounced emphasis on
bison. Many workers have posited a mosaic vegetational pat-
tern for Folsom times, suggesting that bison might have been
dispersed into small herds rather than aggregated into larger
ones. If one suggests a specialized Folsom adaptation to a dis-
persed megafauna (i.e., bison), several implications are appar-
ent. For example, progressive depletion of dispersed herds
would require high mobility and associated selection for effi-
ciency in lithic technology (Judge 1970, 1973, 1974).

Beginning approximately 10,000—11,000 years ago, bison
become increasingly common in the archeological record. The
expansion of bison can be attributed to the expansion of short-
grass prairies brought about by a relatively rapid climatic shift,
the extinction of potential predators, and the expansion of the
bison niche to include midgrass stems, a feeding strategy made
possible after the extinction of mammoth, horses, and camels
(Cordell 1984:146; Guthrie 1980; Judge 1974:34).

Following the Folsom complex, bison are even more abun-
dant in the archeological record. Several researchers (e.g.,
Judge 1974:34-35; Wendorf 1970, 1975) have suggested that
during Folsom times, bison occurred in smaller herds, and that
during post-Folsom times, following the increase in a habitat
favorable to bison, larger aggregated herds became more com-

mon. Archeologically, this is reflected by the presence of more
bison in post-Folsom kill sites, in some instances suggesting
communal kills, such as at the Olson—Chubbock site in Colo-
rado (Wheat 1972). In Judge’s analysis of several sites, he notes
that the mean number of bison represented at Folsom sites is
15.25 (with 23 the maximum). If Midland, Plainview, and Fred-
erick complex sites are added, the average is 29 bison per site.
The mean for the later Paleo-Indian complexes, reflected in
the Constricted base and Indented base projectile point ty-
pology discussed earlier (i.e., Agate Basin, Hell Gap, Firstview,
Alberta, and Cody complexes) is 128.8 bison per site (Judge
1974:34). While many biasing factors may have affected these
numbers, the trend they suggest is clear. By and large, the sites
containing large numbers of bison do not occur in the present
study area. Rather, they are more common in the High Plains.

Summarizing Late Paleo-Indian subsistence strategies,
Judge states the case succinctly:

In any case, within the general context of focal econo-
mies, Late Paleo-Indian subsistence strategies may
have involved the exploitation of both dispersed and
aggregated herds of bison. Thus distinctions within
this period may best be understood in terms of varia-
tion in megafaunal density and distribution. Such
variation may have been temporal, seasonal, or a com-
bination of both, and the possibility of distinguishing
Paleo-Indian technology and typology in seasonal,
as well as temporal and spatial, terms should be given
serious consideration. (Judge 1974:35)

Cordell (1984:148-149) notes that in the Southwest, espe-
cially in its eastern areas which, in general, are much more
arid than the Plains and the intermontane region, the lack of
diversity in Paleo-Indian complexes may reflect conditions of
local and regional aridity. Thus, in these areas intensive bison
hunting may not have been an appropriate strategy simply due
to the lack of animals in sufficient quantities.

In summary, there has been more speculation on Paleo-
Indian economy than there has been actual documentation. It
is clear that during much of the time encompassed by the Paleo-
Indian phases, the hunting, and possibly scavenging, of mega-
fauna was a key focus of economic activities. It was not, how-
ever, the sole focus, and even the specialized groups relied
heavily on plants and smaller animals as well as on megafauna.
In general, earlier Paleo-Indian complexes (e.g., Clovis) sug-
gest a more diverse economic strategy, while later complexes,
beginning with Folsom, indicate a more focal strategy em-
phasizing the procurement of bison. Paleo-Indian occurrences
in the Southwest, however, are relatively rare and more detailed
and precise data come from adjoining areas in the Great Plains
and High Plains.

Population Dynamics and Social Structure

Due to the ephemeral nature of most Paleo-Indian sites in
the Southwest, very little precise information is available re-
garding group structure, population size and density, and social
organization. Cordell (1979a:17-22, 1984:149-150) provides
some relevant information, but in general we know painfully
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Table 4.
Summary of Southwest/Plains Paleo-Indian Complexes (abstracted from Judge 1974)
Complex __ __ SiteTypes  __ __ __ __ __ _ Distibution __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ Fawa ______________ __ __
Clovis processing; kill; southern Plains; Southwest, esp. wide variety, including extinct megafauna
“unsuccessful kill”; camps SW AZ; largely streams and (e.g., horse, camel, mammoth)
marshy ponds
Folsom processing; kill; camps south-central and southern variety (e.g., antelope, birds, canids,
Plains; largely associated with cervids); but not as wide as Clovis;
ponds and streams bison (B. antiquus)
Midland camps; processing northern Plains; Llano Estacado; limited; bison, antelope
SW & E NM
Plainview camps; processing; quarry; kill central Plains; central NM (“Belen”) bison emphasis
Frederick camps; Kill; quarry north-central, central TX (Levi site) bison; other large and small mammals
none published for SW proper (e.g., deer, antelope, cervids, canids)
Agate Basin camps; milling sites northern Plains; Blackwater Draw bison; deer and small mammals
variant is southernmost site;
surface finds from southern Plains
Hell Gap kill; camps northern Plains bison; limited canids, cats, birds and
reptiles, antelope, deer, small mammals
Firstview kill central CO; eastern NM bison emphasis
Alberta processing; kill; camps northern Plains bison emphasis
Cody, Eden, camps; kill; quarry widespread; central and northern bison emphasis; variety of other including
Scottsbluff Plains; central NM, other SW locales antelope, deer, canids, birds, reptiles

little of these facets of Paleo-Indian life. We can assume that
overall population densities were low during Paleo-Indian time,
and that Paleo-Indian groups consisted of small family bands
that might have joined with other groups on a seasonal basis.
Beyond that very gross characterization, little more can be said,
although some studies have attempted to examine these elusive
elements of the archeological record (e.g., Gorman 1972;
Wilmsen 1972, 1974).

Questions relating to human dynamics and social structure
are important ones, but ones also among the most difficult to
answer archeologically. This is particularly true for hunters
and gatherers, and frequently modern ethnographic analogy is
used for comparative purposes. While this is insightful, such
approaches must also be viewed with caution, since direct
analogues from modern groups to prehistoric ones are usually
not possible. We can hope that future studies, using more pre-
cise analytical procedures, may be able to add some insight
into these elements of Paleo-Indian life.

Summary

The Paleo-Indian period is one that has been intensively
studied for several years. Despite this, however, our data are
woefully inadequate to address all but the most basic and
general of questions regarding the lifeways of these peoples.
While interest in the Paleo-Indians has always been high,
largely due to their presence in all probability reflecting the
first human occupation of North America, associated archeo-
logical data have not been adequate enough to provide precise
interpretations.

While the questions posed by Paleo-Indian adaptations to
the Southwest are fascinating, their answers are frustratingly
difficult to provide. Paleo-Indian archeology is burdened with
several problems, including low site visibility, poor preservation,
poor exposure of appropriate landforms, imprecise chronology,
and a lack of thoroughly excavated stratified sites (cf. Cordell
1984:151). Additional interdisciplinary research is crucial if we
are to begin to fill in the intriguing framework that earlier studies
have defined. While immense data gaps exist, this framework
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is coming into clearer focus. Table 4 provides a concise sum-
mary of the Paleo-Indian complexes known from the Southwest
(and, for comparison, the Plains). Although it is based on
Judge’s dated (1974) synthesis, it does provide an accurate
overview of the period.

Currently, there is no convincing evidence in the Southwest
for the purported pre-Paleo-Indian complex. Even during the
classic Paleo-Indian periods, occupation apparently was not
extremely dense throughout much of the Southwest; rather,
the Great Plains appears to have been a more favored locale
for Paleo-Indian settlement. Following the earliest well docu-
mented Paleo-Indian complex (ie., Clovis), there is a diver-
gence of Paleo-Indian complexes in the Southwest, but there
is no good evidence for more than limited human use of the
central-southern Southwest until the beginning of the much
later Archaic cultures (Cordell 1984:149). While this gap may
be more apparent than real, currently available data are in-
adequate to resolve this. Future studies must be directed to
determining whether there is, in fact, an actual post-Clovis,
pre-Archaic gap. These studies will have to focus on both pre-
cise data recovery from archeological contexts and detailed
environmental studies of paleoclimate and vegetational struc-
ture. Likewise, the same comments apply to all Paleo-Indian
investigations, not just those relative to the later manifestations.

The Paleo-Indian period represents a complex series of
cultural processes. No single Paleo-Indian cultural definition
is appropriate, and during its considerable time span, both re-
gional and temporal diversity can be discerned. A variety of
adaptive strategies were in operation during Paleo-Indian times,
and in many instances different emphases are apparent through-
out the period. Economic strategies with consequences for
group mobility and population growth become increasingly
important through time. An understanding of the Paleo-Indian
period, especially its later phases, provides much of the context
for understanding the major developments that occurred during
the subsequent Archaic period (Cordell 1984:151).

REGIONAL DISCUSSION
Colorado (Douglas D. Dykeman)
Mountains

To date, Paleo-Indian discoveries in the Mountain study
area have been limited to surface finds of lanceolate projectile
points and individual hearths dated to this stage (Black 1986;
Guthrie et al. 1984; Nelson 1969; Nelson and Breternitz 1970).
This type of information does not lend itself well to the interpre-
tation of Paleo-Indian cultural patterns. It has been suggested,
however, that the environment of the mountains is not con-
ducive to the subsistence strategies usually employed by Plains
Paleo-Indian populations (Black 1986). The game drives and
jumps used to kill herd-oriented megafauna on the Plains may
not have been as efficient in the broken terrain of the mountains.
Instead, the procurement of individual animals in natural traps
such as bogs and marshes or surround-and-kill methods may
have been more effective. In addition, the procurement of

vegetal foods may have played a greater subsistence role in
mountain environments than elsewhere.

There is little evidence of human use in this area during
the Clovis and Folsom phases. Guthrie et al. (1984) notes sur-
face finds of Clovis and Folsom projectile points; however,
upon closer examination these nearly always occur in the San
Luis Valley or large mountain parks that have plainslike en-
vironmental characteristics. In this report, we have purposefully
separated such environmental zones from the Mountain Study
Region in recognition of distinct cultural developments in
vastly different environmental settings. Though Clovis and
Folsom remains may yet be found in rugged mountain settings,
the current state of our knowledge indicates little or no occu-
pation during these periods.

Plano-related materials represent terminal Paleo-Indian
in the Mountain Study Region, and unlike the Clovis and Fol-
som phases, there is some evidence of use in mountain envi-
ronments. Nelson (1969) reports two finds in Chaffee County
representative of Plano materials. These surface finds consisted
of'a Hell Gap point and Cody complex materials. In the Gunni-
son Basin, located west of the study region, a number of diag-
nostic projectile points attributed to the Plano have been found
(Guthrie et al. 1984). Black (1986) recovered a Milnesand
point at the Runberg site (SCF358). This point, along with
another point fragment and a hafted knife, is considered to be
evidence for use of high altitude environments during the Plano
(Black 1986; Guthrie et al. 1984). Burns (1981) documents
Plano projectile points from Rio Grande National Forest, and
Buckles (1973) found lanceolate points in the Upper Arkansas
River Valley.

Currently, the evidence for Paleo-Indian utilization of the
mountains is spotty and of little interpretative value: With con-
tinued archeological research in the region, a clearer picture
of Paleo-Indian settlement, subsistence, and lifeways may emerge.

San Luis Valley

The only evidence of Clovis phase Paleo-Indian occupa-
tion of the San Luis Valley is from surface finds. Nelson (1969)
reports two Clovis points found in Alamosa County in 1968.
Nelson and Breternitz (1970) report five additional Clovis finds
in the same area in 1969.

The best evidence of occupation during the Folsom phase
comes from two localities in the eastern San Luis Valley. Hurst
(1941, 1943) collected 14 Folsom points and several formal
tools from the Linger site. These items were found in apparent
association with the bones of an extinct form of bison, tenta-
tively identified as Bison taylori. Wormington (1957) suggests
that these faunal remains actually are Bison antiquus, however,
the deteriorated state of the remains precludes accurate identi-
fication. The Linger site recently has received additional atten-
tion from the Smithsonian Institution (Dawson and Stanford
1975). At a nearby blowout, Worman discovered the remains
of five extinct bison and two Folsom points (Wormington 1957).
These finds are interesting because of their context in sand
dunes instead of in alluvial deposits as is the case on the Plains.
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The Cattleguard site is another Folsom find in sand dunes
near Great Sand Dunes National Monument (Emery and Stan-
ford 1982). This site has yielded a variety of artifacts apparently
related to a Folsom tool kit. These are in association with an
extinct form of bison. Additional investigation at the site has
continued in recent years.

Other potentially stratified Folsom deposits occur in the
San Luis Valley at the Zapata and Redding sites in northeastern
Alamosa County (Guthrie et al. 1984). In addition, Nelson
(1969) and Nelson and Breternitz (1970) document 16 Folsom
points discovered in surface contexts in Alamosa County and
one surface find in Conejos County.

Evidence for Paleo-Indian occupation during the Plano
phases consists of numerous surface finds of oblique-parallel
and parallel flaked points in the San Luis Valley (Dykeman
1982). The majority of these items were found in Alamosa
County, which prompted Nelson and Breternitz (1970) to con-
sider this area as one of the richest, untapped regions for Paleo-
Indian research. Nelson (1969) and Nelson and Breternitz
(1970) reported 35 surface finds of Plano projectile points in
the area. The point styles represented in the collection are Agate
Basin, Cody complex, Meserve, Midland, Plainview, Alberta,
and Frederick.

Front Range

There is very little information about the Paleo-Indian peri-
od in the Front Range study region. This is due more to a lack
of investigations on the part of archeologists than a lack of
Paleo-Indian sites: the focus of Paleo-Indian studies has been
in the northern section of Colorado (see Eighmy 1984).

On the west side of the study area, Gooding and Hand
(1977) have reported two Paleo-Indian sites in Arkansas Can-
yon. Both contained evidence of Agate Basin complex materi-
als, indicating use during the Plano phases.

Other Paleo-Indian manifestations in the study region are
limited to surface finds, the majority of which are located in
the plains environment of Pueblo County. Clovis points (23
items) have been surface collected from Pueblo and Las Ani-
mas counties (Nelson 1969; Nelson and Breternitz 1970), and
Folsom points (12 items) have been surface collected from
Pueblo County. Plano-related projectile points discovered in
the region include Plainview (34 items), Agate Basin (28 items),
Cody complex (25 items), Meserve (4 items), and Hell Gap (8
items). These were collected in Pueblo, Las Animas, and El
Paso counties. The distribution of Paleo-Indian surface finds
indicates a preference for site location in plains-like environ-
ments. The high frequency of diagnostic materials might
indicate substantial use of the area by Paleo-Indian groups;
however, these indications have not been followed up by ex-
cavations or other intensive analysis by archeologists.

New Mexico
Northeast

Moving south and east from the Colorado Front range we
enter northeastern New Mexico. This region of New Mexico
has not received the degree of archeological attention that other

portions of the state have. Consequently, our knowledge of
the archeological record of this section of New Mexico is in-
complete. Despite this research lacuna, a fair number of Paleo-
Indian sites are known for the region, including the type site
for the Folsom complex. The majority of documented Paleo-
Indian sites in northeastern New Mexico are much more closely
affiliated with the Paleo-Indian occurrences in the Great Plains,
and our colleagues at the University of Oklahoma will deal
with them more fully. We can, however, briefly summarize the
Paleo-Indian period in northeastern New Mexico.

Despite the documentation of several Paleo-Indian sites
in the area, only two have been excavated. These are the Fol-
som site and an unrecorded site near Sapello. In addition, the
San Jon site, immediately south of our defined boundaries for
northeastern New Mexico, has been excavated (Stuart and
Gauthier 1984:294).

Only nine Paleo-Indian sites have been recorded in the
Laboratory of Anthropology site survey files for the area as of
Stuart and Gauthier’s 1984 synthesis. Other Paleo-Indian sites
are known, however. For example Baker and Campbell (1960)
reported eight sites with Clovis, Folsom, San Jon, Plainview,
Milnesand, and Meserve projectile points. At the Pigeon Cliffs
site, Steen (1955) recovered a reworked Clovis point. Campbell
(1969, 1976) has noted that Folsom points are known from
the eastern boundaries of Rato Mesa; Plano points also were
noted for the area. In the Cimarron area, Folsom points have
been found by collectors, and Hammack (1965) reported a
Folsom occupation from Ute Dam near Newkirk. Anderson’s
(1975) survey near the Folsom type site reported an isolated
Plainview point and also noted that Scottsbluff and Alberta,
and possibly Firstview, projectile points have been found in
the Mesa de Mayo area (Stuart and Gauthier 1984:294-295).
Overall, Stuart and Gauthier (1984:262) have compiled 25
Paleo-Indian sites for the greater northeastern New Mexico
region, although, as previously noted, only nine were actually
recorded in the Laboratory of Anthropology files.

Stuart and Gauthier (1984:295-300) note that two north—
south bands of Paleo-Indian occurrences are known for the
northeastern New Mexico area, suggesting that geography and
possibly elevation are important variables in Paleo-Indian site
placement. The eastern band generally parallels the Canadian
Escarpment (ca 1,500 m) and the western band follows the
Sangre de Cristo Mountains (ca 2,100 m). They also note that
the higher elevation band consists of Clovis, Folsom, Plain-
view, and Cody artifacts, while the lower elevation band
consists of Clovis, Folsom, Plainview, Cody, San Jon, Milnes-
and, and Meserve materials. They attempt to relate this distribu-
tion to subsistence activities, with the more specialized forms
occurring in the Plains area and the more generalized forms
being more widespread, reflecting a more diverse economic
strategy.

Upper Rio Grande

As we move west, we enter the Upper Rio Grande region.
Coupled with the San Juan Basin, this area is perhaps the most
intensively surveyed portion of the state (Stuart and Gauthier
1984:60). Despite this, however, few Paleo-Indian remains are
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known for the northern section of the region. A few isolated
Paleo-Indian points have been noted in the upper Rio Grande,
but no major areas of Paleo-Indian activity are known north
of La Bajada hill (Stuart and Gauthier 1984:46). Stuart and
Gauthier (1984:47) have hinted that the lack of Paleo-Indian
remains may reflect a survey bias in that there simply may
have been less interest in recording such sites or that in the
more heavily wooded Upper Rio Grande visibility of Paleo-
Indian remains is low, thereby accounting for their scarcity in
the literature.

In contrast to the situation in the northern section of the
Upper Rio Grande, the southern area contains abundant Paleo-
Indian remains. We know this largely due to Judge’s (1973)
extensive survey of the Middle Rio Grande for Paleo-Indian
remains in the area between, roughly, Bernalillo and Belen.
Judge located 59 Paleo-Indian sites and isolates. Only one site,
Rio Rancho (Dawson and Judge 1969) was excavated, but the
results of his survey suggest that Paleo-Indian remains can be
located if systematically sought.

The Sandia site is also located in the Upper Rio Grande
area, in the Sandia Mountains. The problems of interpretation
with this site have already been addressed and do not need to
be repeated here.

Considering the relative abundance of Paleo-Indian re-
mains in the southern Rio Grande area, the scarcity of such
remains in the upper reaches of the Rio Grande is notable.
Certainly a management priority for the Upper Rio Grande is
to conscientiously /ook for Paleo-Indian remains to determine
if their apparent absence is artificial or not.

San Juan Basin

Of all the areas in New Mexico and the remainder of the
study area, the San Juan Basin has witnessed the most active
recent archeological investigation. Literally hundreds of proj-
ects have occurred in this vast region of northwestern New
Mexico over the past 10 years, ranging from small scale surveys
to major excavations. The vast majority of these projects have
been in direct response to the surge of energy-related projects
in the San Juan Basin and associated cultural resource manage-
ment legislation. Despite this flurry of research activity, the
population of Paleo-Indian sites in the San Juan Basin has not
increased appreciably.

Surprisingly few Paleo-Indian sites are documented for
the San Juan Basin, and none have been thoroughly excavated.
In arecent systematic compilation of computerized site file data
(i.e., the San Juan Basin Regional Uranium Study, or SJBRUS,
Wait 1982), only 13 Paleo-Indian and one transitional Paleo-
Indian/Archaic sites are documented for the entire Basin (Judge
1982:19). Despite this paucity, however, a wide range of Paleo-
Indian complexes is represented (Table 5). Stuart and Gauthi-
er’s (1984:262) discussion cites 94+ reported occurrences in
the greater vicinity. This, however, includes 59 Paleo-Indian
sites reported by Judge (1973) in the Middle Rio Grande Valley.

Clovis materials are known from the Coal Gasification
Project (CGP) survey along the Chaco Wash in the central

portion of the Basin (Chapman 1977a:401) and portions (Block
X) of the massive Navajo Indian Irrigation Project (NIIP) area,
south of Farmington (Anderson, cited in Judge 1982:56), while
Folsom points have been found by numerous surveys. These
include the Navajo Reservoir area (Dittert et al. 1961:172),
Chaco Canyon (Hayes et al. 1981a; Judge 1972), Block X of
the NIIP (Anderson, cited in Judge 1982:56), the CGP areca
(Chapman 1977a:401), near Farmington (Hadlock 1962), and
possibly in the Star Lake—Bisti region (Huse et al. 1978).

A Midland point was recorded in the Black Lake area
north of Chaco Canyon (Biella and Chapman, cited in Judge
1982:23). Plano points are known from the CGP area, Chaco,
Bisti—Star Lake (Judge 1982:23), and Blocks IV and V of NIIP
(Elyea et al. 1979), who report a total of five Paleo-Indian
localities in the Gallegos Wash region.

Cody points have been reported from the El Paso Coal
Company (EPCC) survey (Sessions 1979:45), Block X of NIIP
(Anderson, cited in Judge 1982:56), and Star Lake—Bisti and
Star Lake itself (Wait 1976b). The Bureau of Indian Affairs
(BIA) Timber Survey by Broster (cited in Stuart and Gauthier
1984:263) reported 16 Paleo-Indian sites and localities on Ce-
bolleta Mesa and Stone Lake on the Jicarilla Indian Reserva-
tion. Finally, a number of Paleo-Indian points from various
complexes have been reported near Grants on Acoma Tribal
Lands. Based on the recovery of points and fragments, these
suggest Clovis, Folsom, Midland, and Cody occupations. In-
terestingly, all are at an elevation of between 2286 and 2438
m above sea level (Stuart and Gauthier 1984:28). Given this
wide distribution of Paleo-Indian point types, the absence of
Agate Basin and Hell Gap types is notable.

Although the above sounds like several Paleo-Indian sites
are known for the San Juan Basin, this is misleading (but see
discussion in Stuart and Gauthier 1984:262-266), and only
one area in the San Juan Basin has National Register properties
containing Paleo-Indian materials. This is the Gallegos Wash
District (Stuart and Gauthier 1984:79). The majority of Paleo-
Indian occurrences are isolated artifacts, and Paleo-Indian sites
with substantial intact deposits are not known. Remember that
only 14 actual Paleo-Indian sites have been recorded in the
Basin proper, as of Judge’s (1982) survey. One potential reason

Table 5.

Tentative Chronological Framework for the Paleo-Indian
Complexes in the San Juan Basin (modified from Judge 1982:22)

_Dates _ _Complex __ __ __ __ ___OtherNames __
10,000 B.c.
Clovis
9,000 B.c.
Folsom
8,000 B.c. Plano (Plainview Related) Plainview, Midland,

Milnesand, Belen,
Meserve
7,000 B.cC.
6,000 B.c. Cody Firstview, Eden,
Scottsbluff
Early Jay, “J,”
Middle Jay

5,000 B.c. Jay
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for this lack of sites may be environmental. Most recorded
Paleo-Indian sites in the Basin have been exposed in areas of
substantial erosion; the significance of this is that many Paleo-
Indian sites in the Basin simply may be buried (Stuart and
Gauthier 1984:28).

Realizing the limited sample, Judge (1982:29-31) has at-
tempted to interpret Paleo-Indian site distribution in the San
Juan Basin. The known distribution extends from the southeast
portion of the Basin diagonally to the northwest. The major
exception to this pattern is the Paleo-Indian site at Peach
Spring, in the south end of the Basin (Broilo, cited in Stuart
and Gauthier 1984:28).

Judge notes that of the Paleo-Indian sites known in the
Basin, few contain more than one type of projectile point. This
is at variance to sites outside the Basin, where multicomponent
Paleo-Indian sites are common. Our limited information sug-
gests that Folsom finds dominate the Paleo-Indian inventory
of the Basin, but Judge cautions that this may be due to a sam-
pling bias (e.g., Folsom points are very diagnostic and readily
identifiable).

The distribution of Paleo-Indian sites with relation to envi-
ronmental zones is equally tenuous. There has been the sugges-
tion that they tend to be associated with upland sand dunes
(Huse et al. 1978:35; Reher 1977¢:29), a pattern clearly dem-
onstrated in the succeeding Archaic period. At Chaco Canyon,
a Folsom Paleo-Indian site on a mesa overlooks Escavada
Wash. The Peach Springs site location is closer to the norm
described by Judge (1973) for the Middle Rio Grande valley
in that it is located adjacent to an extinct playa (Judge 1982:29).

Principal gaps in the San Juan Basin occur in the southern,
southwestern, and northeastern portions. It is interesting to
note that both the extreme southern and northeastern parts of
the Basin are highly diverse topographic settings; this may
not have been an attractive environment to Paleo-Indian groups
with focal economies emphasizing megafauna, which tend to
prefer open plains-like areas. On the other hand, the lack of
sites in these areas may simply reflect either inadequate survey
or the inability to recognize Paleo-Indian sites in high diversity
areas (Judge 1982:31).

Summarizing for the San Juan Basin, current evidence is
sketchy and subject to modification as additional projects are
undertaken. The present situation, however, suggests Paleo-
Indian occupation at high altitude locales between ca 9000
and 10,000 B.c. An apparent hiatus exists in the Basin between
ca 8000 B.c. (Folsom—Midland) and ca 6600 B.c. (Cody) (Stuart
and Gauthier 1984:29-31). This is largely due to the absence
of Firstview (or Cody) complex Paleo-Indian remains. Note,
however, that Judge (1982:23) does cite the presence of both
Plano and Cody materials in the San Juan Basin. Belen Paleo-
Indian materials from the Middle Rio Grande Valley also may
be evidence of occupation during this time (Judge 1973; Stuart
and Gauthier 1984:29)

The termination of the Paleo-Indian period is open to ques-
tion, and data from the San Juan Basin contribute little to its
resolution. Basically, the problem boils down to whether or

not a gap exists between the Paleo-Indian and Archaic periods.
Key to understanding this gap is whether or not the Jay phase
is Paleo-Indian (Judge 1982:23) or Archaic (Irwin—Williams
1973). This issue is discussed more fully in the next chapter.

West-Central

While west-central New Mexico contains some of the most
interesting archeological remains in the state, these date to
periods later than the Paleo-Indian. Surprisingly few Paleo-
Indian sites have been documented in the two districts (Mount
Taylor and Socorro) that make up west-central New Mexico.
This is especially surprising considering the substantial Archaic
occupation that has been documented at Bat Cave and else-
where in the region.

In their review of sites on the state or National Register in
west-central New Mexico, Stuart and Gauthier (1984:149) note
that there are no recorded Paleo-Indian sites in the northern,
Mount Taylor, district. Tainter and Gillio (1980:24—41), how-
ever, do cite some sites and isolates from the area. Only three
sites are known for the southern, Socorro, unit. These are
Mockingbird Gap, Ake, and an apparent late Paleo-Indian
component at Bat Cave (Stuart and Gauthier 1984:149).

The Ake site (Beckett 1980) is multicomponent, con-
taining Paleo-Indian, Archaic, and Mogollon occupations. The
Paleo-Indian occupation is Folsom, and in addition to Folsom
artifacts, the remains of bison and muskrat were recovered.
Paleo-Indian remains from Bat Cave, as well as the more fa-
mous Archaic remains, are the subject of considerable contro-
versy. Finally, the Mockingbird Gap site yielded 150 Clovis
points, as well as a possible structure.

Central

The relatively small area near the geographic center of
the state that forms the Central New Mexico region contains
two well known Paleo-Indian sites. These are the Lucy site
and Manzano Cave. The ambiguities present in the Lucy site
have been discussed previously, and the mixing of Paleo-Indian
and Archaic materials only needs to be reiterated here. Man-
zano Cave (Hibben 1941; Wormington 1957) is another multi-
component site with Paleo-Indian and Archaic artifacts, as well
as a Sandia point (Stuart and Gauthier 1984:319).

Haynes (1955) has reported other Paleo-Indian sites in
Central New Mexico, with nearly the entire sequence being
represented. However, most Paleo-Indian points were found
by private collectors and are not well reported. There also ap-
pear to be two major Paleo-Indian site clusters located at the
north and south ends of prehistoric Lake Estancia. These are
primarily Folsom sites (Lyons 1969), but Clovis, Sandia, Mil-
nesand, and Agate Basin points are reported as well.

Paleo-Indian remains also are common east of Lake Estan-
cia, generally in elevated areas. Most appear to be located against
mountains or mesas and on mesa tops. Clovis, Sandia, Folsom,
Milnesand, and Midland point types are reported (Stuart and
Gauthier 1984:321).
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Southwest

Once again, there are few documented Paleo-Indian sites
in this large region. In the Jornada subregion of southwestern
New Mexico, some Llano complex materials are known, but
overall we have little information on either Paleo-Indian or
Archaic occupation of the region (Beckett and Wiseman 1979;
Stuart and Gauthier 1984:211). In the Mimbres region, two
Paleo-Indian sites have been recorded (Stuart and Gauthier
1984:227).

Southeast

A considerable Paleo-Indian occupation is documented for
southeastern New Mexico (Camilli and Allan 1979; Wendorf
and Hester 1975); indeed, Stuart and Gauthier (1984: 262) note
that the area often is considered Paleo-Indian Country by many
archeologists. Major Paleo-Indian sites include Blackwater
Draw (two localities), Milnesand, Burnet Cave, the Elida site,
and Hermits Cave. These span a chronological period between
ca 10,000 and 5500 B.c., and at Hermits Cave a possible pre-
Clovis occupation has been claimed (Stuart and Gauthier
1984:261). In Roosevelt County, Clovis, Folsom, and Midland
materials are known (Broilo 1973a). Stuart and Gauthier
(1984:262), culling through available data, tally 106 Paleo-
Indian sites for southeastern New Mexico, primarily located
along the eastern escarpment of the Guadalupe chain in the west
or along the Mescalero pediment and adjacent Llano Estacado.

Trans—Pecos (Patricia A. Hicks)
Puebloan

The Puebloan subregion of the Trans—Pecos is somewhat
better known archeologically than either the Plains or the In-
terior areas (see below), particularly with regard to the Late
Prehistoric period. The developments that occurred during this
period are distinctly different from those in other areas of the
Trans—Pecos. The evidence indicates that the section was occu-
pied during the Paleo-Indian stage (ca 10,000-6500 B.C),
throughout the Archaic stage, and later by semi-sedentary/
sedentary agriculturalists, as well as by more nomadic hunting
and gathering groups.

The occurrence of Paleo-Indian materials in the Puebloan
subregion appears to be restricted to the southern Mesilla Bolson
immediately west and north of El Paso, and the Hueco Bolson
to the east and northeast. One site is noted southeast of El Paso,
west of the Finlay Mountains in the eastern Hueco Bolson
(Sommer 1974:134). References to Paleo-Indian materials in
the area are primarily to isolated finds and occasionally small
camps; no large habitations or kill sites are known. The recovered
materials all date to the Late Paleo-Indian period.

Few of'the Paleo-Indian sites known in the area have been
reported by professional archeologists. Two isolated finds of
fragmentary Folsom projectile points are noted by Whalen
(1978:14) for the western portion of the Hueco Bolson. A single
fragmentary Folsom point was recovered from the surface of
a sand dune south of El Paso. Ceramics were also present at

this site, and there was no indication of buried deposits (An-
derson and Carter 1981:28). Kegley (1980:2) makes a vague
reference to Paleo-Indian projectile points having been found
in the vicinity of Hueco Tanks State Park. As of 1985, only
two Paleo-Indian sites were listed in the records of the Texas
State Archeologist for El Paso County, while none were on
file for Hudspeth County (Biesaart et al.1985:132—-133, 149).
Local amateurs have reported several isolated finds and small
camps, including one Folsom point from the eastern portion
of'the Hueco Bolson (Brook 1968) and another in possible as-
sociation with six snub-nosed scrapers on a terrace east of the
Rio Grande (Quimby and Brook 1967). Sommer (1974:134,
136) indicates that seven sites to the north and east of El Paso
are reported to have Early Man material. Another site southeast
of El Paso produced one Meserve projectile point and “other
strange points” (Sommer 1974:135).

On the whole, information regarding the Paleo-Indian stage
in the Puebloan subregion is scanty at best. Because the majority
of the Paleo-Indian finds in this area have been made by ama-
teurs, little information is available regarding their context. As
aresult, settlement system data are limited. Betancourt (1981:38)
notes that most of the Paleo-Indian materials have been found
near the margins of playas. There also appears to have been a
tendency to locate near sand dunes and on broad terraces over-
looking the Rio Grande Valley (Anderson and Carter 1981:28;
Quimby and Brook 1967). This limited information suggests
that big game hunting, similar to that documented for the Plains,
was one component of the subsistence system. In the Puebloan
subregion, as in the rest of the Trans—Pecos, basic questions
regarding temporality, cultural affiliation, and settlement and
subsistence still need to be addressed.

Interior

There are segments of the Interior subregion of the Trans—
Pecos region that are relatively well known archeologically, as
some of the earliest work that was undertaken in the Trans—
Pecos was performed in this area (e.g., Coffin 1932; Sayles 1935;
Smith 1938). Much of this early research focused on excavation
in the larger caves and shelters of the region, although some
extensive survey also was conducted (i.e., Kelley et al. 1940).
The accumulated evidence indicates that the Interior subregion
was occupied from Paleo-Indian times to the present.

Available information regarding the Paleo-Indian occu-
pation of the Interior subregion is limited in its scope. The
majority of the known Paleo-Indian materials are found in
Guadalupe National Park in the north (Bradford 1980; Katz
1978) and in Big Bend National Park in the south (Mallouf
1981), both of which have been intensively studied. With the
exception of a major cluster of sites in the vicinity of Van Horn,
Texas, and isolated projectile point finds in the northern Baylor
and southern Davis Mountains, Paleo-Indian occupation of
the central portion of the Interior subregion remains unknown.

Pollen evidence indicates that when Paleo-Indian groups
first arrived in this area between 10,000 and 9000 B.C, the higher
mountain ranges contained a conifer forest of ponderosa pine,
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Douglas fir, and spruce. The mixed woodland community, which
today is confined to elevations above 1500 m, was depressed to
elevations as low as 600 m in the eastern Big Bend (Mallouf
1985:16). In the Maravillas Canyon area of the eastern Big Bend,
packrat middens dating to this period contain plant species
commonly associated with the Chihuahuan Desert life zone.
These data suggest that the area may have served as a refugium
for desert vegetation during the last period of glaciation (Mallouf
1981:135; Wells 1966). The resultant mixing of the two com-
munities may have had some significance for the human inhabi-
tants of the region, a point that will be addressed shortly.

There are at least two reported finds of Clovis projectile
points from the interior subregion. One was collected in Big
Bend National Park (Sommer 1974:134—135). Another was
collected from a site near Van Horn, Texas (Lindsay 1969:103).
Possible explanations for the absence of a significant amount
of Clovis material in the Trans—Pecos are discussed in the
Plains section (see below).

The Late Paleo-Indian period in the Interior subregion is
represented by surface and excavated finds of Folsom, Plain-
view, Golondrina, Angostura, and Meserve projectile points
(Mallouf 1985:97, Figure 39; Sommer 1974:134—135). Folsom
materials tend to be confined to the northern half of the area.
Folsom projectile points have been recovered from surface
contexts in the southern Guadalupe Mountains (Katz 1978;
Mallouf 1985:97, 99, Figure 39), and the northern Baylor
Mountains (Mallouf 1985:97, Figure 39).

The area around Van Horn appears to have been a favored
location for Folsom and later Paleo-Indian groups. Hedrick
(1975:63-64) reports a Folsom point from a sand dune site
along a small tributary of Sacaton Draw. The informal survey
conducted by Sommer (1974:134—135, Figure 6) revealed four
sites where Folsom materials were recovered. One was identi-
fied as a kill site. At another site, three Folsom projectile point
fragments were recovered, while two Folsom points were col-
lected from a third. The fourth site has been referred to as “a
major Folsom habitation site” (Mallouf 1985:98). This site is
located south of Van Horn on a terrace of Wild Horse Draw
(also known as Chispa Creek and Van Horn Creek; Betancourt
1981:38) and was excavated during the 1950s and 1960s by
the University of Colorado (Lehmer 1958:122; Lindsay 1969:
103). Dense concentrations of Folsom material were found at
three locations within the site’s boundaries. Several Folsom
projectile points were found in situ, and almost 100 additional
points were collected from surface contexts. Other artifacts
include channel flakes, crude blades, 500 scrapers, knives, and
numerous gravers (Lehmer 1958:122; Lindsay 1969:103). A
report on this work remains unpublished. Considering the
paucity of professionally excavated Paleo-Indian data in the
Trans—Pecos, this site stands out as highly significant.

Lanceolate form projectile points have been found through-
out the Interior subregion. Midland, Plainview, and Meserve
points have been recovered in Guadalupe Mountains National
Park (Bradford 1980:6; Katz 1978; Mallouf 1985:99). Plain-
view and other Late Paleo-Indian forms have been reported
from the Van Horn area, and Golondrina and Meserve points
have been recovered along the western flank of the Davis

Mountains (Mallouf 1985:97, 98, Figure 39). Sommer (1974:
134-135) reports three sites in Big Bend National Park contain-
ing Plainview points and one site from which both Plainview
and Golondrina points have been recovered. Other lanceolate
forms recovered from the Big Bend region include points of
the Angostura and Meserve types (Mallouf 1985:96; Marma-
duke 1978:111-114, 121-125).

Mallouf (1985:99) has summarized current understanding
of settlement system data in the region. Lanceolate form pro-
jectile points from the Big Bend are most frequently found in
association with later Archaic materials in foothill and basin
environments. In the Davis Mountains, at elevations that would
have been heavily forested during the Paleo-Indian period,
lanceolate points have been recovered from alluvial terraces
along the canyons. Lanceolate projectile points have also been
recovered from high elevations in the Guadalupe Mountains
(Katz 1978). Paleo-Indian sites in the Van Horn area tend to
be located along the shores of old playas (Mallouf 1985:99)
and creek terraces. Marmaduke reports that work in the Bear
Creek area resulted in the collection of lanceolate points from
the surface of a valley hearth field (1978:92), a hillslope (1978:
125), and a rockshelter excavation, where an Angostura point
was found in association with Late Prehistoric materials (1978:
111-114). Taken as a whole, this information suggests that
the Paleo-Indian inhabitants of the area were probably to some
degree reliant on the hunting of large game animals such as
bison, but that smaller game such as big horn sheep and deer
were being pursued in elevated locations in the mountains.
Marmaduke (1978:14) notes that antelope were present in the
past at lower elevations throughout the Trans—Pecos.

Mallouf (1981:133, 1986:70) indicates that for the Trans—
Pecos as a whole, Paleo-Indian sites are found least frequently
in the Big Bend area. The low frequency of Paleo-Indian sites
in this area has led him to postulate that the broad-based hunting
and gathering adaptation characteristic of the human occupa-
tion of the region was first developed in the eastern Big Bend
(Mallouf 1981). The argument can be stated as follows: Based
upon the analysis of packrat middens in Maravillas Canyon
(Wells 1966), it appears that during the Late Pleistocene (ca
12,000 to 8000 B.c.; Mallouf 1981:141) the eastern portion of
the Big Bend may have served as a refugium for plant species
adapted to arid conditions. Because vegetation zones were de-
pressed to lower elevations in response to cooler and moister
climatic conditions, there occurred a mixing of woodland and
desert scrub communities (Mallouf 1981:126—-127, 135). Such
mixing would have afforded human inhabitants easy access to
woodland species such as pinyon pine, juniper, algerita, live
oak, and prickly pear, in close proximity to more xeric species
such as lechugilla, acacia, and sotol (Mallouf 1985:126—127).
The high density and diversity of edible resources in a spatially
restricted area may have been one factor triggering the very
early transition from a nomadic hunting adaptation to a broader
based, more localized hunting and gathering subsistence system
(Mallouf 1981:133). Beginning ca 8500 B.c., drier climatic
conditions forced the gradual withdrawal of woodland species
from the area and encouraged the spread of Chihuahuan Desert
species (Mallouf 1981:141). If this is in fact the case, then
lanceolate projectile point forms found in the area are reflective
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Figure 6. Examples of projectile point types found in the Trans—Pecos (after Mallouf 1985:24, Figure 13)

of a hunting and gathering rather than a big game hunting
adaptation (Mallouf 1985:98). This scenario, largely hypo-
thetical at this time, is worthy of additional research attention.

In summary, the Paleo-Indian stage in the Interior subregion
remains poorly understood. Lanceolate projectile points have
been recovered from a variety of different environments in-
cluding playa edges, alluvial terraces at high and low ele-
vations, basin valleys, hillslopes, and occasionally rockshelters.
The sum of the settlement data suggests that the subsistence
system may have been somewhat broader based than previously
suspected. If Mallouf’s (1981) hypothesis is correct, a localized

hunting and gathering subsistence regime may have developed
relatively early in the eastern portion of the Big Bend.

Plains

The Plains subregion is the least studied of the three Trans-
Pecos subdivisions. It does, however, border the better known
Central Texas region to the east, and the Lower Pecos region
to the south. The archeological evidence from the Plains
Section indicates that the area was used throughout the Pre-
historic period, from Paleo-Indian times to the present.
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Evidence for an occupation of the Plains subregion by
Paleo-Indian groups comes from surface finds of projectile
points that are stylistically similar to such artifacts from the
Great Plains and Central and Southern Texas. At present there
is no stratigraphic or radiocarbon data for a Paleo-Indian
occupation of the area. This lack of temporal control, coupled
with an absence of locally derived subsistence data seriously
hampers attempts at interpretation on a regional level (Mallouf
1985:96). Although insufficient information exists to allow
for the documentation of clear patterns of variation between
the different Trans—Pecos subdivisions, there do appear to be
more Paleo-Indian sites in the Plains subregion (Bandy 1980:6)
than elsewhere. It is unclear whether this is a function of natural
factors such as differential preservation and erosion or an actual
reflection of the Paleo-Indian settlement system. This is a ques-
tion of significance for the entire Trans—Pecos region that should
be addressed by further research in the area.

Based upon data from analyses of pollen, packrat middens,
and faunal remains from Trans—Pecos and adjacent regions, it
is clear that the environmental conditions that prevailed during
the late Pleistocene and early Holocene differed from those of
today. In general, the climate was probably cooler and moister
(Mallouf 1981:126; Marmaduke 1978:15; McNatt 1981:121).
Around 9000 to 10,000 B.c., when the first Clovis groups may
have entered the area, the environment of the Plains subregion
was probably characterized by pinyon—juniper parkland, with
the grassy understory more uniform in its distribution than at
present. Springs and seeps were more prevalent in the area
and certainly more reliable than those found in the region today
(Mallouf 1981:132).

The early Paleo-Indian Clovis period is poorly represented
in the Plains subregion. Currently, evidence for a Clovis occu-
pation comes from the Hamilton Collection being curated by
the Texas Historical Commission (Mallouf 1981:133). Notes
and artifacts from this collection indicate that Clovis materials
were recovered from one or more locations in the vicinity of
Pecos, Texas. An informal survey of amateur archeological
society members attending a 1973 conference on Early Man
failed to reveal any information pertaining to a Clovis occupa-
tion of the Plains Section (Sommer 1974:134—136). Consider-
ing that amateur archeologists in the Trans—Pecos area are
generally quite active and knowledgeable, the virtual absence
of Clovis materials in private collections from the area is in-
triguing. It is possible that Clovis groups only inhabited the
region on a very sporadic basis, or perhaps not at all. A total
absence of Clovis occupation seems unlikely considering that
materials dating to the period have been found in a wide variety
of environments from Canada to Mexico. A second explanation
for the lack of Clovis material is that there simply may be few
areas in the region where sediments of Clovis age are exposed.
It is also possible that the Clovis groups in the area were en-
gaged in subsistence tasks that did not require the use of large
fluted projectile points, and consequently, the remains of their
activities have gone unrecognized. The paucity of evidence
for a Clovis occupation of the Plains subregion, and of Trans—

Pecos in general, is a situation in need of an explanation, and
should be a major research priority for future investigators.

During the Late Paleo-Indian period (ca 8000 to 6500
B.C.) there appears to have been a gradual trend towards warmer
and drier conditions, with the pinyon—juniper parkland slowly
being replaced by an open grassland savannah (Marmaduke
1978:15). Although there is some indication that the precipita-
tion regime was changing during this period, perennial water
sources were probably still common in the region (Mallouf
1981:133). The grassland savannah apparently provided suffi-
cient forage and water to support large herds of bison, as indi-
cated by information recovered at Bonfire Shelter in Val Verde
county to the southeast of the Trans—Pecos, where a herd of
bison was driven off a cliff around 8000 B.c. (Dibble 1965;
Marmaduke 1978:17).

The Late Paleo-Indian, period in the Plains subregion is
represented by the occurrence of projectile points of the Fol-
som, Plainview, Golondrina, Meserve, and San Patrice types
(Mallouf 1985:96-99). Folsom, Golondrina, and Meserve pro-
jectile points have been recovered from several areas west of
the Pecos River near Iraan, Texas (Mallouf 1981:133, 1985:
98-99; Sommer 1974:134-135). In the vicinity of Pecos,
Texas, a number of Folsom and Meserve projectile points have
been recovered. The Hamilton Collection contains several pro-
jectile points similar to the San Patrice type that were appar-
ently collected in the Pecos area (Mallouf 1985:99). Given
this data base, little can be said concerning the subsistence
activities and the settlement pattern of the Paleo-Indian groups
that were present in the Plains subregion. Mallouf (1985:99)
notes that the Paleo-Indian sites located near Pecos, Texas,
are open camps most commonly associated with the margins
of playas. This information and the data from Bonfire Shelter
concerning the bison kill point to a hunting adaptation with
some degree of reliance on large game. It is not clear at this
time if generalized or focal hunting strategies similar to those
postulated for the Great Plains were in place in the Trans—
Pecos during the late Paleo-Indian period. Some use of shelters
by Paleo-Indian groups is suggested by data from Bonfire
Shelter (Dibble 1965) and Baker Cave (Word 1970), located
to the southeast in Val Verde County. Mallouf (1981, 1985:98)
has suggested that Golondrina, and projectile point types
similar to Angostura, Meserve, and Lerma, and other lanceolate
forms, may represent an early (pre-7000 B.c.) hunter—gatherer
adaptation rather than one focused primarily on hunting.

On the whole, the information concerning the Paleo-Indian
period in the Plains subregion is minimal. Little professional
work has been undertaken in the area. This is reflected in the
lack of Paleo-Indian sites in the files of the State Archeologist
for Reeves, Pecos, and Terrell counties (Biesaart et al. 1985:
174, 179, 188). Consequently, very basic questions concerning
the cultural affiliations of the groups that inhabited the region,
temporality, and settlement and subsistence, still remain to be
answered On the other hand, local amateur archeological
society members seem to be aware of a number of Paleo-Indian
sites in the area (e.g., Sommer 1974).
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THE UNKNOWN ARCHEOLOGY OF THE SOUTHWEST:

THE ARCHAIC

Alan H. Simmons (with Douglas D. Dykeman and Patricia A. Hicks)

SYNTHESIS

Following the Paleo-Indian period, a generalized hunting
and gathering adaptation is documented throughout continental
North America. These groups collectively are known, in arche-
ological terms, as the Archaic. Despite several thousand years
of occupation, these peoples left few and relatively unimpres-
sive remains, and our knowledge of the Archaic period is just
beginning to come into better focus. This is especially true in
regions such as the Southwest, where more substantial archeo-
logical remains have occupied the attention of researchers.

In some parts of North America, Archaic adaptations
continued up to European contact. In the Southwest, the Ar-
chaic can roughly be bracketed between ca 6000 or 5000 B.c.
and about the time of Christ. But, as we will see in this chapter,
some regions of the Southwest also witnessed a prolonged Ar-
chaic adaptation, continuing in some cases up to European
contact.

Most researchers place the Southwest Archaic within the
broad based Desert culture initially defined by Jennings (1957,
1964:152—-153). The Southwest Archaic adaptation has been
viewed as a diffuse strategy based on the exploitation of a
wide range of plant and animal resources (Judge 1982:49).
This differs from the preceding Paleo-Indian period, also char-
acterized by hunting and gathering, in that the former focus
on large game no longer was viable. That the Archaic is quite
distinct from the Paleo-Indian is reflected archeologically by
its material culture and site distribution.

In general terms, the Archaic in the Southwest refers to
“a diversified subsistence strategy, relatively small residential
and local groups, and a very high degree of seasonal residential
mobility throughout each year within large territorial frames”
(Baker 1981:163). These groups possessed an archeologically
preserved material culture comprised largely of lithic artifacts
and generally are considered as lacking ceramics.

The description provided above could cause one to believe
that the Archaic was a homogeneous culture with little diversity.
This is an incorrect interpretation. As more critical studies are
undertaken, it is becoming clear that the Archaic was character-
ized by considerable regional and temporal diversity. Unfortun-
ately, only the bare outlines of Archaic adaptations are known
for most of the project area. While several individual sites have
been studied, few synthetic treatments exist. The best defined
synthesis is largely confined to northwestern New Mexico, where

a detailed sequence has been identified. The validity of this se-
quence to other regions of the Southwest remains to be seen.

Several distinct phases within the Archaic are known. Each
is characterized by a distinct artifact assemblage and differ-
ences in site size, composition, and distribution. While it used
to be believed that there was little variation in Archaic sites,
this is now known to be untrue. Recent studies have indicated
that the Archaic occupants of the Southwest were highly adap-
tive and mobile hunters and gatherers who exploited a wide
range of ecological zones in an efficient manner. The archeo-
logical signature of such activity is sometimes difficult to de-
tect, but with the proper analytic methods it can be deciphered.

Several research issues form the core of Southwestern
Archaic studies. One topic that has received a considerable
amount of attention is the distinction between late Paleo-Indian
groups and early Archaic cultures. Did the first Archaic groups
represent a dramatic departure from the settlement and subsis-
tence activities of their predecessors? Was there a substantial
time gap separating the two? How distinct are their respective
assemblages? Although these remain unanswered questions,
they reflect the types of research presently being conducted.

Other issues concern the nature of Archaic assemblages,
the composition of sites, and the manner in which Archaic
groups exploited various ecological settings. These were not
static issues during the Archaic. We know that in the five or
six thousand year range encompassed by the Archaic, numer-
ous changes in adaptation occurred.

One of the most significant, and controversial, issues in-
volving the Archaic relates to the introduction of cultigens
into the Southwest. The shift from economies based primarily
on hunting and gathering to those reliant upon the domestica-
tion of a key suite of crops was one of the most dramatic events
to occur in the study area. Once subsistence was under at least
some degree of control, the stage was set for additional cultural
advances. How, when, and why plants were initially cultivated
in the Southwest remains a major research issue. Recent investi-
gations have contributed substantially to the debate, and this
promises to be a significant issue for some time.

For a long time, the Archaic represented the unknown ar-
cheology of the Southwest. This has dramatically changed and
Archaic studies presently represent some of the most innovative
research being conducted in the region. Despite this recent in-
terest, however, our understanding of specific Archaic adapta-
tions remains limited.
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PERIOD DISCUSSION
Research Background

In order to better understand our lack of knowledge of
the Archaic some background history is beneficial. Unlike the
Paleo-Indian period, with its clues to the initial occupation of
the New World, or the later Formative period, with its spectac-
ular architecture and material culture, the Archaic traditionally
has lacked research appeal and has received little attention
until relatively recently. There are several reasons for this. Per-
haps the most significant was a prevailing attitude that the Ar-
chaic simply was boring. Archaic sites by and large are repre-
sented by diffuse lithic scatters with poor preservation, and
thus do not have the same appeal as do, say, a stratified Paleo-
Indian bison kill or a Pueblo village. In a word, many archeolo-
gists felt that the Archaic lacked any interesting research
problems and that Archaic sites were uninteresting to excavate.
As such, the Archaic in the Southwest, where remains from
other periods are plentiful and more impressive, was perceived
of as a cultural backwater and thus became an archeological
no-man’s land.

Within this presumed cultural void, however, there was
one glimmer of interest. This was in the search for agricultural
origins in the Southwest. The domestication of a key suite of
crops ultimately enabled subsequent cultural development in
the region, and thus the initial appearance of cultigens, which
ultimately derived from Meso-America, has long been of inter-
est to researchers. During the late 1940s and 1950s, excavations
at Bat Cave in west-central New Mexico produced evidence
suggestive of an early presence of maize, or corn, in the South-
west (Dick 1965a). The initial manipulation of this cultigen
was considered to have occurred as early as ca 3500 B.c. at
Bat Cave, thus placing it firmly within the Archaic. As subse-
quent research has demonstrated, Bat Cave represented only a
faint glimmer indeed; this will be discussed in more detail
later in this chapter. However, claims for the origins of agricul-
ture in the Southwest during the Archaic spurred considerable
interest. This remains a hotly controversial topic.

By and large, though, the Archaic was not considered an
important research endeavor. To be certain, there were a few
archeologists who felt otherwise. Bryan and Toulouse (1943)
and Renaud (1942a, 1946), for example, represent researchers
who early on believed that there was some significance to Ar-
chaic materials. If one considers the greater Southwest, enough
work was done to develop cultural sequences and regional
variation within the Archaic. In general, though, these lacked
much detail or precision.

Overall, little interest was expressed in the Archaic until
the 1960s. At that time, C. Irwin—Williams initiated a long
term research study in northwestern New Mexico entitled the
Anasazi Origins Project. The project was a pioneering effort,
for it clearly demonstrated that Archaic sites were, indeed, of
major importance, both intrinsically and in terms of providing
evidence for the initial appearance of cultigens in the South-
west, thereby providing a foundation for subsequent cultural

development. The Anasazi Origins Project also resulted in one
of the rare synthetic treatments of the Archaic, providing an
enduring cultural-historical sequence that is still widely used,
even outside of the area for which it was originally intended.

In spite of [rwin—Williams’ efforts, however, she remained
one of the few professional archeologists who expressed an
active interest in the Southwestern Archaic. This situation prob-
ably would have continued had it not been for two related
events. The first was, beginning on a massive scale in the early
1970s, the implementation of federal (and state) legislation
requiring the documentation of all cultural resources in areas
subject to impacts from development. The second event was
the massive exploitation of some areas of New Mexico, such
as the San Juan Basin, for energy resources.

Certainly large scale cultural resource management (CRM)
projects occurred prior to this time—the River Basin Surveys
in the Midwest are a good example—but the sheer magnitude
of investigations undertaken in the Southwest was unequaled.
Of significance to Archaic studies is that the various rulings
mandated the documentation and protection of all cultural re-
sources, not just those belonging to specific periods. Thus not
only were large sites with substantial remains investigated,
but so were cultural manifestations of more modest natures.
The realization that all cultural resources are ultimately impor-
tant for comprehending both prehistoric and historic adapta-
tions in any given area has allowed for the much-needed
emphasis on “small-site archeology” (cf. Doyel and Debowski
1980; Simmons 1981a, 1982a; Tainter 1979; Ward 1978) that
presently is so common in American archeology.

With this new emphasis, a class of sites previously all but
ignored suddenly was forced on archeologists working in the
Southwest. This class is the lithic scatter that is so ubiquitous
throughout the region. Lacking other diagnostic artifacts, lithic
scatters frequently have been assumed to represent the remains
of Archaic groups. This, unfortunately, is not such a clear di-
chotomy: aceramic does not necessary mean preceramic. That
is, later, ceramic-producing groups may well have engaged in
activities that did not involve ceramic use; their archeological
remains could be confused with earlier peoples who lacked a
ceramic technology.

Not unexpectedly, numerous problems rapidly emerged
when researchers largely unfamiliar with this class of sites were
suddenly required to do something with them. Although the
once obscure Archaic has recently become a much more sub-
stantial focus of research attention, we still do not have a clear
understanding of the Archaic. Even the establishment of essen-
tial base line data (cf. Judge 1982) is still to be accomplished,
but the situation is vastly improved over that existing just a
few years ago.

This chapter summarizes our knowledge of the Archaic
in the project area. It includes discussion on several major
research issues that archeologists presently are examining.
Following this, attention is directed to specific problems con-
fronting Archaic archeology in the Southwest. The concluding
section presents regional summaries of the Archaic in the study
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area. Figure 7 shows the location of major sites mentioned in witnessed a more intense Archaic occupation than elsewhere
the text. in the study area. Rather, it reflects the extraordinarily large

We should note that it may appear that a disproportionate number of CRM projects recently undertaken in northwestern
amount of attention is directed to northwestern New Mexico New Mexico. Consequently, our knowledge of past human use
in this chapter. This does not necessarily imply that this region of this area is greater than it is for other regions.
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Summaries of the Archaic, while rare, are more plentiful
than in the recent past. Most are directed towards northwestern
New Mexico. Classic sources include Irwin—Williams’ work
(1967, 1968a, 1968b, 1973, 1979). More recent summaries
often occur in large CRM reports and overviews (e.g., Reher
1977a; Cordell 1979a:23-33; Elyea and Hogan 1983; Eschman
1983; Moore 1980a; Simmons 1984:5-17; Simmons and
Dykeman 1982a; Vierra 1980a). Other synthetic discussions
ofthe Archaic in the study area include Judge (1982) and Sim-
mons (1981a). Cordell’s excellent summary of Southwestern
archeology has a substantial discussion on the Archaic as well
as on the evidence for early cultigens in the area (1984:153—
180). Unfortunately, her treatment of the latter is somewhat
disappointing; otherwise, however, her discussion of the Ar-
chaic represents a thorough integration of a very diversified
data base.

Paleoenvironmental Backdrop

The Archaic spans an enormous amount of time, during
which environmental conditions were not static. Allan (1977),
Bayham and Morris (1986), Gillespie (1981), Irwin—Williams
(1973:31-33), Irwin—Williams and Haynes (1970), Judge
(1982:7-15), Moore and Harlow (1980), and Cordell (1984:
164—-165) provide interpretations of the paleoenvironmental
context in which Southwestern Archaic groups lived. Un-
fortunately, our knowledge of paleoenvironmental patterns in
the Southwest during the Archaic is incomplete.

The beginning of the Archaic coincided with environ-
mental changes that occurred throughout the Southwest. Pollen
(e.g., Oldfield and Schoenwetter 1975; Mehringer 1967), and
fossil packrat midden (Van Devender et al. 1978) data from
several localities suggest a decrease in effective moisture and
the replacement of woodlands by desert species at about 6000
B.C., a time span correlating with the early Archaic.

The period from ca 5500 to ca 2900 B.c. was termed the
Altithermal by Antevs (1955) and was characterized by hot
and dry conditions. The nature of the Altithermal, however, is
currently a subject of debate (e.g., Gillespie 1981; Martin 1963;
Van Devender 1977), with some (Van Devender and Spaulding
1979) believing an increase in summer rainfall occurred in
some parts of the Southwest. During the late Archaic a trend
towards increased moisture is suggested; Antevs termed this
the Medithermal (ca 2500-3000 B.c.). This is supported by a
variety of geological (Powers 1939; Bachuber 1971), pollen
(Hafsten 1961), and packrat midden and microtine rodent
(Judge 1982; Neller 1976) evidence. Whether this was synchro-
nous over the entire Southwest is not yet known.

Particularly significant is whether cultigens were intro-
duced during a period of relatively favorable environmental
conditions or during a period of adverse conditions. If one
assumes that the Altithermal (or a suitable alternate term) was
characterized by an adverse xeric environment, compared to
the more mesic Medithermal, the date of the Altithermal—
Medithermal transition in relation to cultigen introduction is
extremely important. There presently is no consensus of opin-

ion for the resolution of this problem; for example, Judge
(1982:7-15, 46-50) and Irwin—Williams (1979:32) present op-
posing interpretations. Based on presently available data,
however, it is likely that the adoption of cultigens occurred
during periods of climatic fluctuation that were less severe
than known for earlier periods (Cordell 1984:164).

Climatic changes undoubtedly occurred on regional and
local levels, affecting different areas of the Southwest at differ-
ent times. Moreover, despite these changes, some areas still
would have represented semiarid environments, even with
slightly more mesic conditions. One must be wary of equating
slightly more moisture with a vastly improved environment;
the distribution and abundance of economic resources may
have increased with wetter conditions, but this change would
have been more of degree than of kind. Although the specifics
of our paleoenvironmental reconstructions are still being de-
bated, it is clear that much of the Archaic coincided with un-
predictable, semiarid climatic conditions and that Archaic
adaptive strategies were focused on obtaining maximum yield
from generally inhospitable environments.

Terminology and Typology

Although earlier discussion indicated that our knowledge
of the Archaic is limited, enough information is available for
researchers to have generated terminologies and typologies.
Culturally, the Southwestern Archaic complex exhibits great
regional and temporal diversity, allowing for archeologists to
construct several local sequences to deal with and explain this
diversity (Lipe 1978b). Indeed, it is during the Archaic that
the Southwest begins to take on its distinct and unique identity.

While there are broad similarities between Paleo-Indian
and Archaic adaptations, the latter is distinguished by an in-
creased emphasis on plant resources. Furthermore, the animals
hunted by Archaic people all represent modern species, where-
as some species hunted by Paleo-Indians are now extinct. The
implements used by Archaic groups reflect this economic base:
grinding tools (manos and metates) are common, and projectile
points generally were less specialized than Paleo-Indian points
and may have been used both as darts and knives (Cordell
1984:154). 1t is these implements, especially the projectile
points, that form the framework for Archaic typologies. As
with the Paleo-Indian, however, the archeological visibility of
Archaic groups is low. Cordell notes that:

the archacology of the Archaic suffers from many of
the same problems of Paleo-Indian archaeology: The
remains are ephemeral because they are those of mo-
bile hunters and gatherers; sites are obscured by more
recent geological deposition, and many undoubtedly
were destroyed by ancient episodes of erosion; the
artifactual remains at Archaic camps may include few,
if any, temporally diagnostic tool types; and Archaic
chronology and paleoenvironmental reconstructions
are far less precise than is desirable. In addition,
because the fauna associated with the Archaic are of
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modern form and because Archaic peoples empha-
sized plant processing, the antiquity of Archaic sites
is not generally obvious to casual observers (Cordell
1984:154-155).

The construction of any archeological sequence relies
upon well defined artifact typologies precise enough to docu-
ment variation in assemblages making up individual phases.
With few exceptions, this has been a critical problem with
Southwestern Archaic studies. Until recently, Archaic typolo-
gies were not systematic, instead focusing primarily on pro-
jectile point morphology. This emphasis led to a neglect of
other tools and a near total absence of information on non-
tool chipped stone, such as debitage. Since projectile points
are presumably diagnostic, it is not surprising that they were
emphasized. However, projectile points make up only a tiny
percentage of any assemblage, and the cursory treatment ac-
corded other artifacts has not aided the construction of firmer
typologies.

Irwin—Williams’ (1973) typology was one of the few early
studies that addressed non-projectile point artifacts in some
detail. It, however, has never been fully published. With most
other early studies, it is virtually impossible to extract much
meaningful information on non-projectile point artifacts.

This situation is changing, albeit slowly. As indicated
earlier, the abundance of CRM studies in many areas of the
Southwest has demanded that more attention to given to Ar-
chaic sites. An unfortunate, but perhaps inevitable, byproduct
of this is that archeologists were suddenly forced to deal with
a type of archeology with which they had little firsthand
experience. Archaic sites, comprised largely of chipped stone
artifacts, presented a dilemma to many researchers. Compre-
hensive and systematic chipped stone studies do not have an
admirable history in the Southwest (cf. Olszewski and Simmons
1982), and many researchers found themselves confronted with
a data set with which they were ill-prepared to deal (Simmons
1981a:12).

This situation has largely been rectified as more sophisti-
cation has been brought into Archaic lithic studies. Numerous
such studies now exist, and many illustrating both innovative
thinking as well as a real attempt to deal systematically with
large chipped stone assemblages. Notably, many of these
illustrate a greatly increased emphasis on debitage studies.
Some, but certainly not all, of the more interesting and compre-
hensive investigations include Anderson et al. (1983), Bearden
and Anderson (1984), Baker and Heinsch (1981), Chapman
(1977a, 1980, 1982), Hicks (1986a, 1987), Hogan et al. (1983),
Holley (1982), Kerley and Hogan (1983), Laumbach (1980),
Moore (1982, 1983), Powell (1983), Schutt (1980a, b, 1983),
Schutt and Vierra (1980), Simmons (1980, 1982d, 1982g),
Vierra (1980b), and Wait (1983). This is an impressive list,
and certainly represents a quantum leap over what was avail-
able even 10 years ago. It does not, however, mean that we
have a precise idea of exactly what an Archaic assemblage
actually looks like. Rather, several alternative methodological
strategies have defined a wide range of variation in Archaic

materials. Whether this variation represents a cultural reality
or is a result of differing analytical techniques remains to be
seen. Certainly there is still a pressing need for coordinated
studies using comparable methods.

Regional Archaic Sequences

Irwin—Williams (1967) has suggested that Archaic studies
are appropriately pursued on two different levels. The first, an
integrative level, attempts to link Southwestern Archaic materials
to the generalized Archaic patterns observed throughout North
America, with particular emphasis on the Desert Southwest
(the Desert culture is another effort in this direction; Jennings
1957). Her second level of analysis is termed isolative, and
seeks to identify those cultural traits and patterns of distribution
that set one geographic region apart from another. At the isola-
tive level of analysis data is organized in a way that is informa-
tive about culture history. Isolative analysis seeks to define
prehistoric cultural groups, and cultural continuities and dis-
continuities. It is at the isolative level that most Southwestern
Archaic traditions have been defined even though empirical
and theoretical problems exist. These include a lack of diag-
nostic Archaic artifacts other than projectile points, the scarcity
of well dated sites, and the lack of a theoretical framework
from which to examine stylistic variation (Cordell 1984:156).

Irwin—Williams has been instrumental in developing a co-
hesive, integrative pan-Southwestern view of the Archaic, and
has suggested that by ca 3000 B.c. four separate but interacting
Archaic traditions can be identified. These are the Western,
Northern, Southern, and Eastern traditions. Collectively, she
termed this the Picosa culture, which is an acronym for three
of the four traditions: Pinto Basin, Cochise; and San Jose. Al-
though not all of the traditions are directly relevant to the region
covered in this study, it is useful to briefly examine each so
that a full appreciation of the Archaic can be realized. The
following is abstracted from Cordell (1984:157—-164), as well
as from Irwin—Williams (1973, 1979) and Simmons and Dyke-
man (1982a:14-19).

The Northern Tradition

The northern tradition of the Picosa culture is the most
relevant to the present study. This has been termed the Oshara
tradition by Irwin—Williams (1973) and consists of six sequen-
tial phases. While the Oshara tradition was defined primarily
on the basis of survey and excavation conducted in the Arroyo
Cuervo area of north-central New Mexico, Oshara sites occur
widely throughout the northern Southwest (Irwin—Williams
1973:2). They are known from the San Juan Basin, the Rio
Grande Valley, the Plains of San Agustin, south-central Colo-
rado, and southeastern Utah. Literally hundreds, if not thou-
sands, of sites in northern New Mexico have been placed within
the Oshara. This does not necessarily mean that the Oshara
tradition represents a denser Archaic occupation than do other
Archaic traditions in the Southwest. It may simply reflect the
immense amount of recent work conducted in northern New
Mexico.
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Although much specific detail on the Oshara tradition
remains unpublished, the Oshara represents the most complete
synthetic treatment of the Southwestern Archaic currently
available. Consequently, Oshara has been used by many re-
searchers working in the Southwest, especially in its northern
regions, to classify the Archaic. In the Oshara tradition syn-
thesis [rwin—Williams concluded that:

The long slow progress from small bands of hunters
and gatherers to fully sedentary agricultural villages
has been documented in the Arroyo Cuervo region of
northwestern New Mexico. The repeatedly noted exis-
tence of very similar archaeological materials over a
wide area of the northern Southwest suggests that
events there may well have paralleled those investi-
gated. Therefore the Arroyo Cuervo sequence is seen
as a regional example of a larger scale cultural de-
velopment which occurred between about 5500 B.c.
and the early centuries of the Christian Era. The term
Oshara Tradition is suggested here to refer to this
phenomenon, in order to emphasize its essential unity,
and to facilitate discussion and comparison. For ex-
ample, greater differences can be expected between
the developments of the Oshara Tradition and other
major cultural traditions in the Southwest (Irwin—
Williams 1967). Within the northern Southwest, how-
ever, the Arroyo Cuervo sequence may be expected to
be wholly or partly paralleled by other regional de-
velopments, which will differ from it in detail but not
in outline or direction (Irwin—Williams 1973:16-17).

Accordingly, several distinct Oshara variants are undoubt-
edly present in the northern Southwest. For example, the San
Juan Basin Archaic has been proposed as one complex facies
of the Oshara tradition (Simmons 1981a:13). On this level,
the San Juan Basin Archaic and the Arroyo Cuervo Archaic
both represent variants of the Oshara tradition. However, the
situation is somewhat more complex than this. Within the San
Juan Basin Archaic there exist identifiable subdivisions (e.g.,
the Chaco Archaic, the Star Lake Archaic, etc.).

It is useful to describe the Oshara phases proposed by
Irwin—Williams in some detail. This is instructive since so much
of the Archaic in the northern Southwest appears to reflect
Oshara variants. Furthermore, researchers continue to use the
Oshara phases as a baseline from which to make comparative
statements. The following descriptions, however, refer specifi-
cally to the Arroyo Cuervo region.

Jay Phase (ca 5500—4800 B.c.). Irwin—Williams (1973)
considers the Jay phase as the initial Archaic occupation of
the region. This view, however, has not been unchallenged.
Other researchers regard Jay materials as terminal Paleo-Indian
(Judge 1982; Wait 1981). This is a complex argument, and it
has at least three components to it: typological, culture history,
and subsistence.

The typological issue revolves around projectile point
morphology. Some investigators (e.g., Honea 1969) consider
Jay points to be similar to the Paleo-Indian Hell Gap points

and to represent a direct development from the Paleo-Indian
Angostura phase on the Great Plains. As Judge notes:

The relationship between these types [of projectile
points] may be of more than passing interest owing
to the marked morphological similarity between the
Early Jay points and those termed Hell Gap (Irwin
1968) from the Great Plains. Although Irwin—Williams
(1973:5) states that there are evidently no generic
connections between these Early Archaic points and
Paleo-Indian materials, she does not specify how the
dates...for the Early Jay Phase were determined. Al-
though this morphological similarity between Early
Jay and Hell Gap may be superficial since the associ-
ated assemblages differ considerably, it should be kept
inmind (Judge 1982:23). [However, see [rwin—Williams
1973, 1979, for counter discussions.]

The second issue relates to culture history. [rwin—Williams
(1973) believes that the Cody groups represent the last Paleo-
Indian manifestations in the northern Southwest and that these
peoples moved north and east onto the Plains around 6000
B.C. She suggests that a short occupational hiatus may have
occurred, followed by a movement of Archaic peoples whose
origin was to the west. On the whole, Irwin—Williams sees no
cultural continuity between Paleo-Indian and Archaic, whereas
other researchers suggest precisely this.

A final issue relates to subsistence. Judge (1979, 1982)
and Wait (1982) consider that both the Jay and subsequent
Bajada phases represent a continuation of the Paleo-Indian
focal hunting patterns, adapted to the exploitation of modern
species. Later Archaic periods, beginning with the San Jose,
represent, according to these authors, a true Archaic economy
focused on broad spectrum hunting and gathering, with an
emphasis on the latter. [rwin—Williams, on the other hand,
believes that an early Archaic subsistence pattern can be ini-
tially observed during the Jay phase. This position is supported
by recent work by Wiens (n.d.) that indicates ground stone
may have been in use during the Jay phase in the San Juan
Basin.

Acknowledging, but not resolving, this issue, we can brief-
ly characterize the Jay phase. Following Irwin—Williams’ argu-
ment, the Jay phase is the earliest manifestation of the Oshara
tradition. In the Arroyo Cuervo region, most Jay sites occur in
sand deposits on cliff tops, in a canyon-head environmental
context. Other sites, apparently task-specific, occur on low
mesas, in the Jemez Mountains, and near raw-material (pri-
marily basalt) outcrops. Sites generally are small (less than 50
m2) and exhibit low artifact density. In Irwin—Williams’ opin-
ion, many of the sites of this phase represent the reoccupation
of favored localities that afforded access to a fixed group of
microenvironments. She posits a mixed-spectrum hunting and
gathering economy, which inhabitants adapted to year-round
exploitation of local resources.

Principal Jay phase projectile point forms include large,
slightly shouldered types. Other characteristic artifact forms
are lanceolate, bifacial knives and side scrapers. Chipped stone
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technology includes the use of both hard and soft hammer per-
cussion.

Other researchers have described materials from north-
western New Mexico, southwestern Colorado, northeastern
Arizona, and southeastern Utah that are comparable to those
characteristic of the Jay phase. These include the Rio Grande
complex (Renaud 1942a) and the Moab complex (Hunt and
Tanner 1960).

Bajada Phase (ca 4800-3200 B.c.). The Bajada phase is
divided into early and late periods. Bajada phase settlement
patterns appear to be similar to those of the Jay phase, but Ba-
jada sites are more numerous. Base camps occur at canyon
heads, and task specific sites are present on low mesa slopes,
canyon rims and, rarely, near ephemeral ponds. Climatic evi-
dence for this phase suggests considerably lower moisture than
during the Jay phase (Antevs 1955; Haynes 1968; Mchringer
1967).

Irwin—Williams notes a shift in projectile point types dur-
ing the Bajada phase. Early forms are distinguishable from
Jay phase types principally by the presence of basal indenta-
tion and basal thinning, whereas late forms exhibit well defined
shoulders and an overall decreasing length (Figure 8). Other
Bajada artifacts include side scrapers, bifacial knives (rare),
and large chopping tools. [rwin—Williams notes that, in com-
parison with the Jay phase, the quality of chipped stone tech-
nology declined, although both soft and hard hammer tech-
niques still were in use. Groundstone is still rare. Small hearths
and earthen ovens, filled with cracked cobbles, suggest some
improvement over the Jay phase with respect to food process-
ing.

As with Jay phase sites, [rwin—Williams believes that Ba-
jada sites reflect multiple reoccupations. Site size remains ap-
proximately the same as during the earlier period. She posits
an increasingly efficient adaptation to a broad-spectrum sub-
sistence base.

San Jose Phase (ca 3000-1800 B.c.). San Jose phase
sites are larger (100 to 150 m2), exhibit denser concentrations
of artifacts, and are more abundant than those of the preceding
phases. Most are situated in canyon head locales, although
task-specific sites continue to occur near ponds and elsewhere.
Climatic data then available suggested a period of greatly im-
proved effective moisture, dune stabilization, and soil formation
(Haynes 1968; Irwin—Williams and Haynes 1970; Mehringer
1967). Irwin—Williams argues that these factors would have
increased the number and reliability of springs and infers that
this, in turn, may have accounted for a greater population density.

Continuity of projectile point types (Figure 8) is still evi-
dent, but there is an emphasis on serration and a relatively
short stem-to-blade ratio. Through time, a trend develops in
which overall length decreases, stems increasingly expand, and
serration becomes more deliberate and defined. Heavy chop-
ping tools and technically poorly made side scrapers dominate
the tool kits. The well made side scrapers and bifacial knives
noted earlier are rare, as is the soft hammer technique. Of sig-
nificance is the appearance of groundstone implements, includ-
ing shallow basin grinding slabs, simple cobble manos, and
pounding stones. These suggest the possibility of an emphasis
on plant resources. Intrasite patterning is more complex than
was evident during preceding periods. Hearths are common,
as are fire-cracked, rock-filled ovens. A series of irregularly

Figure 8. Some typical projectile point styles from the Oshara tradition.
a—b. Bajada points; c—d. San Jose points; e—f. Armijo points (Cordell 1984)
Ilustrated by Charles M. Carillo
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spaced postholes was recognized at one site. These suggest
the presence of at least simple structures. The evidence indi-
cates that San Jose phase groups successfully adapted to and
exploited favorable local microenvironments. Resource exploi-
tation appears to have been more systematic and intensive than
during the preceding phases.

Bryan and Toulouse (1943) coined the term San Jose on
the basis of work they conducted in western New Mexico.
Similar materials include the San Mateo complex, defined by
Dittert (Irwin—Williams 1973:9); the Apex complex (Irwin—
Williams and Irwin 1966); the Rio Grande complex (Renaud
1942a); the Concho complex (Wendorf and Thomas 1951); the
Moab complex (Hunt and Tanner 1960); the Aneth complex
(Mohr and Sample 1959); and the Gallegos complex (Hadlock
1962).

Armijo Phase (ca 1800—800 B.c.). The critical difference
between the Armijo phase and preceding phases is the addition
of limited maize agriculture, suggested by maize pollen at three
sites in the Arroyo Cuervo region. This, however, is a topic of
considerable controversy, and will be addressed in more detail
later in this chapter. Most Armijo sites exhibit a site distribution
pattern similar to that evident of the San Jose phase, with base
camps occurring on cliff tops in canyon head locales. Task-
specific sites occur, however, near ephemeral ponds (rarely)
and in the Jemez Mountains, where hunting and obsidian quar-
rying stations have been located. A new annual settlement
round is recognized by Irwin—Williams. Larger sites believed
to reflect seasonal population aggregation, best exemplified
by Armijo Shelter, appear during this phase. Sites of this type
are larger (300 to 450 m2) than sites of the preceding periods
and have denser artifact assemblages.

Some of the larger sites of this phase are also much more
complex. Excavation of Armijo Shelter revealed several occu-
pation floors and large, cobble-filled ovens. Many other sites
exhibit irregular posthole patterns, heaps of fire-cracked rock,
and evidence of specific local work areas. Artifacts include
abundant groundstone and objects of apparent magico-religious
or ideological significance.

Armijo projectile points (Figure 8) are “evolved late forms
of the old serrated San Jose style with short widely expanding
stems and concave or (later) straight bases” (Irwin—Williams
1973:11). Other artifacts include small bifacial knives, flake
scrapers, drills, and choppers or pounders.

The Armijo phase is seen to represent the early develop-
ment of a seasonal pattern of aggregation and dispersion. The
use of maize as a partial subsistence source undoubtedly in-
fluenced this pattern, which in turn may have made possible
the development of greater seasonal economic, social, and com-
munal structure.

Materials similar to those of the Armijo phase occur
widely throughout the northern Southwest. These include the
Lobo complex (Bryan and Toulouse 1943), the Santa Ana com-
plex (Agogino and Hester 1956), possibly the Atrisco complex
(Agogino and Hester 1956), the Apex D complex (Irwin—
Williams and Irwin 1966), and materials from southwestern

Utah (Mohr and Sample 1959) and northeastern Arizona (Wen-
dorf and Thomas 1951).

Transitional Stage—the En Medio Phase (ca 800 B.c.—
A.D. 400). Irwin—Williams and others have postulated a transi-
tion period from the Oshara tradition to the Early Anasazi be-
ginning in the En Medio phase. First recognizable during the
Armijo phase, this transition represents a fundamental shift
from an economy based primarily on hunting and gathering to
one including agriculture, albeit on a limited basis. Concomi-
tant with this is a gradual shift toward semisedentary village
life that marks the beginning of the Anasazi/Puebloan period.

The En Medio phase in a sense represents the terminal
Archaic. Late En Medio phase materials fall into what most
archeologists term the Basketmaker II period (Brew 1946;
Cummings 1910; Kidder and Guernsey 1919:192; Morris and
Burgh 1954; O’Bryan 1950). When the Basketmaker terminol-
ogy was originally developed by Kidder, he purposely left Bas-
ketmaker I undefined, anticipating that future research would
fill in this gap. As more evidence becomes available, it is not
unreasonable to suggest that the earlier En Medio phase ma-
terials may in fact represent the elusive Basketmaker I period.

This period is well documented for the northern South-
west. Archeologists have located En Medio sites in several
environmental zones, but in the Arroyo Cuervo region, canyon
head locales again appear to have been favored. Armijo Shelter
continued to be a focus of occupation for maximal seasonal
aggregations. To [rwin—Williams (1973:13—15), the En Medio
phase reflects a new pattern of microenvironmental exploita-
tion in the Arroyo Cuervo region, resulting in new site types.
Principal in this new adaptation is a much more extensive utili-
zation of dune ridges than was noted during previous phases.
These dunes became the focus of many small (about 15 to 25
m2), seasonal (probably summer) sites that generally have
sparse assemblages but that often contain concentrations of
fire-cracked rock and shallow storage pits. Groundstone arti-
facts and cutting tools dominate the assemblages of sites of
these new types; projectile points, choppers, and knives are
rare. This suggests that the economic focus of these sites was
primarily the gathering and processing of several plant re-
sources abundant on the dune ridges.

In general, data for the En Medio phase indicates the de-
velopment of a seasonal economic cycle. [rwin—Williams views
this as related to continued population growth. She believes
that the cultural response to this increasing pressure was to
broaden the resource base by including the seasonally produc-
tive dunes (Irwin—Williams 1973:14).

Artifacts from En Medio phase sites show considerable
continuity from the preceding phase, although groundstone
implements are much more abundant. Deep basin metates are
common, as are cobble manos, and flat and trough metates
begin to appear, as do flat metates. Chipped stone tools show
improvement in quality, probably because of an increasing use
and control of soft hammer percussion and pressure flaking.
En Medio projectile points are variations of stemmed, corner-
notched forms that, through time, exhibit increasingly longer



The Archaic 47

barbs. Bifacial knives and drills occur, increasing in frequency
through time. Flake scrapers and knives, pounders, and chop-
pers continue in importance, comprising the bulk of the tool
kit. Finally, Irwin—Williams’ group recovered a few normally
perishable artifacts that are similar to materials from Basket-
maker II sites elsewhere.

Transitional Stages—the Trujillo Phase (ca a.p. 400—
600). Discussion of the Trujillo phase is out of place in the
context of a summary of the Archaic, but it is briefly sum-
marized here since it represents the last phase of the Oshara
tradition in the Arroyo Cuervo. The Trujillo phase, a local
variant of early Basketmaker III, is a continuation of the En
Medio phase, with two significant additions to the material
culture inventory: the bow and arrow and plain grayware (Lino
Gray) ceramics (Irwin—Williams 1973:13). Rockshelters still
saw intensive use during this phase, and virtually all of the
microenvironments in the Arroyo Cuervo were being exploited.
An increasing reliance on agriculture is suggested by the pres-
ence of several Trujillo sites in slightly elevated locations
within the wider valleys. These sites had to be located in close
proximity to lands with high agricultural potential (Irwin—
Williams 1973:15). As was true during the En Medio phase,
the data indicate that a seasonal economic cycle was in place
(Irwin—Williams 1973:14).

Southern Tradition

The southern phases of the Picosa culture includes the
two later phases of the earlier Cochise tradition: the Chiricahua
and the San Pedro. Many major sites occur in Arizona, thereby
falling outside of the present project area. Chiricahua phase
artifacts are known from Ventana Cave, the San Pedro River
Valley, the Cienega Creek site on the San Carlos Reservation
(Haury and Sayles 1947), all in Arizona, the Wet Leggett site
(Martin et al. 1949) in western New Mexico, and from Bat
Cave on the Plains of San Agustin in west-central New Mexico
(Dick 1965a). Surface finds also have been reported from
north-central and northeastern Arizona, the Moquino locality
of northwestern New Mexico, and the Galisteo Basin of north-
central New Mexico (Irwin—Williams 1979; Irwin—Williams
and Beckett 1973; Lang 1977a, b). Chiricahua Cochise materi-
als may extend into northern Chihuahua and Sonora in Mexico
(Irwin—Williams 1967).

Chiricahua Cochise assemblages are often dominated by
cobble manos, shallow metates, and numerous amorphous
scrapers and choppers, all of which relate to plant processing.
Projectile points are diverse and many are side-notched with
concave bases. Other points include diamond shaped varieties
and may be serrated or unserrated; some have short, contracting
stems (Dick 1965a; Irwin—Williams 1967, 1979).

While dated to the Archaic, more precise dating of the
Chiricahua phase is problematic. Several recent radiocarbon
dates suggest that the Chiricahua phase ranged from ca 3500
to 1500 B.c. (Whalen 1971, 1975), thereby making it roughly
contemporaneous with the San Jose and Armijo Oshara phases.

The Chiricahua phase is followed by the San Pedro phase.
Materials come from the San Pedro River Valley, Cienega
Creek, Ventana Cave, Bat Cave, Tularosa Cave, and other lo-
calities. Artifacts from the Casas Grandes area of Chihuahua
(Rinaldo 1974) and from Sonora (Johnson 1966) are viewed
as San Pedro variants (Di Peso 1979). Surface finds from north-
western New Mexico and the Rio Grande Valley area also are
reported (Cordell 1979a).

Typical San Pedro projectile points are large, corner- or
side-notched points with straight to convex bases. In some
assemblages, points with bulbous convex bases and serrated
points occur. Other chipped stone materials include a variety
of scrapers and denticulates, bifacial knives, and choppers.
Groundstone metates have a deeper basin than those of the
Chiricahua phase, and mortars and pestles occur infrequently
(Irwin—Williams 1967). Dates for the San Pedro phase are giv-
en as 1500 to 200 B.c. although the upper range is not firm
(Whalen 1971, 1975).

While the Archaic Cochise tradition is primarily confined
to the southern part of the Southwest, the presence of Chiricahua
and San Pedro points in northwest and north-central New Mexico
suggest some movements to those more northern areas. In the
Galisteo area of the northern Rio Grande, for example, some
authors have postulated an abandonment by Archaic groups
belonging to the northern tradition (i.e., Oshara) with a subse-
quent re-occupation by Chiricahua and San Pedro groups (Cor-
dell 1979a:32-33; Lang 1977a, b). The question of boundary
fluidity and population movement in the Archaic is a complex
issue, and has ramifications for subsequent cultural develop-
ment. It also remains an unresolved issue (Baker 1981:164).

The Eastern Tradition

The easternmost tradition of the Picosa culture is not for-
mally named, but it includes materials frequently referred to
as the Hueco complex in southeastern New Mexico and the
Coahuila complex of Coahuila and eastern Chihuahua in Mexi-
co and west Texas (Irwin—Williams 1979; Taylor 1966). The
eastern boundaries of the tradition are also not well defined.
The issue of whether the Archaic of the region is more related
to the Great Plains than to the Southwest is an important con-
sideration.

Wooden artifacts are characteristic of the Coahuila com-
plex (Taylor 1966) and the lack of similar material from sites
north of the Mexican border makes it difficult to use these for
specific comparisons. Although not frequent in Coahuila as-
semblages, projectile points include oval forms, types with
contracting stems and strong barbs, and notched and stemmed
points that have counterparts in New Mexico and Texas (Irwin—
Williams 1979; Taylor 1966). In general, Archaic materials
from the southeastern Southwest are usually considered ances-
tral to the Jornada Mogollon (Irwin—Williams 1979). Overall,
the Archaic from this region is poorly documented.

An alternative scenario for Archaic materials in south-
eastern and south-central New Mexico has recently been



48 Simmons (with Dykeman and Hicks)

proposed by MacNeish and Beckett (1987). Using data from
recently excavated sites as well as previously existing informa-
tion, they have proposed a Chihuahua tradition that contains
elements of both the southern (i.e., Cochise) and eastern (i.e.,
Hueco) traditions discussed above. As of yet, little detailed
information has been presented for the documentation of a
new tradition in south-central New Mexico, but with additional
research in the area, its position may become clarified and so-
lidified.

Western Tradition

The westernmost tradition of the Picosa culture falls com-
pletely outside of the present study area. It is important to
mention, however, since Irwin—Williams (1973:5) believes that
the Oshara tradition was ultimately derived from western ori-
gins. This western variant is known as the San Dieguito—Pinto
tradition. It is distributed from southern California to southern
Arizona and north to southern Nevada in the Great Basin. Most
sites are surface manifestations found at the ancient lake basins
of southern California.

The San Dieguito—Pinto tradition includes the Pinto Basin
and Amargosa phases, which appear to be derived from the
earlier San Dieguito Paleo-Indian tradition. The most distinc-
tive artifacts are Pinto Basin and similar points, which are
generally straight-stemmed points with concave bases. Some
points are shouldered, and serrated edges are common. Other
tools include flake choppers and scrapers and scraper planes.
Groundstone includes small cobble manos and shallow basin
grinding slabs. Very few dates are available for the San Dieguito—
Pinto tradition, since most sites are surface occurrences.

Chronology

The temporal range of the Southwest Archaic is not well
known, and site dating represents a major gap in baseline data
(Judge 1982:27-28). Archaic chronology has been largely de-
termined by two methods: projectile point typology and ra-
diocarbon dates. Both are less than perfect chronometric
barometers, yet they represent our best attempts at placing the
Archaic within a temporal framework.

Typology

Projectile point typology has played a key role in defining
Archaic phases. [rwin—Williams’ (1973) Oshara typology re-
presents the most commonly used classification, and in general
it does appear to be applicable to much of the study area.
Eschman (1983:382) provides a thoughtful discussion of the
problem, noting that correlating radiocarbon dates with par-
ticular point style, is risky. He cites several difficulties in point
classification and concludes that the Oshara point typology
should not be rejected but that it is provisional and that “point
styles should be used to date sites only when no other means
of dating is practical, and then with the understanding that this
procedure results in only a tentative estimate of the occupation
period” (Eschman 1983:382).

Adding to the problem of projectile point chronology is
the fact that although numerous Archaic sites have been been
recorded through survey, relatively few have been excavated.
Thus even if sites can be identified as Archaic based on surface
artifact configurations, it is a frustrating task to assign a specific
phase to them. All too often the only data from survey that are
available for chronological determination are presumed diagnos-
tic points, and one must be cautious of a phase designation based
on, quite frequently, the presence of a limited number of diag-
nostics. Relying on so-called diagnostic type fossils is something
that researchers have been forced to do. This is not good; there
are datable materials at many Archaic sites if proper methodo-
logical finesse is used to recover them (Simmons 1981a:14).

Chronometric Dating

Several years ago, few radiocarbon dates were available
for the Archaic. As with other aspects of Archaic archeology,
however, this situation has been dramatically altered. Over 70
dates are available for the San Juan Basin alone (Simmons
1981a:15, 1982¢:820, 1984:211-215), with additional determi-
nations commonly appearing with the publication of recent
excavation results. Despite this increase in information, the
majority of Archaic sites documented in the region are undated
surface occurrences. While such sites are useful for assessing
site distributions, they are less helpful in establishing absolute
chronologies. Recent projects, however, have demonstrated
that many apparent surface sites do contain buried, and datable,
deposits (e.g., Simmons 1981a, 1982c¢).

Most radiocarbon dates fall within the late Archaic (i.e.,
San Jose, Armijo, and En Medio phases), while dates for the
early Archaic (i.e., Jay and Bajada phases) are much rarer (Sim-
mons 1981a:15-16). This pattern could suggest higher popula-
tion density during the late Archaic. On the other hand, later
sites tend to have better preserved datable materials and there-
fore may be introducing a bias factor into our conception of
the Archaic temporal span. If one follows Irwin—Williams’
(1973) original contention, however, there is an expectation
of population increase during the late Archaic, especially after
the Armijo phase and the initial introduction of domesticates.

Other chronometric means of dating the Archaic have been
less successful than the radiocarbon method. One promising
method was obsidian hydration (e.g., Baker 1981:167-169),
but the results have not been consistent. The use of hydration
for dating Southwestern Archaic sites has been questioned,
and the method should be used with great caution. On the other
hand, the more attention given to Archaic chronology, using
as many methods as are available within the archeologist’s
repetoire, the better, even if initial results do not match what
is anticipated.

An intriguing side issue resulting from recent radiocarbon
dating of Archaic sites in the San Juan Basin has emerged. In
some instances, dates have been obtained from presumed Ar-
chaic sites that appear far too late to belong to any defined Ar-
chaic phase (e.g., Eschman 1983:382-384; Simmons 1982c).
In most cases, these dates, which may occur at the same sites



The Archaic 49

with more traditional Archaic dates, have been dismissed as
being contaminated or otherwise “bad dates” (e.g., Simmons
1982c; 1986:78). Eschman, however, has proposed an alternate
scenario:

We conclude, therefore, that these later radiocarbon
dates are accurate and are associated with an artifact
assemblage reflecting an Archaic hunter—gatherer
adaptation. Based on this evidence, it appears that
Archaic use of the UII lease [in the San Juan Basin]
continued well into the Anasazi period. As the Ana-
sazi began expanding into this area, these hunter—
gatherers were probably displaced and moved into
areas less suited to agriculture. However, they appear
to have reoccupied their former range after its aban-
donment by the Anasazi (Eschman 1983:384).

Whether or not such a conclusion is warranted is debat-
able. For example, such sites could conceivably reflect non-
agriculturalist Anasazi peoples rather than remnant Archaic
folk. One can rapidly enter a semantic argument here, however.
The point is, Eschman’s scenario does open up some intriguing
possibilities. Archeologists have tended to view the Archaic
not only as a cultural stage based on hunting and gathering,
but also as a chronological stage preceding the Anasazi/Pueb-
loan development. Evidence is amassing that hunting and gath-
ering was always important, even up to contact with the first
Europeans in the Southwest. As such, if one views the Archaic
as an adaptation rather than as a chronological period, it makes
sense that later dates are appropriate. One must be cautious
here of confusing artificially imposed archeological terminol-
ogy upon a subsistence system that has exhibited remarkable
durability (this issue is examined more thoroughly in Chapter
12’s discussion on adaptation types).

Site Types

Low density Archaic sites are a subtle archeological phe-
nomenon, and dealing with them and their presumed function
represents a tremendous analytic challenge from both research
and management perspectives. This is a critical task if we are
ever to be able to classify Archaic sites as something beyond
a lithic scatter. The following discussion addresses this issue,
providing examples of typologies that have recently been pro-
posed for Archaic sites in the study area. As with much of the
discussion in this chapter, the empirical examples are drawn
largely from northwestern New Mexico, since this is the scene
of most recent and intensive archeological activity involving
Archaic sites. Much of the following discussion is abstracted
from Simmons and Dykeman (1982b:825-834).

We should note that in the following summary of site types,
attention is directed almost exclusively to open air sites. Prior
to the concentration on Archaic sites brought about by in-
creased CRM studies, most work on the Archaic focused on
caves or rockshelters. The reasons for this are obvious: such
sites have a much better chance of containing preserved ma-

terials, they also are spatially discrete, facilitating excavation,
and they frequently contain stratified deposits, thereby pro-
viding some chronological control. However, most CRM proj-
ects are located in areas where rockshelters are not common,
and thus open air surface sites have become the focus of atten-
tion. It is with such sites that researchers have generated the
typologies about to be discussed. Accordingly, most site ty-
pologies are based on the composition and distribution of the
lithic materials that usually make up these sites. More refined
typologies would be possible if more material culture survived
at Archaic sites. Unfortunately, this is rarely the case. While
hearths are relatively common, few more complex features
have been identified on Archaic sites. Occasionally, other fea-
tures have been recognized, such as pits, pithouses or pit struc-
tures, and, very rarely, pit burials. Before providing detail on
Archaic site typologies that have been developed, it is useful
to very briefly review evidence for sites that contain some of
these features.

Archaic structures have been rarely documented. Most
known ones occur in the southern portion of the project area,
and belong to the Cochise Archaic, although Glassow (1980)
has documented structures in northeastern New Mexico that
conceivably could be considered very late Archaic, or Basket-
maker II (i.e., the Vermejo phase—a.p. 400—700). The majority
of these sites are late in the Archaic sequence, and generally
consist of pit structures or early forms of pithouses (e.g., Martin
et al. 1962). An eroded pit structure has been excavated in
northern New Mexico at the Moquino site (Beckett 1973).
This dated to ca 235 B.c., and thus is also late in the Archaic
sequence (although there is some question as to this interpre-
tation). Generally, these Archaic pit structures are circular or
oval and relatively shallow. Interior features can include cir-
cular firepits, postholes, and subfoor pits (Minnis and Nelson
1980:86).

Pit features are more common at Archaic sites, and have
been documented at several localities. These frequently are
filled with fire-cracked rock, and many have functioned as
ovens. Other pits have been interpreted as storage facilities.
Windmiller (1973) recognized three categories of features in
his study of the Fairchild site: hearths, storage pits, and milling
stone caches. At the Moquino site, Beckett (1973) also identi-
fied three groups of features: hearths, rock ovens, and storage
pits. Irwin—Williams (1967, 1973), in her construction of the
Oshara tradition, recognized several types of features that sup-
posedly characterize the various Archaic phases. Generally,
however, features beyond hearths at Archaic sites are not well
preserved, are difficult to identify, and the majority date to the
later Archaic phases. One exception to this has been the docu-
mentation of well formed bell-shaped storage features, contain-
ing maize remains and dating to ca 900 B.c. These were located
at a site near Chaco Canyon (Simmons 1982a:537-554, 1986:
77). In short, though, features more complex than hearths are
rare at most Archaic sites, and what the researcher is left with
in most cases is simply chipped and ground stone artifacts.
We can now turn attention to the various site typologies that
have been generated that use these data as primary variables.
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Judge Synthesis

Judge (1982) has provided a critical review of the status
of'aceramic archeology in the San Juan Basin. His comments
also are applicable to the remainder of the study area. Judge
considers that information on site types is one critical piece of
the baseline data required to understand the Archaic. In a sense,
he (Judge 1982:41-43) synthesizes several typologies and con-
cludes that, minimally, the distinction between habitation sites
and special-use sites is critical. Judge is acutely aware of the
problems of using survey data (1982:41) and takes a cautious
approach. On the basis of research in the Coal Gasification
Project (CGP) and Bisti—Star Lake regions of the San Juan
Basin, he further refines the habitation site/special-use site di-
chotomy by stating that the presence or absence of hearths is
an important criterion, although he correctly cautions against
equating the presence of hearths as necessarily reflecting habi-
tation sites.

The use of this criterion is fraught with several problems.
Excavation data do not always confirm the existence of hearths
as recorded by survey. This was certainly the case with the
Alamito Project near Chaco Canyon (Simmons 1982a), where
none of the three excavated Archaic sites with definite hearths
or pits were recorded by the survey as having such features.
This also is indicated by the CGP/UII (Utah International, Inc.)
mitigation report, which notes an inverse relationship between
the number of hearths recorded during survey and the number
of hearths actually revealed during excavation (Miller 1980:
441-442, Table 24.6).

Arroyo Cuervo

Irwin—Williams’ classic study (1973,1979) recognizes
base camps and at least two types of specific-activity sites:
isolated hunting and/or gathering camps and quarry-workshop
camps. In addition, she notes scattered chipping areas and
isolated finds of projectile points. Towards the end of the Ar-
chaic (during the Armijo phase), she recognizes a new settle-
ment type, represented by a “pattern of seasonal aggregation,”
best illustrated by Armijo Shelter. These sites are much larger
than earlier sites (Irwin—Williams 1973:10). Finally, during
the terminal Archaic (i.e., En Medio and Trujillo phases), small
seasonal sites located on sand dunes become important (Irwin—
Williams 1973:13). Site locations also figure prominently in
Irwin—Williams’ scheme. Several microhabitats apparently
were utilized differentially through time, and it was not until
the terminal Archaic that sand dune locale became significant.

Bisti—Star Lake

In an excellent discussion of site types and the problems
inherent in survey data, Huse et al. (1978:50-70) define five
site types. These are: hunting loci, milling loci, special-activity/
temporary camps, campsites, and scavenged materials. Not
all of these types, however, represent true sites; hunting and
milling loci are, essentially, isolated artifacts, represented by
projectile points and milling stones, respectively. This is the
weakest link in Huse et al.’s typology, for they do not consider

other situations that could account for the presence of isolated
artifacts, a point also noted by Miller (1980:450). Moreover,
the scavenged materials site type is of little practical utility in
addressing actual Archaic situations. The special-activity/tem-
porary camps defined by Huse et al. (1978:53) all are very
small, averaging only 12.2 artifacts per site. The largest site
of'this type had 169 artifacts, including only two tools. Camp-
sites are larger than special-activity/temporary sites and fre-
quently contain hearths and several tool types. Huse et al.
(1978:53-62) further consider variability within campsites and
conclude that the total number of artifacts is not directly related
to tool type diversity and is not a good indicator of site type.
They also do not consider hearths to be primary indicators of
habitation sites. They further conclude (1978:59-62) that no
base camps occurred in the project area. This statement is con-
tradicted, however, by their assertion that several of the En
Medio phase sites in the project area “appear to be extensive
base campsites” (Huse et al. 1978:67).

Star Lake

Wait (1976b; Wait and Nelson 1983) categorizes aceramic
sites at Star Lake according to the habitation site/special-
activity site dichotomy. Habitation sites are defined by an in-
creased diversity of tool types, large numbers of artifacts, and
more substantial and frequent hearths. As Miller (1980: 451—
452) points out, this is an unsophisticated approach, but it may
represent one of the more realistic typologies, considering the
vagaries of survey data. The problem with hearth definition,
as discussed above, clearly bears on Wait’s typology.

El Paso Coal Company (SPCC)

In a survey of the Burnham—Bisti region on southwest
Gallegos Mesa, Sessions and his colleagues (Anderson and
Sessions 1979:61-80) defined eight site types. These are: habi-
tation sites, secondary sites (divided into temporary camps,
hunting camps, flora-processing stations, and undifferentiated
limited-activity sites), quarry sites, and multiple component
sites (comprised of two subtypes, functional and temporal com-
ponents). Apparently, Anderson and Sessions (1979:63) con-
sider habitation sites as base camps. Their typology is based
on several variables, listed here in order of importance: number
of artifacts, presence or absence of features, presence or ab-
sence of groundstone, site area, presence or absence of tools,
presence or absence of cores, and presence or absence of pro-
jectile points.

Although Anderson and Sessions have attempted to deal
with a complex problem in a creative and systematic fashion,
there are problems with the classification. Perhaps the most
important is that the typology relies heavily on number of
artifacts and specific lithic-group identification (e.g., cores,
tools). We question the utility of these criteria when evaluated
solely on the basis of survey information. Sites located on sand
dunes, as is common with many Archaic occurrences, are not
accurately characterized by visible surface artifacts; there
generally are many more artifacts than surface information sug-
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gests. Furthermore, the definition and identification of tools
in an field situation is a difficult task; controlled laboratory
conditions are necessary (Simmons 1979). Anderson and Ses-
sions’ typology is perhaps more relevant to excavation data.
Nonetheless, he has provided comprehensive discussion, and
if this typology can be employed by well trained individuals
in a consistent fashion, it may reflect a realistic categorization.

Navajo Indian Irrigation Project (NIIP), Blocks VI and
VIl Survey

Reynolds (1980:1-6 to 1-7) provides an interesting discus-
sion of the problem of sites, isolated occurrences, and isolated
artifacts, addressing a very real problem of archeological sur-
vey. Unfortunately, there are difficulties with Reynolds’ statis-
tical manipulations of the survey data. Using cluster analysis
and discriminate function analysis, he ultimately derives four
site types: temporary sites, plant-procurement sites, plant-
processing sites, and base camps. Regrettably, Reynolds ne-
glects to define the variables used to develop this typology,
providing instead only a list of what he considers critical vari-
ables (1980:5-6 to 5-7). Without definition of many of these
terms, and recognizing that the tabulation of lithic variables is
based on survey data, a base that is poorly defined and subject
to severe bias, one must question the subsequent analyses. One
can only wonder if the same site types could have been gener-
ated without the sophisticated, but perhaps inappropriate, statis-
tical manipulations.

Reynolds also discusses lithic reduction and site function
(1980:5-17 to 5-18). He believes he has evidence of specific
activities at several sites, but the data does not necessarily con-
firm this. Reynolds’ also feels that his methodology allows the
classification of undiagnostic lithic scatters into temporal groups
(1980:5-35). This is a surprising statement when one examines
the supporting data (e.g., Table 5-9, discussion on pp. 5-32 to
5-35). After reading this discussion, the majority of the sites are
still classified no more distinctly than possible Archaic or Archaic.

NIIP Blocks IV and V Survey

Elyea et al. (1979) define three site types for Blocks IV
and V Archaic sites. These are: base camps, temporary camps,
and special-activity areas. Base camps were recognized as those
sites with enough artifacts to represent either longterm use or
repeated occupation. Temporary (or special extraction) camps
and special activity areas were defined by the presence of hearths,
with scatters of fire-cracked rock present in some instances.

NIIP Blocks IV and V Excavation

Excavation of a sample of prehistoric sites located on
Blocks IV and V of NIIP (Reynolds et al. 1984; Simmons
1980) tended to confirm, in a general sense, Elyea et al.’s
(1979) survey classification of those sites. Unfortunately, the
excavation report does not specifically address questions of
site type on an integrative level. One point of interest, though,
is that the majority of the large sites investigated appear to

represent repeated occupations rather than single long term
occupations. Accordingly, Elyea et al.’s (1979:50) definition
of base camps should be reconsidered. That a site reflects re-
peated occupation does not necessarily indicate that it func-
tioned as a base camp; rather, it merely represents reoccupation
of a favored locale through time, without a necessary functional
correlate.

NIIP Block Il Excavation

Kirkpatrick’s (1980a) study is significant in that it repre-
sents one of the first major excavation reports for Archaic sites
in the San Juan Basin. Unfortunately, his treatment of site types
is cursory. Using survey data, he notes two basic Archaic site
types: lithic scatters with hearths and lithic scatters (Kirkpatrick
1980b:75). Apparently using this as a base line, Kirkpatrick
(1980c:1535) later states that there are two functional site
types: camps and special-use sites, the former apparently cor-
relating with lithic scatters with hearths and the latter with
lithic scatters. The excavated Archaic sites “were temporary
camps, probably reoccupied on a seasonal basis during periods
of gathering and processing plant resources” (Kirkpatrick
1980c:1532). Although both camps and special (or limited)
use sites, as defined by survey data, were selected for excava-
tion, Kirkpatrick (1980c:1535) feels that only one type, the
seasonal campsite, was confirmed by the excavations. Although
Kirkpatrick’s treatment is simple, it, like Wait’s (1976b), per-
haps represents one of the more realistic, if conservative, ap-
proaches.

Other NIIP Studies

Large scale investigations on other NIIP Blocks have been
conducted by the same institution (Navajo Nation Cultural
Resources Management Program) and the same key personnel.
These include survey and excavation on Blocks I, X, and XI
(Gilpin et al. 1984), excavation of Blocks VIII, IX, X, and XI
(Vogler et al. 1982), excavation on Blocks VI and VII (Del
Bene and Ford 1982), and survey and testing on Blocks VIII,
IX, X, and XI (Vogler et al. 1982), Accordingly, a degree of
continuity and commonalty has been obtained, at least in the
discussion of site types and function. The projects largely used
atypology developed by Vogler (1982:28-29) consisting of three
site types: base camps, satellite sites, and isolated occurrences.

Base camps refer to localities where a number of general-
ized activities occurred. These represent centralized loci of
activities and can be considered centers of microcatchment
zones. Resource procurement was not a primary function at
base camps; rather, processing and storage occurred. Satellite
sites are represented by localities where a limited number of
activities presumably occurred. These generally were procure-
ment and processing activities and involved both floral and
faunal resources. Lithic raw material sources also are represent-
ed by satellite sites. Satellite sites do not show extensive use,
are smaller in size, and do not contain as many artifacts as do
base camps. Isolated occurrences are archeological reflections
that indicate the occurrence of a single activity or event. In
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most instances, isolated occurrences are represented archeolog-
ically by only a single or a few artifacts (Vogler 1982:28-29).

As with many of the other Archaic site typologies, the
NIIP classification is a simple one. It works well on a classifi-
catory level, but less well on an analytic level. It also does not
adequately address the re-occupation issue and tends to be
too generalized.

Coal Gasification Project (CGP) Survey

Reher’s (1977a) report on the CGP Survey represents one
of the first systematic attempts to deal critically with Archaic
sites in the San Juan Basin. As such, it inevitably has been
subject to criticism as new data have become available (e.g.,
Eschman 1983:378). Reher (1977¢:96-98) classifies Archaic
sites into two types: campsites and limited-activity sites. A
third type—base camps—was later added to account for a large
site cluster (Eschman 1983:377). Campsites represent habita-
tion sites, whereas limited-activity sites represent areas where
plant and/or animal resources were procured and/or processed.
A major criterion used in defining these site types is the pres-
ence or absence of hearths, although sites of both types can
contain hearths. As pointed out earlier, this approach appears
to be inappropriate in some instances. Reher established a con-
tinuum for these site types and was unable to define clear-cut
distinctions between habitations and limited-activity sites,
although habitation sites generally exhibited “more substantial
and more frequent hearths, larger frequencies of artifactual
items, and a more diverse tool assemblage” (Reher 1977¢:98).
In Reher’s view, the diversity of artifact assemblages reflected
at the habitation sites was a reflection of functional variability
and not an indication of repeated occupation of a favored area.

Utah International, Incorporated (Ull) Project

The UII report (Moore and Winter 1980) represents the
first excavation phase in the CGP area. Although only four
Archaic sites were excavated, Moore and Winter provide a
much needed discussion and synthetic treatment of aceramic
occurrences in northwestern New Mexico. While various as-
pects of their approach may be criticized, this volume repre-
sents one of the most sophisticated and complete treatments
yet published of Archaic materials in the study area. Several
authors in the volume discuss Archaic site types (Miller 1980;
Moore 1980a; Vierra 1980a).

Using ethnographic data, Vierra (1980a) develops a gener-
alized model for the Archaic of the Southwest. A basic premise
of this model is that a hunter—gatherer settlement system con-
sists of:

a base camp surrounded by a foraging area within
which task-specific sites are located. The base camp
is a temporary habitational campsite which exhibits
domestic activities....There are two types of base
camps: a home base camp associated with a macro-
band occupation, and a limited base camp associated
with a microband occupation....The task-specific site

is a nonhabitational, or an extremely short term spe-
cialized campsite. It exhibits procurement and possib-
ly limited processing activities. Types of task-specific
sites include floral, faunal, quarry, sacred, and other
sites such as wells.... Base camps are more archeologi-
cally visible than task-specific sites, which exhibit
very little or no visibility (excluding some quarry
sites). Therefore, base camps are more highly repre-
sented in the archeological record (Vierra 1980a:351).

Applying this typology to the UII excavation sample,
Vierra (1980a:355) notes that food-processing, lithic-
reduction, tool-manufacture, and tool-use activities are repre-
sented. Four patterns of intrasite spatial organization also are
suggested: associations of groundstone and/or fire-cracked
rock with hearths; lithic reduction, tool-manufacture, and tool-
use loci; nonpatterned refuse areas; and activity/refuse areas.
On the basis of these observations, Vierra feels that all sites
were base camps, not task-specific sites. Vierra further believes
that the sites are limited base camps as opposed to home base
camps. He also feels that task-specific sites, with their low ar-
cheological visibility, are the correlates of isolated artifacts
(1980a:356).

Although Vierra’s treatment is relatively simple, his use
of ethnographic analogy is appropriately cautious. The concept
of a limited base camp is of considerable interest. In a sense,
it suggests that what other researchers have called limited ac-
tivity sites may actually represent limited base camps, and that
true limited activity sites may in most instances be archeo-
logically invisible. We question, however, the equating of task-
specific sites with isolated artifacts, or localities, to use Reher’s
(1977¢:96) term.

In Moore’s (1980a) discussion of the San Juan Basin he
refines Vierra’s typology and makes the interesting statement
that home base camps are dependent upon the existence of a
reliable surplus of food resources and are not archeologically
visible until the advent of maize cultivation (Moore 1980a:
360). Moore then discusses the very real analytical difficulty
of distinguishing repeated occupations of a site (i.e., limited
base camps) from home base camps. Moore’s equating of the
archeological visibility of home base camps with maize cultiva-
tion is interesting, but also open to criticism. It is not supported
by studies outside of the United States, in which the equivalent
of home base camps, or even semisedentary communities, is
documented with no evidence of agriculture as an economic
base (e.g., Bar—Yosef 1971; Cauvin 1973; Henry 1973; Marks
and Friedel 1977).

Moore (1980a:360-361) then discusses task-specific sites,
again noting their low archeological visibility. He concludes
that nearly all of the Archaic sites in the UII project area are
limited base camps. Many of the larger of these reflect repeated
occupations by microbands. Moore supports this by stating
that a macroband site (i.e., a home base camp) would be ex-
pected to contain deep cultural deposits, a situation not en-
countered in the UII excavations. Although this may be true,
it also would be equally true for limited base camps that were
successively reoccupied.
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Finally, Miller (1980) critically discusses settlement and
subsistence in the UII project area and offers some interesting
interpretations of the data, as well as a useful comparison with
data from other regions. Building on Vierra’s and Moore’s
discussion of Archaic site types in the UII project area, Miller
concludes that the settlement system operant during this period
“cannot be described solely by the habitation/special-use
dichotomy” (Miller 1980:442). He believes that the Archaic
settlement system of the study area consisted of ephemeral
campsites and that favorable locales were probably returned
to every few years.

Navajo Mine Archaeological Program (NMAP)

The Navajo Mine project (Hogan and Winter 1983) rep-
resented additional excavation in the CGP region. As such, it
complements the earlier UII excavations. During this project,
eight additional Archaic sites were excavated. These excava-
tions strongly confirmed Vierra’s and Moore’s earlier conclu-
sions, made during the UII project, that microband or limited
base camps are the exclusive residential site type in the UII
area. However, two of the eight sites excavated did not fall in-
to this category. One represented a locality and the other was
a quarry site (Eschman 1983:378). While lending overall sup-
port to the macroband/microband typology, the Navajo Mine
data do suggest that at least some of the limited activity sites
are not archeologically invisible.

Alamito

Excavation on the Alamito Coal Lease near Chaco Canyon
included a detailed investigation of Archaic sites (Simmons
1982a). Using a series of lithic indices, a site typology was
generated that allowed for a specific functional placement.
These indices were based on the proportional occurrences of
various classes of complete lithic assemblages (Simmons and
Dykeman 1982b:834-841). All of the excavated Archaic sites
were regarded as variants of limited duration camps. These
are similar to the “limited base camps” defined by Moore
(1980a:360). Within this category, however, a considerable
amount of variation was detected. Applying the lithic as-
semblage indices to the Archaic sites, four distinct types were
defined. These are: maintenance, hunting, plant-processing,
and manufacturing sites. Two additional types also occurred,
but these related specifically to isolates and not sites proper.
These are: task-specific plant processing loci and task-specific
hunting loci. The four site types are briefly defined below,
summarizing from Simmons and Dykeman (1982b:842—-844).

Maintenance sites suggest a variety of group activities.
They are essential general-purpose sites where activities such
as plant-processing, hunting, manufacturing, and cooking oc-
curred. These sites contained a generalized tool assemblage,
representing both hunting and plant-processing implements.
They also contained several features, usually in the form of
hearths.

Hunting sites were defined as limited duration camps with
a hunting focus. These sites demonstrated a high hunting
complex lithic index coupled with a low or nonexistent plant

processing index. The tool class diversity index was moderate
to high, reflecting a variety of chipped stone tools used for
procuring and butchering game. Some of these sites contained
hearths.

Plant processing sites were defined as limited duration
camps oriented towards the processing of plant foods. These
sites were characterized by a high plant processing index, a
low hunting complex index, and a low tool class diversity index.
Features were occasionally present at these sites.

Manufacturing sites are specialized loci that show an ori-
entation towards chipped stone tool manufacture. Tool kits
related to subsistence activities are poorly represented at these
sites, if at all. Tools present in any quantity at these sites usually
can be explained as artifacts broken during manufacture. Oc-
cupation of manufacturing sites is proposed to have been of
very short duration; consequently features are rare.

Fifteen aceramic sites were excavated on this project. Four
each fell within the maintenance, hunting, and plant processing
sites, while the remaining three were manufacturing sites (Sim-
mons and Dykeman 1982b:847).

Redondo Creek

Baker and Winter (1981) examined high altitude adapta-
tions along Redondo Creek in the Jemez Mountains of central
New Mexico. Numerous aceramic sites were excavated, result-
ing in the definition of three sites types subsumed within either
limited home base camps and limited special-activity areas.
The first type included assemblages with groundstone, evi-
dence of formal tool preparation, and utilized flakes. The sec-
ond includes sites with only evidence of tool production or
tool maintenance. The third type included sites with little
evidence of formal tool production (Baker and Heinsch 1981:
71-72). These definitions are all based primarily on lithic
analyses (Baker and Heinsch 1981; Moore 1978; Vierra 1978).

Cochiti Reservoir

Cochiti Reservoir in the northern Rio Grande Valley was
the scene of another major investigation involving the study
of several Archaic sites (Biella 1979; Chapman and Biella
1977, Biella and Chapman 1977a, 1979a). The issue of site
typology was not explicitly addressed in this study, but func-
tional considerations were examined. Several activity classes
were defined, including procurement, processing, consump-
tion, storage, and maintenance activities (Biella and Chapman
1979b:8—12). Chapman noted that the size of Archaic sites in
the Cochiti area varied tremendously, from 8§ to 40,000 m2.
He also examined three variables related to Archaic site use:
variability in the construction and use of hearths, variability
in the manufacture and use of tools, and variability in the spatial
distribution of hearths, tools, and tool manufacture by-products
(Chapman 1977b, 1979a:65-72).

Site Type Summary

The examples provided above are by no means com-
prehensive. Virtually every study of Archaic materials includes
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some discussion of site types. Those summarized above, how-
ever, were selected because most represent some of the more
innovative and sophisticated approaches yet taken to the prob-
lem of Archaic site definition.

The rather lengthy discussion on site typology has been
necessary in order to illustrate two points. First, more research-
ers are critically examining Archaic sites with much more
enthusiasm than was the case even a decade ago. This is a
positive development, and is beginning to compensate for the
earlier neglect of Archaic materials. The second point, how-
ever, is that it is clear that little consensus exists with regard to
defining Archaic site types. This is a severe deficiency in what
should be a basic element of baseline data, and we are forced
to agree with Judge’s assessment that despite recent emphasis
on early sites, “our knowledge of the preceramic periods...is
pitably meager” (Judge 1982:45).

In examining the several typologies that have been devel-
oped, one question that may reasonably be asked is, Was there
really as much variability as these studies suggest? That is,
are the frequently quite divergent typologies that have been
generated for data within the same general region (e.g., the
San Juan Basin) more a construction of varying archeological
methods, or do they reflect a remarkably diverse Archaic site
structure? This cannot be answered at present, but indications
are that, despite some unfiltered archeological noise consisting
of'a general lack of comparable typological construction meth-
ods, a very complex set of sites types does exist. These reflect
the broad spectrum economic base of the Archaic. What is
certainly clear is that lumping all Archaic sites as lithic scatters,
or even as base camps and limited-activity sites is totally in-
appropriate and inadequate.

Models of Archaic Settlement and Site Distribution

Unlike the Paleo-Indian period, where few sites are known,
we have a considerable body of data for the Archaic. Not sur-
prisingly, the majority of these come, once again, from north-
western New Mexico. Many projects there have been large
scale investigations, thus settlement pattern and site distribution
studies have been able to be undertaken. Perhaps the best way
to examine Archaic settlement patterns in this study is to look
at some of the various models that have been proposed for the
region. These usually rely upon a consideration of Archaic
subsistence strategies as site distribution determinants. Much
of the following discussion is abstracted from Simmons (1982e,
1982f).

Most researchers regard the Archaic as a reflection of a
primary hunting and gathering adaptation to localized environ-
mental settings. Moore (1980a:358-359) cites Schroedl’s more
specific definition of the Archaic as “a state of migratory hunt-
ing and gathering cultures following a seasonal pattern of
efficient exploitation of a limited number of selected plant and
animal species within a number of different ecozones”
(Schroedl 1976:11). The archeological reflection of this type
of adaptation should be visible by an examination of settlement
patterns and site distribution.

The anthropological literature on worldwide hunter—
gatherer adaptive systems is considerable, and archeologists
have become interested in articulating ethnographic informa-
tion with archeological data. Perhaps signaling the beginning
of this research orientation was the publication of the seminal
work, Man the Hunter (Lee and DeVore 1968). This study
inspired several ethnographically oriented examinations of
prehistoric adaptations. These involved both theoretical and
practical applications, including works by Binford (1978a,
1978b, 1980), Gould (1968, 1980), Gould and Yellen (1987),
Yellen (1976, 1977) and portions of Bicchieri (1972) and Lee
and DeVore (1976), to name but a few.

Although these studies have achieved a considerable de-
gree of refinement, their application to adaptive strategies in
the Southwest have been limited. Only recently have research-
ers attempted explicitly to apply ethnographically derived con-
cepts to Archaic adaptation for the region. Many draw their
inspiration from Beardsley’s (1956) classic evolutionary model
of restricted wandering and community patterning. Elyea and
Hogan (1983:398-399), Miller (1980), Moore (1980b: 527—
528), Simmons (1982¢:884-890), and Winter (1980a) consider
some of the more relevant models, and the reader is referred
to these works for more detail.

One of the more general and regional models is Judge’s
(1982) summary discussion of aceramic sites in the San Juan
Basin. He concludes that groups there favored upland dunes,
elevated ridges, and/or mesas near water resources. He notes
that differences within the Archaic indicate that both climatic
and adaptive situations were complex and cautions against
generalizing about an overall Archaic adaptation (Judge
1982:36).

Fortunately, some more detailed consideration has been
given to Archaic settlement since the time of Judge’s analysis
(which, although published in 1982, was the result of a seminar
held in 1979). This has not, however, resulted in any consensus
of opinion. For example, we take issue with Winter’s belief
that:

most researchers who have worked with Archaic sites
in and around the [San Juan] Basin have assumed
that the region was a relatively optimal resource zone
that provided adequate sustenance for a foraging
population. That is, ...they generally assume that the
Archaic populations were existing within closed en-
vironments which provided more than adequate re-
sources for survival (Winter 1980a:492).

As we interpret this, Winter is implying that most Archaic
models are predicated on rather limited population movement,
with seasonal rounds not exceeding a relatively limited terri-
tory. Winter goes on to cite Wait’s (1976a, b) model for the
Star Lake area as typical. Quite to the contrary, we find Wait’s
model the exception rather than the rule.

Briefly, Wait proposed an Archaic subsistence strategy in
which microbands lived in an area rich enough to support year-
round occupation. He suggested that seasonal movement of
the microbands ranged no farther than a few kilometers be-
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tween winter camps in the pinyon—juniper zone and summer
lowland camps. Wait further argued that long distance move-
ment was not possible and that Archaic social organization
was incapable of dealing with such movement. Essentially,
Wait’s model involved limited seasonal movement within a
fairly restricted area, allowing year-round occupation of that
area.

Contrary to this, most other models of the San Juan Basin
Archaic argue for only seasonal occupation of specific regions,
citing environmental marginality as a factor that would have
prohibited long term, extensive occupation of any one region
(e.g., Baker and Sessions 1979; Kirkpatrick 1980a; Reher
1977¢; Reher and Witter 1977; Sessions 1979). Many of these
models are based on a consideration of vegetative diversity
and site location (e.g., Baker and Sessions 1979; Reher and
Witter 1977; Sessions 1979). Although each model differs,
the basic theme of seasonal occupation remains constant.

Thus, there have been two principal approaches to ex-
plaining Archaic adaptations in the San Juan Basin, and, by
extension, the entire study area. One, exemplified by Wait
(1976b), proposes seasonal movement within, but year-round
occupation of a relatively restricted area. The other approach
considers the San Juan Basin as too marginal to have allowed
year-round occupation within any given small region.

Some of the most sophisticated treatment of the Archaic
in the Southwest to date has been by researchers associated
with the long term CGP/UII/NMAP Project, which is located
south of Farmington, New Mexico (Hogan and Winter 1983;
Moore and Winter 1980; Reher 1977a). While not without
dissenting opinions, their work represents a badly needed at-
tempt to understand the Archaic from a perspective of human
adaptation. This study also represents a long term commitment
to research in the same area by essentially the same group of
people. It is worthwhile to consider the way these researchers
have viewed the Archaic through the duration of this project.

Certainly one of the most enduring Archaic models is the
vegetative diversity model proposed by Reher and Witter
(1977; Reher 1977¢) during the initial stages (i.e., survey) of
the CGP/UII/NMAP studies. A principal assumption of this
model was that since Archaic hunters and gatherers used a
wide variety of floral and faunal resources, their sites should
be located in diverse environmental settings, which would give
them access to a broad spectrum of resources. It was argued
that Archaic sites would, accordingly, be located in regions of
the greatest vegetative diversity, which, in the CGP area,
represented areas associated with sand dunes. Reher and Witter
(1977) further suggested that the diverse resource base area
would have supported macroband base camps occupations
during the summer, spring, and fall. Other Archaic residential
and limited use sites were believed to have been the remnants
of smaller groups exploiting other diverse resource areas.

Further research in the region tested the vegetative diver-
sity model. Several authors claimed, based upon excavation
as opposed to the less precise survey data, that the model was
inappropriate (e.g., Eschman 1983; Elyea and Hogan 1983;

Moore 1980a; Vierra 1980a). In a study outside of the San
Juan Basin, Chapman (1979b) also tested the vegetative diver-
sity model and found that it could not be supported in the
Cochiti Reservoir region. Rather, he suggested methodological
refinements that would consider vegetative diversity as but
one variable. It would, however, be folly to completely reject
the vegetative diversity model. Toll and Cully suggest that
Reher and Witter:

may in fact have been on the right track, but on the
wrong scale. They proposed that high vegetative di-
versity (variety of exploitable plant species) was the
primary factor conditioning the observed correlation
of Archaic sites with dune locations. Another way of
viewing this association is simply that dunes are the
loci of two taxa (Indian ricegrass and dropseed)
known to be emphasized in the local Archaic sub-
sistence repertoire. Indeed, all evidence available to
us now points to a narrow, rather than diverse, spec-
trum of utilized plant products. Vegetative diversity
may be a good discriminating tool for predicting
Archaic population flow in relation to resource pro-
curement on a regional scale, however (Toll and Cully
1983:390-391).

In a related study, Vierra (1980b) discusses in some detail
the Archaic of the area. He very properly notes a common
misconception of Archaic adaptation: the often assumed, but
rarely demonstrated, dichotomy of habitation sites and special-
use, or nonhabitation, sites. Vierra thinks that this dichotomy
may be inappropriate and instead posits the existence of three
site types: home base camps, limited base camps, and task-
specific sites (1980b:354-355) (see earlier discussion on site
types). Vierra then develops an Archaic model based on ethno-
graphic comparisons and concludes that home base camps as-
sociated with macrobands did not exist in the UII area. Rather,
limited base camps, which he correlates with microbands, are
the prevalent site type, although task-specific sites also were
extant prehistorically but left little in the way of archeologically
detectable remains. Finally, Vierra’s attempt to understand the
workings of the Archaic settlement system, as opposed to a
purely descriptive treatment of settlement pattern, is important.

Moore (1980a) proposes a model based on a settlement
pattern predicated upon the seasonal availability of various
resources. He concludes that microbands inhabited the UII
area for only short periods during late summer, when plant re-
source availability was at its peak. Moore also provides an
important discussion of vegetative diversity, introducing water
as a critical variable influencing site location as well as vegeta-
tion distribution. In considering environmental factors, Moore
concludes that a number of related factors determined site lo-
cation. Moore finally posits that Archaic peoples in the San
Juan Basin may have participated in widespread, but informal,
communication networks.

Miller (1980) presents a critical discussion of settlement
and subsistence in the San Juan Basin, portions of which are
devoted to the Archaic. He cites the lack of midlevel theory in
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most studies and offers suggestions for research directions.
He also summarizes other major Archaic studies in the Basin.

Winter (1980a) offers a lengthy discussion of human adap-
tation in marginal environments. Although much of this is de-
voted to the Anasazi occupation of the UII project area, Winter
does pay considerable attention to the Archaic as well. Relying
heavily on the concept of marginality, he proposes a model of
local Archaic adaptations that emphasizes a regional economic
approach. Winter proposes that Archaic inhabitants of the area
were dependent upon the existence of an “extended network
exchange system” (Winter 1980a:511). Owing to the area’s
marginality, he feels that even the limited seasonal excursions
into the region relied on outside support, stating that “it is
likely that outside sources of food, clothing, tools, information
and personnel were required to support even these temporary
visits” (Winter 1980a:502). He concludes that Archaic use of
the area was dependent on an extended network exchange sys-
tem, and that survival was insured by seasonal movements
across several habitats. The bounds of the system would have
been defined by the availability of scarce resources, including
food, information and people (Winter 1980a:511).

In the most recent phase of research in the CGP/UIl/
NMAP area (i.e., NMAP), Eschman critically examines earlier
settlement models and is able to offer another refinement. He
proposed a model based on vegetative abundance. Accordingly,
“residences might have been preferentially located in areas
where the plant communities were most abundant rather than
in areas where the plant communities were the most diverse”
(Eschman 1983:381). In the same volume, though, Toll and
Cully (1983) discuss Archaic subsistence and settlement and
conclude that exploitation was oriented towards a narrow spec-
trum of resources from the immediate environment.

Also in the same volume, Elyea and Hogan (1983) rely
heavily upon Binford’s (1980) (see below) hunter/gatherer set-
tlement scenario for developing a regionally based model for
the Archaic. They conclude that neither the restricted nor the
nonrestricted models are adequate to address the organizing
principles of Archaic settlement—subsistence systems. These
conflicting interpretations are related primarily to the size of
the annual range needed to encompass all of the seasonally
available resources required during an annual cycle. Areas with
major resource zones in close proximity would allow for a
group’s extended range to be smaller than in areas where the
seasonal resource zones are more widely separated. They note
that the difference in range sizes does not necessarily signify
any essential difference in the settlement—subsistence strategy
(Elyea and Hogan 1983:400).

Leaving the CGP/UII/NMAP area, Biella and Chapman,
in an unpublished research design (1980) summarize elemen-
tary settlement models for the Archaic. Essentially, they en-
vision three models, the last of which is a composite of the
first two. Most researchers working in the Southwest have pos-
ited variants of the first two models that Biella and Chapman
discuss. The first, and most popular, is that of a large base
camp (macroband camp) surrounded by support, or task-

specific, camps. Jochim perhaps best characterizes this settle-
ment pattern: “a common response by hunter—gatherers is to
place the base camp near the secure resources and to widen its
catchment by establishing satellite extraction camps near the
more mobile, high-prestige resource” (Jochim 1976:63).

A second, alternate approach, suggested by Vierra
(1980Db), involves the concept of limited base camps. In this
model, task-specific sites are not important components; rather,
the limited base camps, occupied by microbands, are the pri-
mary site type, and these are distributed across the landscape
on a seasonal basis, in response to resource availability. Al-
though task-specific sites may have been associated with
limited base camps, these, according to Vierra, are no longer
archeologically detectable.

The third model, which Biella and Chapman (1980:41)
refer to as the “generalized desert hunter—gatherer model,” is
a synthetic construct that incorporates aspects of the first two
models. This model posits several base camps, most of which
are surrounded by task-specific and support camps.

All three models are based on seasonal movement. The
arrangement and dispersal of specific site types are strongly
correlated with seasonal availability of critical resources and
with the extractive mechanisms by which Archaic groups ex-
ploited such resources. In many ways, the third model is the
most satisfying, since it allows for a wide adaptive response
and can account for most observable site types. As should be
apparent from the preceding discussion, however, no one model
will be applicable to the entire study area, and one must con-
struct various explanatory devices in accordance with the pat-
terning of the archeological remains extant within any given
region.

One final model to be considered here relies heavily on
Binford (1980). Although Binford’s scenario is not directly
applicable to the study area, variants of it have been incor-
porated into models used by some researchers (e.g., Elyea and
Hogan 1983; Reynolds 1980:5-30 to 5-31). The last model to
be considered here attempts to explain the initial incorporation
of cultigens into the local economy (Simmons 1982¢, 1986).

Essentially, Binford recognizes two distinct strategies that
hunters and gatherers could have implemented. The first, forag-
ing, is represented by residential bases and locations. These
are the archeological equivalents of base camps, the hub of
subsistence activities, and task-specific sites, where extractive
activities are carried out (Binford 1980:9). Foragers map on
to economic resources by moving consumers to the resources.
Binford (1980:9-10) states that “foragers generally have high
residential mobility, low-bulk inputs, and regular daily food-
procurement strategies.... this type of system has received the
greatest amount of ethnoarcheological attention.” In contrast,
the second strategy, collecting, is implemented by logistically
organized groups who “supply themselves with specific re-
sources through specifically organized task groups” (Binford
1980:10). Such strategies are represented by a more diversified
archeological record, and in addition to residential bases and
locations at least three other site types—field camps, stations,
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and caches—also occur. Frequently, sites reflecting a collect-
ing strategy will be highly visible archeologically.

Although Binford’s model may be difficult to apply criti-
cally to many archeological situations, it nonetheless has sig-
nificant implications with regard to the manner in which we
regard archeological assemblages. Of particular interest is the
distinction that Binford (1978a:483, 1980:17) makes between
coarse grained and fine grained resolutions. The former can
represent either long term or repeated occupations of a site,
whereas the latter represent an assemblage accumulated over
a short time. This clearly has implications for many of the
Archaic sites in the study area, especially with regard to
macroband and microband base camps and task-specific sites.

Drawing on many of Binford’s arguments, Simmons
(1982e, 1986) recently has proposed a model for the middle
to late Archaic of the greater Chaco Canyon region. This model
of regional specialization, incorporating both foraging and
collecting elements, was specifically developed to account for
the initial introduction of cultigens into the area around 2000
B.C. In this model, maize was viewed as one supplemental re-
source used by small bands of Archaic people. The settlement
pattern practiced by these people involved seasonal movement
from open grassland areas to the more sheltered regions of
nearby canyons to the west. This latter area was occupied dur-
ing the winter, when rockshelters would have provided some
protection against the harsh weather. The grassland area would
have been occupied during the late spring and early summer,
when several wild resources were plentiful. This is when maize
was planted, to be harvested during the fall prior to the onset
of winter. During the fall, the maize was processed and served
as a supplemental survival resource during the winter, a time
of resource scarcity. This adaptation is viewed as a successful
adaptive strategy involving the optimal scheduling of a variety
of resources.

Figure 9 schematically illustrates this model. In this model,
the impact of limited horticulture is not considered to have
dramatically altered the extant Archaic lifestyle. It was an effi-
cient adaptation for over 2000 years prior to the intensification
of maize use from a secondary to a primary resource.

The Concept of Marginality

All of the models discussed above have appealing ele-
ments. There is a pervasive theme in most that revolves around
the concept of marginality. Some researchers have questioned
whether or not this concept is entirely appropriate (e.g., Esch-
man 1983:381; Simmons 1982¢:889—-890).

On the basis of ecological concepts, a marginal environ-
ment is defined as “locations in which successful, permanent
survival is impossible” (Winter 1980a:484); in terms of human
occupation, a marginal environment is defined as “one that
cannot support a permanent human population within its boun-
daries” (Moore and Harlow 1980:15). Such a definition of
marginality may be useful for nonhuman species, but it is not
necessarily and directly applicable to human groups. It does
not consider the cultural buffer as strongly as it should and not

enough weight is attached to cultural responses and perceptions
of marginality. Certainly, one culture’s concept of marginality
may not be another’s, as Winter (1980a:499) acknowledges; a
marginal environment might have been perceived very differ-
ently within an Archaic adaptive strategy as opposed to an
Anasazi one. The definition of marginality in the CGP/UII/
NMAP volumes is further hampered by imprecise boundaries;
that is, how large an area is being referred to? Thus, the use of
marginality, as defined in Moore and Winter (1980), may be
much too restrictive. It rests on assumptions that may not be
applicable to human groups, and also assumes that permanent
occupation could not take place in a marginal environment.
Although this may well be the case in some instances, it requires
documentation.

There appears to be a trend in much contemporary archeo-
logical research to regard any project area as marginal. This is
pervasive for much of the study area, which covers a remark-
ably diverse set of environments. One must ask that if each
region that has been studied by archeologists is considered
marginal and uninhabitable during certain times of the year
(primarily the winter), where did these people go? If, for ex-
ample, the San Juan Basin could not have been occupied during
the winter, as many researchers suggest, it seems unlikely that
groups would have migrated to the more mountainous regions
surrounding the Basin, since these, too, would have been un-
inhabitable during the winter months. Many groups may have
seasonally dispersed southward to warmer climates. Indeed,
there is evidence of contact with Chiricahua Archaic groups,
if one relies on projectile point comparisons (see previous dis-
cussion), but would such long distance movements have been
possible or desirable on an annual basis?

Researchers must be careful not to fall into the trap of as-
suming environmental constraints that might not have existed.
Clearly, many areas of the prehistoric Southwest were, and
are, marginal, and successful adaptation to these required spe-
cialized adaptive strategies. We question, however, the utility
of defining marginality in such a restrictive sense as to preclude
year-round (or permanent) occupation. This is supported by
neither ethnographic nor archeological data. If one fully accepts
the definition of marginality as stated in Moore and Winter
(1980), an environment as desolate as the Western Australian
desert would not be marginal, since Aborigines have been liv-
ing there permanently for thousands of years. Likewise, areas
such as the Negev Desert of Palestine, certainly marginal by
most standards, witnessed intense and permanent occupation
for thousands of years (e.g., Marks and Friedel 1977; Marks
and Simmons 1977; Simmons 1981b). In summary, one must
object to the a priori assumption that Archaic groups could
not permanently have occupied many portions of the study
area.

Economy

Aspects of Archaic economy already have been alluded
to in the preceding discussions on site type and settlement
models. Central to all consideration of Archaic economy is
the assumption that it was oriented towards the efficient
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collection of seasonally available wild plants and the hunting of
wild fauna. While most researchers would accept this assump-
tion, there is little consensus beyond it. For example, in the same
volume one author believes that Archaic subsistence was char-
acterized by vegetative abundance (Eschman 1983:3380), while
another set concludes that a narrow resource base is a more ac-
curate reflection (Toll and Cully 1983). Such disagreement is
healthy and in many cases reflects semantic differences. But, it
is clear that if we are to be able to precisely examine Archaic
adaptations, it is essential to have more information than the
fact that these groups were simply hunters and gatherers.

Steps recently have been taken to flesh out this generali-
zation. Earlier studies frequently did not devote much effort
towards retrieving actual economic data in the (incorrect) belief
that such information was not present or preserved, especially
in open air sites (as opposed to rockshelters). Economic recon-
structions were based largely on inferences drawn from site
location and from artifacts. These are, of course, important
variables to consider in reconstructing Archaic economies. But,
as recent studies have clearly shown, economic data frequently
are preserved in the archeological record if appropriate recov-
ery techniques are employed.

Actual economic data, primarily in the form of plant re-
mains, but also consisting of hunted fauna, have been recovered
in Archaic contexts. This traditionally has come from caves
or rockshelters, where preservation is good. These sites include
Bat Cave (Dick 1965a; Wills et al. 1982; Wills 1985), Tularosa
Cave (Heller 1976; Martin et al. 1952), Cordova Cave (Martin
et al. 1952), Sheep Camp Shelter and Ashislepah Cave (Sim-
mons 1984), Boca Negra Cave (Galinant et al. 1970), Fresnal
Shelter (Carmichael 1982; Wimberly 1972), En Medio and
Armijo Shelters (Irwin—Williams 1973; Irwin—Williams and
Thompkins 1968), and Tornillo and Roller Skate Shelters (Up-
ham et al. 1987). More surprisingly, however, has been the
documentation of macrobotanical remains from open air Ar-
chaic sites (e.g., Donaldson 1982; Toll 1982; Toll and Cully
1983). In addition, economic pollen from open air sites has
also contributed significantly to defining Archaic subsistence
practices (e.g., Fish 1982; Fish et al. 1986).

While the amount of economic data recovered from these
sites is usually not impressive, it does offer firm evidence of
Archaic subsistence. Not surprisingly, the plants that appear
to have been favored by Archaic groups are those seasonally
available in the immediate region; they usually are associated
with dune areas. Chenopodium sp. appears to have been a fa-
vored resource (e.g., Donaldson 1982:171; Struever and Knight
1979) in the NIIP and Chaco areas respectively. In the NMAP
project area, Indian ricegrass and dropseed have been docu-
mented in Archaic contexts (Toll and Cully 1983). Other tech-
niques, such as site catchment analysis, also have helped define
Archaic subsistence (e.g., Simmons 1982f).

The Introduction of Cultigens into the Southwest

One aspect of late Archaic economy requires additional
discussion. This involves the introduction of cultigens into the

subsistence base. This was an extremely significant event, for
it set the stage for subsequent cultural developments. It also is
a very controversial issue, with two opposing schools of
thought. One believes that the introduction occurred early (ca
2000 B.c.), while the other believes this was a relatively recent
event (e.g., ca 500 B.c. or later). The issue is summarized by
several authors (e.g., Cordell 1984:169—180; Simmons 1982e:
910-915, 1986), and it is far from resolved.

The origin and development of agriculturally based econo-
mies in the Southwest has been of major interest to archeolo-
gists for several years. Ever since Dick’s (1965a) excavations
at Bat Cave in central New Mexico, many researchers have
believed that the presence of maize in the Southwest dates to
several centuries, if not millennia, before the birth of Christ.
And yet, economic systems based on food production do not
appear to have occurred until Basketmaker times, and even
then the exploitation of wild food resources continued to be
important.

When and where maize and other cultigens were intro-
duced into the Southwest remains an unresolved issue. That
this introduction was originally from Meso-America is unques-
tioned, but that is about where consensus of opinion stops.
Although many researchers believe that maize was present in
the Southwest by 1500-2000 B.c., if not earlier (Irwin—
Williams 1973:9; Woodbury and Zubrow 1979:43), supporting
archeological data are rare. The ca 3600 B.c. dates from Bat
Cave are now known not to be directly associated with maize.
The original claims for early cultigens ignored problems with
the site’s complex stratigraphy and rodent disturbance (Berry
1982; Wills etal. 1982; Wills 1985). Another presumably early
site, Fresnal Shelter (Carmichael 1982; Wimberly 1972) in
southeastern New Mexico, has produced evidence of maize
that date to ca 1500 B.c., but pending publication of the results
of the excavations, the significance of these findings is difficult
to substantiate (cf. Berry 1982).

Irwin—Williams (1973:9) believes that maize was initially
introduced during the Armijo phase. Supporting data of a spe-
cific nature are not yet available, however. In the southern
Southwest, Haury (1957) also has indicated that maize was in
use by ca 2000 B.c. at Cienega Creek, a site belonging to the
Cochise culture. Recent reevaluation of chronological infor-
mation, however, suggests that the reported dates from several
of these sites may in fact be far too early (Berry 1982). There
has been a recent well argued, if conservative, trend to view
the advent of maize in the Southwest as a relatively recent oc-
currence (e.g., Berry 1982; Ford 1981; Minnis 1985).

Both Berry’s and Minnis” works are important critiques
of the evidence for early maize in the Southwest. Berry (1982,
1985) argues persuasively against the majority of the cases
for early cultigens. Using tree-ring, radiocarbon, and strati-
graphic evidence, he convincingly shows that the majority of
early sites that have been claimed to contain maize do not
stand up well to critical scrutiny. He then proposes that popu-
lation movement in the northern Southwest was more con-
siderable than previously thought, and that major events in
Anasazi prehistory, including the adoption of agriculture, were
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characterized by abrupt and episodic transitions (Berry 1982:33).
Berry has, however, been strongly criticized by several authors
(e.g., Dean 1985; Irwin—Williams 1985; Simmons 1986).

Minnis (1985) also discusses the early role of agriculture.
He, too, offers convincing arguments against the uncritical ac-
ceptance of many claims for the antiquity of maize, concluding
that the earliest well documented case is Jemez Cave in New
Mexico, where maize is dated to ca 700 B.c. The thrust of
Minnis’ work, however, is on the role that agriculture may
have played in early Southwestern society. He stresses that
there are a number of forms of plant domestication, and that
the use of domestic plants by indigenous peoples will vary
with their needs, the availability of other resources, environ-
mental constraints, and population density.

Despite Minnis’ and Berry’s reservations, several recently
investigated sites suggest that this use was, in fact, quite early,
although economic dependence on food production may have
occurred relatively late. Two projects in the San Juan Basin
and one in south-central New Mexico provide supporting evi-
dence for an early use of cultigens.

In the San Juan Basin, the presence of maize and squash,
two of the three classic Southwestern cultigens (the third is
beans), has been documented (Simmons 1982a, 1984, 1986)
at early dates. Pollen evidence of maize was recovered from
Archaic hearths at two sites dating to ca 1700-2000 B.c. (Fish
1982; Simmons 1986). Pollen data, however, are considered
by some as inadequate to support a clear use of maize. How-
ever, on the same projects, macrobotanical specimens clearly
point to an early usage. The earliest macrobotanical samples
of maize were dated to 770 B.c. at one site, while at another
squash was dated to 950 B.c. (Simmons 1986:79). Even dis-
carding the pollen evidence, these are among the earliest docu-
mented cultigens in the Southwest.

Another recent project has also documented the macro-
botanical presence of maize at ca 1200 B.c. in south-central
New Mexico (Upham et al. 1987). Archeological details of
this investigation are still sketchy, but it once again appears to
support Irwin—Williams’ (1973) original contention that culti-
gens were introduced early rather than late.

Two other recent studies in southeastern Arizona have
yielded relatively early maize remains at ca 500 B.c. (Fish et
al. 1986) and at ca 40 B.c. (Huckell 1984:197). While these
dates are not extremely early, they are contributing to a growing
data base that should help document the initial use and impact
of cultigens on Southwestern economies.

With the advent of the tandem accelerator mass spec-
trometry (TAMS) method of radiocarbon dating, it has been
possible to date very small samples. This allows the dating of
single specimens of cultigens and promises to help resolve the
controversy.

What is important to realize in considering this issue is
not when cultigens were introduced, but rather their effect on
indigenous economies. Simmons (1982e, 1984, 1986) has ad-
dressed this in detail, noting that in the Chaco area none of the
sites with early cultigens contain the accouterments normally

associated with agriculture. The suggestion that maize initially
represented a secondary resource has already been discussed.
In this sense, limited horticulture rather than intensive agricul-
ture may be a more accurate characterization. Certainly, this
is a complex issue and will continue to occupy the attention of
researchers for some time. It seems apparent that the necessary
prerequisites for agriculture were in place long before there
was a full implementation of this economic strategy. The rea-
sons for this lag are not yet known, but it represents one of the
most intriguing problems in Southwestern prehistory.

Social Structure and Population Dynamics

As with the preceding Paleo-Indian period, there is little
direct information intact in Archaic sites that can precisely
address questions of social structure and organization or popu-
lation dynamics. Even with the recent surge of interest in Archa-
ic studies, few researchers have been tempted to tackle this
issue. The study of social structure and population dynamics
is perhaps one of the most difficult to document archeologi-
cally, especially when dealing with groups who left few traces.

Human burials, which can provide excellent information
about social structures, are notoriously rare in the Archaic.
Irwin—Williams (1967) notes that burials under rock cairns
are a general practice (for the Picosa as a whole), but provides
little supporting data. She also notes that Archaic cremations
have been excavated. Perhaps the largest population of Archaic
burials is from the Cienega Creek site in southern Arizona,
where Haury (1957) identified 43 cremations in a large pit.
This large number could indicate continued reoccupation of
the same locality by the same social group (Minnis and Nelson
1980:90). Clearly, the very fact that cremation was a burial
practice has social implications. By and large, though, there is
little information available on Archaic burials, and thus few
social implications can be derived.

A similar situation exists regarding Archaic structures.
Residential units can provide excellent social structure infor-
mation. Unfortunately, as noted earlier, few Archaic structures
have been documented, so once again this is an information
source of limited value.

Inevitably, most reconstructions of Archaic social structure
or social organization rely on ethnographic comparison of hunt-
ers and gatherers. Aspects of Archaic social structure already
have been addressed in earlier discussions on site types and
settlement models and need not be repeated here. As Elyea
and Hogan (1983:400) suggest, the social organization of hunt-
ers and gatherers often is characterized by three nested social
groups. The minimal unit is the domestic group, which consists
of'anuclear or extended family. The minimum band (cf. Stew-
ard 1938) consists of several households and usually contains
around 25 individuals. The largest social unit is the maximum
band (cf. Steward 1938), which is primarily based on inter-
marriage, visiting, and other forms of social interaction. The
size of a maximum band frequently averages between 300 to
500 individuals. A maximum band also is “the largest social
unit in which regular exchange relations are maintained. It is
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also the level at which the implications of the extended ex-
change network are most appropriately assessed” (Elyea and
Hogan 1983:400). It is from this general perspective, and at
this level, that most researchers have dealt with the Archaic.

One aspect of social interaction that is at least partially
detectable in the archeological record involves trade and ex-
change networks. There is evidence, in the form of nonlocal
artifacts and raw materials, that Archaic groups were not so
isolated as to be ignorant of other groups in other areas. Both
Winter (1980a) and Elyea and Hogan (1983) deal with this in
some detail, suggesting interregional trade patterns.

Examining population dynamics, there is slightly better
evidence to suggest at least general trends. Yet the situation is
far from clear, and one must rely on several studies outside of
the project area for examples. Estimating the population of
hunters and gatherers is a difficult and frustrating task that is
not facilitated by an incomplete archeological record. Although
archeologists have been able to estimate the size of some pre-
historic populations from the size and number of structures
(e.g., Cook and Heizer 1965, 1968; Naroll 1962), this is not
possible with hunter—gatherers since their remains typically
lack structures that are preserved in the archeological record.

In most of the study area, a semi-arid environment is char-
acteristic, and overall Archaic population density probably
always was relatively low. In such environments, the scarcity
and sparse distribution of resources, plus a low yield and sea-
sonal unpredictability, are best managed by small groups with
frequent seasonal movements (Hassan 1981:180). The defini-
tion of small is difficult to quantify, but ethnographic and arche-
ological estimates suggest a range of 15-50 individuals, with
a mean of 25 (i.e., Stewart’s minimum band). This number
seems to be a constant, regardless of population density, envi-
ronment, or time period, if one follows Stewart’s (1938) classic
study of Great Basin groups. Other researchers, however, de-
rive other figures. For example, Binford (1980:7) believes that
the smallest foraging groups would be made up of as few as
five to ten individuals, while Calhoun (1970:122) estimates
that 12 adults form a minimal stable unit. What must be con-
sidered here is the fluid composition of many hunter and gath-
erer groups. During certain times of the year, group size may
increase, whereas at other times it may decrease (Simmons
1982¢:903).

In an admittedly speculative treatment, Simmons (1982e:
903-906) has suggested population figures for the San Juan
Basin during the Archaic, relying strongly on Hassan’s (1981)
model. He concludes that at any one time during the San Juan
Basin Archaic, one can calculate a population of between 630
to 3,060 individuals, or, using an average band size of 25 indi-
viduals, 25.2 to 122.4 bands. While this is a very tenuous con-
clusion based on a weak data base, it does suggest that the San
Juan Basin could never have supported a hunting and gathering
population exceeding about 3,000 people. Leaving such specu-
lation behind for the moment, most researchers think that there
was population growth throughout the Archaic’s long tenure,
culminating in relatively high densities during the late Archaic
(e.g., Irwin—Williams 1973; Reher 1977c¢). This is in no small

part attributed to the incorporation of agricultural strategies
into the economy, which allowed for sedentism (or at least
semisedentism). It is likely that this general scenario is essen-
tially correct, but supporting data are far from convincing. For
example, if one examines Archaic phase information available
for much of the San Juan Basin, the highest number of sites
appears to occur during the San Jose phase, or middle Archaic
(Elyea and Hogan 1983:396; Simmons 1981a:15-16). Interest-
ingly, though, what little information is available for the central
San Juan Basin (i.e., the Chaco Canyon area) suggests a revers-
al to this trend, with more sites occurring during the late Archaic
(i.e., Armijo and En Medio phases), a pattern also suggested
for the Arroyo Cuervo area to the south (Irwin—Williams 1973).
This is interesting because if agriculture was initially experi-
mented with in the Chaco area during the late Archaic, one
might expect an increase in the number of sites (Simmons
1981a:16). On the other hand, it is dangerous to equate number
of sites with population density. More sites do not necessarily
mean a higher population. In fact, a reduction in the number
of sites could reflect a shift to sedentism and agriculture, where
sites might be expected to be larger, but fewer in number, than
previously (Elyea and Hogan 1983:398).

In any event, caution must be exercised in proposing such
scenarios. Archaic chronology is far from refined, and much
of it is based on survey data where presumably diagnostic arti-
facts allow for a phase placement. This is less than satisfactory.
Even when examining the numerous radiocarbon dates present-
ly available, which also suggest a late emphasis, one must be
aware of possible distorting factors. For example, the abun-
dance of late dates might simply reflect the increased archeo-
logical visibility and preservation at later sites.

Over the 6,000 year time span encompassed by the Ar-
chaic, it is virtually certain that population density fluctuated,
although a general increase through time is likely. Once culti-
gens were introduced, this increase may have expanded con-
siderably, although this is not apparent until post-Archaic times.
As Elyea and Hogan (1983:398) aptly state “[ A]dditional infor-
mation from both late Archaic and early sedentary sites is
clearly necessary to assess the trend further.”

Problem Areas in Archaic Archeology

At the beginning of this chapter, we indicated that the Ar-
chaic, until quite recently, has been ignored by most research-
ers. Over the past decade, this situation has changed dramati-
cally, as the bulk of this chapter has attempted to illustrate. A
considerable Archaic literature now exits for the Southwest.
This, however, does not necessary mean that we know a lot
more about the Archaic than previously. In point of fact, we
do, but this increase in knowledge has not been proportional
to the increase in Archaic studies. There still are major gaps
in our understanding of the Archaic. Some of these are so fun-
damental that they must be filled prior to more precise treatment
of the Archaic, while others relate to more sophisticated ques-
tions of Archaic adaptation. These deficiencies have been spe-
cially addressed by Judge (1982) and Simmons (1981a). These
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two studies address concerns relevant to both management and
research concerns.

Judge (1982:6-7) recognized that, at a minimum, there
are three categories of aceramic base line data that desperately
require attention. These are: chronological placement of sites,
site distribution, and site types.

Despite an abundance of recently obtained radiocarbon
dates, Judge is correct in assessing that our knowledge of Ar-
chaic archeology is limited. He notes that absolute chronologi-
cal control is desirable, but that relative placement is essential
to proper management. Additionally, the establishment of even
arough contemporaneity of sites is important (Judge 1982:6).

In assessing the deficiency of site distribution base line
data, Judge feels that the region (the San Juan Basin in this
case) should be generalized into ecological zones that are rele-
vant to past subsistence strategies. Within such zones, known
archeological sites should be accurately located. If less than
100 percent inventory has been completed (which generally is
the case), the nature and representativeness of the sample within
the ecozone and region should be identified (Judge 1982:6).

The determination of basic site type is essential to both
proper management and research issues. Minimally, the distinc-
tion between habitation and nonhabitation sites should be
made, and the criteria used for such a classification should be
clearly identified (Judge 1982:7).

How has the current spate of studies focusing on the Ar-
chaic contributed to establishing these base line data? Progress
is rapidly being made, as has been indicated in the preceding
discussion. We currently have several radiocarbon dates for
the Archaic, and efforts are being made to more precisely pro-
vide relative placements. Site distribution studies are common,
although consensus of opinion is not. Most researchers working
with Archaic materials have been able to generate site types
more sophisticated than habitation and nonhabitation. In short,
it would appear that the deficiencies noted by Judge are being
rectified.

In another study examining the Archaic, Simmons (1981a)
has identified several problems facing researchers and manag-
ers. He cites six issues that are relevant from both theoretical
and methodological perspectives.

Site Identification

One basic problem facing those dealing with Archaic ma-
terials is the seemingly simple task of identifying a site as Ar-
chaic. Many aceramic sites (i.e., those lacking ceramics) cannot
a priori be assumed to represent Archaic occurrences. They
could be Paleo-Indian sites lacking diagnostics. Furthermore,
a site without ceramics is not necessarily preceramic in cultural
terms: such sites could represent specialized, nonceramic facies
of later groups (cf. Cordell 1979a:23-24; Wilson 1979:115-116).

Until recently, the investigation of small aceramic open-
air artifact scatters was not considered interesting and was
largely ignored. Even many of the early Archaic studies focused

on sites with clear diagnostics and/or with stratigraphy (i.e.,
rockshelters). When forced to deal with the smaller aceramic
sites, frequently lacking diagnostics, researchers often assumed
them to be Archaic. While this may be the case in many in-
stances, it is a tenuous assumption to make without supporting
evidence. Analytical methods of dealing with this issue should
be given priority for those working with aceramic materials.

The most readily available analytic treatment for determin-
ing whether or not a site is Archaic is in lithic analysis. Prior
studies all too frequently emphasized tools to the exclusion of
waste material, or debitage and debris. Recent investigations,
however, have emphasized analysis of complete assemblages,
and these will assist greatly in the basic task of discriminating
Archaic materials from those of other cultural periods.

In a related vein, the concept of site recently has been
questioned, especially as it relates to the low visibility remains
of Archaic hunters and gatherers. Researchers have always
been at a loss on how to deal with isolated artifacts. These
constitute an integral part of past cultural systems, but should
they be regarded as sites. An adequate way to deal with isolated
artifacts also should be a priority. Coupled with the site issue
is actual site definition. Some researchers have advocated non-
site approaches (e.g., Dunnell and Dancey 1983; Foley 1981;
Thomas 1975). Irwin—Williams and her colleagues have sug-
gested the use of a density dependent method, instead of the
traditional site method, as a way of dealing with low visibility
archeological materials, such as those that frequently character-
ize the Archaic (Irwin—Williams et al. n.d.). These approaches
promise to add to the sophistication in dealing with the Archaic.

Chronology

This issue has already been discussed above. It is sufficient
here to indicate that additional absolute and relative chronolo-
gies are essential. Not only is it necessary to be able to date a
site as Archaic, but it is desirable, realizing that the Archaic
spans some 6000 years, to have firmer chronological control
and make phase placements.

Site Function

Site function is related to Judge’s (1982) discussion on
site types. Although progress is being made in defining site
types and function, it is a complicated task and little agreement
exists among researchers. One problem related to site function
needs to be singled out. In some cases, site functions have
been defined on the basis of survey data alone. This can be
very distorting. Once excavation is undertaken, the nature of
many sites changes dramatically from what survey data sug-
gested. This clearly has implications for deriving precise func-
tional interpretations from survey data alone.

The Resolution of Survey and Excavation Data

The problem of site function leads directly to another issue
inhibiting a better understanding of the Archaic: resolving sur-
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vey and excavation data. As just indicated, survey information
is not always an accurate mirror of excavation results. It is be-
coming clear that using survey information alone in assessing
Archaic adaptations can blind researchers with a distorting sur-
vey mask. Sometimes the discrepancies between survey and ex-
cavation data are so severe that to use only the former in recon-
structing Archaic adaptive strategies is to ensure spurious results.

Collection and No-Collection Strategies

This is an issue plaguing all archeological surveys. Should
artifacts be collected or left in place during survey? Collection
vs. no collection strategies are often dependent on contract
stipulations, research orientation, management considerations,
and whether or not an area will be returned to with excavation
as a goal.

Related to this problem is the concept of in-field analysis
if collection is not to be undertaken. While such analyses can
be useful if they are carefully structured, one must exercise
extreme caution in their implementation. Variables affecting
in-field analysis include recording comparability between per-
sonnel; pressure to record sites (and artifacts) quickly; field
conditions, such as heat or wind that could affect an individual’s
judgment; dirty artifacts where critical attributes cannot be
identified without cleaning; low or misleading surface visibili-
ty; and inexperienced personnel doing the recording. If we are
to develop methods for critically dealing with aceramic sites,
lithic analyses need to be conducted by trained personnel under
controlled laboratory conditions.

We are not necessarily advocating a systematic collection
policy here. Indeed, in most cases, it seems desirable not to
collect artifacts on surveys. Collection policies can be detri-
mental to research interests as well as to the resource itself.
All too often if artifacts are collected and a site is returned to
later for excavation, it is difficult to reconcile the collection
and excavation data. Again, there is no easy answer to this is-
sue, but collection and no-collection strategies need to be care-
fully thought out.

Data Recovery and Analysis Methodology

A final issue relevant to understanding the Archaic is data
recovery itself. While difficulties exist with survey data, they
can be compounded once excavation is undertaken. Excavation
strategies and resultant data must be critically examined. We
do not advocate requiring all sites to be excavated the same
way. This clearly would be counterproductive. On the other
hand, the disparity in excavation and analysis techniques ap-
parent from reading the literature is remarkable. It is critical
that some degree of comparability be established so that the
results from one project can realistically be compared with
those from another.

What has seriously impaired regional comparisons is this
lack of data comparability between projects. This relates both
to survey and excavation methodology and to the analytical
approaches used in examining data. Until some consensus can
be reached, the state of baseline data in the study area will re-

main weak, especially when viewed from a regional perspective
(Simmons 1981a:13-15).

To these lists could be added another related issue that
has recently become a topic of considerable discussion. This
simply is “What is Archaic?” As indicated above, some re-
searchers are proposing that an essentially Archaic adaptive
strategy continued, in many parts of the Southwest, up to Pro-
tohistoric and contact times. Is it appropriate to consider these
groups as Archaic? Or, were they associated and related to the
more sedentary groups known to exist during this latter period,
representing specialized hunting or gathering aspects? This is
an issue that is receiving more and more attention and promises
to be a major focus of future research.

Summary

Considering the problems in dealing with Archaic arche-
ology, it is a surprise that any progress is being made at all.
Certainly one can get a pessimistic view of the potential for
resolving many of these issues. As Judge has succinctly noted:

The status of archeological base-line information
...can be summarized quite easily: so many gaps exist
in even the most basic data available that it is doubtful
that appropriate recommendations can be made at this
time to permit the proper, long term conservation of
sites of the early time periods. Similarly, manage-
ment’s priorities are easy to establish: work immedi-
ately toward the acquisition of information to fill the
gaps in base-line data (Judge 1982:43).

We believe that Judge’s gloomy prognosis is perhaps over-
stated. There is considerable reason to be more optimistic.
Many researchers currently working with Archaic materials
have made great methodological and theoretical strides in un-
derstanding this elusive archeology. The gaps in baseline data
are being filled in. While vast questions remain, the Archaic
is currently a hot topic of study, and new insights are rapidly
emerging. We are confident that this once neglected archeology
is finally receiving the attention it so richly deserves.

REGIONAL DISCUSSION
Colorado (Douglas D. Dykeman)
Mountains

Archaic remains have been documented in the Mountain
subregion of Colorado in the vicinity of the Arkansas River
Valley by Buckles (1973), Martin (1974), and Guthrie (1981).
Other areas with evidence of Archaic occupation are the Rio
Grande National Forest (Burns 1981) and the Cottonwood Pass
area (Black 1986). These sites and many others from the Rocky
Mountain region of New Mexico, Colorado, Wyoming, and
Idaho are indicative of unique adaptation to high altitudes that
has recently been described as the Mountain tradition by Black
(1986). The Mountain tradition is a synthetic construct that is
virtually synonymous with the Archaic, and treats the major
lithic complexes found in the Rocky Mountains as stylistic
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variants. In this manner, Black (1986) notes that the temporal
and spatial diversity of the Mountain tradition is described by
anumber of previously defined complexes, including the Rio
Grande complex (Renaud 1942a, 1944; Honea 1969), the
Mount Albion complex (Benedict and Olson 1978), the Un-
compahgre complex (Wormington and Lister 1956; Buckles
1971), and the Magic Mountain and Apex complexes (Irwin—
Williams and Irwin 1966).

The Mountain tradition dates to ca 7000 B.c.—a.p. 300.
Black (1986) believes that it has its roots in the Paleo-Indian
period of the Great Basin, rather than from the Plains as implied
by Honea (1969). Black posits an extensive migration from
the Great Basin to the mountains as a result of rapid environ-
mental change at the end of the Holocene. The change from
mesic conditions to xeric ones in the lowlands prompted a
shift in settlement patterns to mountain environments. This is
considered to be a conservative move as the population at-
tempted to maintain its original adaptation in a wetter, cooler
mountain environment. This strategy was not completely suc-
cessful, however, because the shift to the mountains required
a unique set of adaptations that resulted in the Mountain
tradition.

Initially, the Mountain tradition is represented by forest-
adapted populations that bear only surficial resemblance to
the lowland developments of the Desert Culture and other Ar-
chaic groups (Black 1986). Settlement characteristics of the
Mountain tradition are the establishment of winter camps at
lower valley elevations in the cooler months and the use of
high altitude camps during warmer seasons. Band level society
is postulated for these groups (Guthrie et al. 1984). Contact
with other Archaic groups probably occurred during the warm
seasons when lowland groups penetrated the mountains in di-
rect competition for faunal and floral resources (Black 1986).
It was this contact and overlapping use of the same environment
that produced the diversity of projectile point styles apparent
in the region.

The Mountain tradition artifact assemblages vary accord-
ing to patterns known for other Archaic groups (Black 1986).
Large stemmed and side-notched projectile point forms pre-
dominated during the Early Mountain tradition Archaic; this
was followed by stemmed indented base and basal notched
forms during the Middle Archaic; corner-notched, contracting
stemmed, and serrated styles, occurred during the Late Archaic.

Technologically, there is little difference in the nonpro-
jectile point stone assemblages of the Mountain tradition. Black
(1986) notes the appearance of a microblade technology ca
5500 B.c. This may indicate the loss of the last vestiges of the
lanceolate point styles.

The Archaic of the Mountain area is characterized by high
diversity reflected in artifact assemblages. Most authors (cf.
Buckles 1973; Martin 1974; Honea 1969) attempted to solve
this problem by reference to cultural-historical constructs de-
vised by archeologists for areas adjoining the Mountain study
region. Black (1986) has presented a unifying concept of the
Mountain tradition that explains local variability as an in situ
development. The concept requires further refinement that only
the accumulation of additional data can provide.

San Luis Valley

The Archaic in the San Luis Valley is known as the Upper
Rio Grande culture, a term first coined by E. B. Renaud (1942a).
The artifacts of the Upper Rio Grande culture were reexamined
by Honea (1969), who used the term Rio Grande complex to
describe the material culture. Following from the previous
discussion on the Mountain subregion, all these materials could
be subsumed under the Mountain tradition. To be consistent
with a majority of the literature, however, we will retain the
term Rio Grande complex in the following discussion.

The Rio Grande complex represents the Early and Middle
Archaic in the San Luis Valley. Renaud (1942a, 1944) first re-
ported the presence of ceramic cultural horizons in strata be-
neath Formative Stage sites. In general, the Rio Grande com-
plex sites are open-air campsites, though workshop, lookout,
and rockshelter sites also are own.

The artifact assemblage of the Rio Grande complex consists
of arather distinct array of projectile point types, side scrapers,
and choppers that were usually manufactured from basalt. One-
handed manos are consistently present at these sites, indicating
vegetal food processing. This assemblage can be identified by
a series of diagnostic projectile points known as Rio Grande
points. Two subtypes are defined from a collection of 160 speci-
mens collected by Renaud (1942b). Subtype 1 is similar in
morphology to Jay points identified by Irwin—Williams (1973)
as part of the Oshara tradition. Subtype 2 resembles Bajada
phase points, and the Rio Grand point type itself is similar in
morphology to Pinto and San Jose points. Rio Grande points
show affinity to types from the Buttermilk and Monitor Mesa
phases of the Uncompahgre complex (see Buckles 1971).

There is little evidence for a Late Archaic occupation in the
San Luis Valley. This consists of surface finds within the Blanca
Wildlife Refuge that bear some resemblance to items from the
upper levels of the Magic Mountain sites (Guthrie et al. 1984).

Front Range

The Archaic in the Front Range study area is known from
scattered surface finds and Archaic levels in rockshelters. In
this respect, the data base for the Archaic is only slightly larger
than that from the Paleo-Indian Period.

Evidence for an Early Archaic (ca 5500-3000 B.c.
occupation consists of surface finds of projectile points that are
morphologically similar to those of the Magic Mountain complex
(Irwin—Williams and Irwin 1966). Such finds have been made
along the foothills and on the Park Plateau. Artifact assemblages
commonly associated with Early Archaic sites include manos,
metates, and choppers, which suggest the shift in subsistence
strategy to small game and vegetal foods. Early Archaic sites
occur almost exclusively at lower elevations below the Pon-
derosa pine-Douglas Fir zone. The principal ecozones used by
Early Archaic populations seem to have been grassland and
canyon environments in the Front Range region.

Alexander et al. (1982) found four Early Archaic sites in
the grassland zone of the Fort Carson Military Reservation. An
additional 13 sites contained manos defined as Early Archaic
of the Magic Mountain complex.
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Also, in grassland environments, six Early Archaic sites
were recorded by Gooding (1977). These sites, located near
Colorado Springs, had diagnostic projectile points morpho-
logically similar to the Magic Mountain/Apex complex. Two
other Early Archaic sites were documented by Gooding and
Hand (1977) in the canyon environment of the Arkansas River
west of Canon City.

The Middle Archaic (ca 3000-1000 B.c.) in the Front
Range region is characterized by the presence of the McKean
complex. This region is considered to be the southernmost
expansion of McKean materials that are most easily identified
by projectile point styles such as McKean, Duncan, and Hanna.
At Draper Cave, radiocarbon dates of 1530 B.c. and 1570 B.c.
were obtained from levels bearing McKean complex materials
(Hagar 1976). McKean complex materials also have been
noted in surface context at Fort Carson (Alexander et al. 1982).
A Middle Archaic radiocarbon date of 1190 B.c. was extracted
from SLA1055 in eastern Las Animas County. This rockshelter
contained cores, bifaces, scrapers, and groundstone implements
that could not be directly related to the McKean complex.

The Late Archaic (ca 1000 B.c.—A.D. 1) is recognized by
artifact assemblages containing diagnostic projectile points
such as Ellis and Marcos styles. The sites occur in open settings
ranging from activity areas to large camps; however, most in-
formation has been collected from rockshelter excavations.

Campbell’s (1969) excavations at Medina Rockshelter
produced Ellis points in association with a variety of small
animal remains. No groundstone was found, indicating that
vegetal food processing was not a function of the site. One ra-
diocarbon sample from the site dated to 20 B.c. (Breternitz
1969). Ellis points have been found at Trinchera Cave, located
in central Las Animas County (Wood 1974). These were in
association with the remains of both large and small game,
though the smaller animals, such as cottontail rabbits, were
most common. Vegetal food processing is suggested by the
recovery of groundstone implements and edible plant remains.
Ornaments, bone tools, yucca fiber, cordage, and remains of a
basket were recovered, and attest to the excellent preservation
afforded by the rockshelter environment.

On the Chaquaqua Plateau, Campbell (1969) reported sev-
eral Late Archaic sites that were characterized by an abundance
of groundstone. Faunal assemblages indicated a preference
for small game. In addition, the presence of olivella shell and
alibates flint indicate long distance trade or procurement.

New Mexico
Northeast

As with southern Colorado, Archaic occupation in north-
eastern New Mexico appears to have started early and persisted
late. A considerable overlap with both earlier and later cultural
periods is suggested. Most researchers place the Archaic in
northeastern New Mexico from ca 6000 B.c. to A.p.1000.
Despite information from a number of projects, very few details
are known about the Archaic sequence of northeastern New
Mexico (Stuart and Gauthier 1984:300).

Early Archaic sites are very poorly documented in the area.
Steen’s (1955, 1976) excavation at Pigeon Cliffs near Clayton
exposed an Early Archaic occupation as well as Paleo-Indian
material. The Archaic deposit was radiocarbon dated to ca 6000
B.C. and represents one of the earliest known dated Archaic sites
in the area. Other possible Early Archaic sites are reported from
Ute Dam (Hammack 1965a) and at Los Esteros (Mobley 1978;
Levine and Mobley 1976). A site (LA 8120) near Folsom was
excavated and radiocarbon dated to ca 700 B.c. (Anderson 1975).

The later Archaic is better known. Both surveys and exca-
vations have documented numerous sites (e.g., Lang 1978;
Wiseman 1978; Mobley 1978; Campbell 1976). Other Late
Archaic sites have been located by Hall (1938) near the Ca-
nadian River, by Renaud (1930) from the Dry Cimarron drain-
age, by Hammack (1965a) at Ute Reservoir, by Mobley (1978,
1979) at Los Esternos near Tucumcari, by Wiseman (1978)
near Logan, by Glassow (1980) in the Cimarron area, and by
Anderson (1975) near Folsom.

As elsewhere in the project area, a major problem has
been in determining whether or not aceramic sites are Archaic.
Hammack (1965a), for example, believes that many of the lithic
scatters he located probably postdate A.p. 1000 and are the re-
mains of Protohistoric Apache groups. The suggestion of late
surviving Archaic groups needs to be considered.

In parts of northeastern New Mexico, maize, pottery, and
the bow and arrow appeared around a.p. 200. This marks the
beginning of the so-called Plains Woodland, Neo-Indian, Bas-
ketmaker, or Late Archaic period, depending on the investi-
gator (e.g., Campbell 1976; Thoms 1976; Lang 1978; Glassow
1980). This period is an adaptation similar to the earlier “true”
Archaic strategy (i.e., hunting and gathering), but with the ad-
dition of limited agriculture and some technological innova-
tions. Agriculture was not, however, adopted throughout the
region (Stuart and Gauthier 1984:302)

During this later period, two subsistence trends are apparent.
In the northern region (Cimarron area) increased sedentism and
a stronger reliance on agriculture is proposed (Glassow 1980).
To the south (Los Estero area), hunting and gathering remained
the predominant subsistence mode up to and including the
Puebloan period. Elsewhere in northeastern New Mexico during
this later period, the appearance of cord-marked pottery indicates
the beginning of the Plains Woodland period, which is not well
known in the area. Plains Woodland groups are believed to have
been semi-sedentary agriculturalists (Stuart and Gauthier
1984:303).

Upper Rio Grande Valley

The Archaic in the Upper Rio Grande area is better docu-
mented than it is in northeastern New Mexico. It has been largely
defined by the Oshara tradition (see below), although there is
little evidence for its direct applicability (Stuart and Gauthier
1984:44). In the southern portion of the Upper Rio Grande valley,
Cordell (1979a:23-34) succinctly summarizes the Archaic
sequence. Several studies have investigated the Archaic in this
region, with perhaps the most intensively examined areas being
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the Abiquiu Reservoir District, and the White Rock Canyon—
Cochiti Lake region (Biella 1979; Biella and Chapman 1975,
1977a, 1979b; Lord and Cella 1986; Schaafsma 1975, 1976,
1977; Warren 1975). Other significant projects include Baker
and Winter’s (1981) study of high altitude adaptations at Re-
dondo Creek; studies near Albuquerque (Agogino and Hester
1953; Campbell and Ellis 1952; Lent and Scholk 1977; Reinhart
1967a, b, 1968; Schaafsma 1968); the Cimarron region (Steen
1955; Thoms 1976); the Galisteo Basin (Lang 1977a, b; Honea
1969); and the Parajito Plateau (Hill 1978). Research in the
northern reaches of the Upper Rio Grande have been rarer,
although materials recorded by Renaud (1942a, 1946; Ansalone
1971; Hume 1974a, b) may be Archaic (Cordell 1979a:23).

It is of interest to note that the Upper Rio Grande Valley
represents an area where some of the earliest work with the
Archaic was conducted. Despite the numerous projects con-
ducted in the area, the relative scarcity of Archaic sites, es-
pecially when compared to the San Juan Basin, is striking.
When Stuart and Gauthier summarized data from the area,
they tabulated only 78 sites (out of 1168) as Archaic, excluding
the Cochiti Reservoir area (Stuart and Gauthier 1984:47).

Stuart and Gauthier (1984:46—47) note that Archaic re-
mains in the Upper Rio Grande are distinct from those in the
adjacent San Juan Basin in at least two ways. First, in the Upper
Rio Grande, there is a higher distribution of Late Archaic sites.
This is in contrast with the San Juan Basin, where, by and
large, sites dating to the Middle Archaic (San Jose phase) ap-
pear dominant. Secondly, it was in the Upper Rio Grande
Valley, at Cochiti Reservoir, where the concept of vegetative
diversity for Archaic site distribution was initially questioned
(Chapman 1979b:75-102). The Cochiti area, Chapman ob-
serves, is one of the most vegetatively diverse areas in North
America. H