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During the A.D. tenth through the twelfth centuries, the Chaco Anasazi 

constructed at least 12 imposing sandstone masonry great houses in Chaco Canyon, in 

the San Juan Basin of northwestern New Mexico. Bonito style architecture, as defined 

in part by the canyon great houses, appears in nearly 100 Chacoan outlier communities 

throughout the greater San Juan Basin. This study employs architectural evidence in an 

attempt to clarify the nature and scope of the relationship between Chacoan outliers and 

the sites in Chaco Canyon and to increase understanding of outlier community 

sociopolitical organization. 

Bonito style architecture at outliers may have emanated from a central source at 

Chaco Canyon; the architecture could have been built by migrants from the canyon, by 

canyon masons, or by locals who went to the canyon to obtain the necessary information. 

By contrast, the architecture may have been constructed by local community leaders 

seeking to emulate or compete with neighboring communities. Internal architectural 

elements presumably could not be replicated by outsiders who lacked access to the 

information, so "internal" variables such as banded veneers and kiva/room ratio were 

compared across the outlier data base. If outlier Bonito style architecture had a central, 

Chaco Canyon source, internal variables were expected to exhibit similarity; if the 

architecture was constructed under local direction, internal variables were expected to 

exhibit diversity. The results of the analyses were mixed and suggest that substantial 

regional diversity is contained imder the mbric of the Chacoan "system." Although some 
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outliers may have interacted intensively with Chaco Canyon, others may have interacted 

rarely with the canyon or not at all. 

An examination of intra-community architectural variability was designed to assess 

whether network or corporate power strategies were more likely in outlier communities. 

Bonito style architecture would best lend itself to communal ritual endemic to many 

corporate situations. Stein and Lekson's "ritual landscape" idea is the existing model 

with the most explanatory power given the existing data and results. Bonito style 

architecture was likely constructed in outliers to act as a ritual setting that facilitated the 

creation and legitimation of power on the part of local leaders or factions. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

A comparison is not too far fetched between the group of Chaco pueblos 
and Shiprock with its cluster of lesser peaks....far and wide about the 
conspicuous center, the discerning eye finds lesser evidence of that same 
upheaval... (Morris 1928:417). 

By its very nature, the landscape of northwestern New Mexico arrests the gaze 

and commands the viewer's consideration. Gray-green plateaus are juxtaposed with a 

jagged geometry of canyons, mesas and scarps within a topographic depression called the 

San Juan Basin. This region of stark contrasts was home to the Chacoan Anasazi. The 

imposing ruins clustered in Chaco Canyon, at the heart of this desolate, arid region, have 

drawn archaeologists' attention for over a century. Sites such as Pueblo Bonito and 

Chetro Ketl are not the largest prehistoric pueblo ruins in the Southwest, but they are 

among the best preserved, with standing walls in excess of 8 m in height. 

Anasazi occupation of Chaco Canyon dates from the Basketmaker HI period, but 

the canyon's heyday occurred between A.D. 900 and 1140. In a series of construction 

episodes, at least twelve massive great houses were erected in Chaco Canyon during this 

time. Chaco Center researchers divide this era into the Early Bonito phase (A.D. 900-

1040), the Classic Bonito phase (A.D. 1040-1100), and the Late Bonito phase (A.D. 

1100-1140) (Windes 1987:244). 

Seven of the twelve great houses date to the Classic Bonito phase. Classic Bonito 

phase great houses are planned buildings of core-and-veneer construction characterized 
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by distinct, banded masonry styles. Most contain multiple stories, large, high-ceilinged 

rooms, great kivas, and enclosed kivas. Earthworks and cleared or constructed road 

segments are associated with many great houses. These architectural characteristics are 

referred to as Bonito style architecture, following the term that originated with Gladwin 

(1945). 

Well over a hundred large, contemporaneous communities containing Bonito style 

structures and architectural elements are known from throughout the greater San Juan 

Basin. These communities are popularly called "outliers," a term that emphasizes their 

spatial relationship with respect to Chaco Canyon. Each outlier minimally contains a 

Bonito-style great house. One or more great kivas, road segments, earthworks, and a 

group of surrounding small sites may also be present. 

It is clear that Chacoan outiiers must bear some relationship to the sites in Chaco 

Canyon, but the namre and scope of that relationship is widely disputed. A number of 

competing explanations for Chacoan sociopolitical organization exist. The Chacoan 

phenomenon has been portrayed as everything from the organic multiplication of 

egalitarian entities to a military state. Neither extreme is supported by the archaeological 

evidence. Chaco seems to be something in between...something, perhaps, unique 

(Yoffee 1994). This study employs spatial evidence in an attempt to further our 

understanding of Chacoan sociopolitical organization and evaluate existing explanatory 

models. Specifically, I seek to understand why Bonito style architecture was built in 

outlier conmiunities, who built it, and how its construction may have been interrelated 

with aspects of Chacoan social power. 
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The text that follows is organized into seven chapters. Chapter n presents an 

archaeological overview of the area under investigation that covers the general prehistory 

of the San Juan Basin up to Chacoan times, Chaco Canyon sites, and outliers. Then, 

competing explanations for the Chacoan phenomenon are reviewed. Widely differing 

perspectives exist regarding the nature of Chacoan sociopolitical organization. Toll 

(1984, 1985) and Vivian (1970, 1989, 1990) are among those who see Chacoan 

commimities as egalitarian; Wilcox (1993), at the opposite extreme, envisions a Chacoan 

military state. Judge (1989) and Toll (1984, 1985) see outliers as integrated into a 

Chacoan system centered on the canyon; Stein and Lekson (1992; Lekson 1991) and 

Sebastian (1992) envision considerable outlier autonomy. Most models are canyon-

centric; neither die precise nature of the relationship between Chaco Canyon and the 

outliers nor the function of Bonito style architecture within outlying communities is well 

understood. The nature and scope of Chacoan sociopolitical organization is thus one of 

the principal areas under investigation. 

Chapter HI reviews theoretical approaches to the study of prehistoric sociopolitical 

organization. Categorical, adaptive, flmctionalist, Marxist, and leadership approaches 

are reviewed. Ideology and hegemony are discussed as concepts that help explain how 

social relations of power are developed, perpetuated, and accepted. Because power is 

evidenced spatially, it is possible to approach prehistoric power contexts through spatial 

and architectural analyses. 

Chapter IV presents the framework for investigation into the appearance of Bonito 

style architecture in outlier communities. Canyon architecture provides a starting place 
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from which is it possible to move outward to focus on the architectural commonalities 

among outliers. The investigation proceeds in three stages. First, general architectural 

patterning across the San Juan Basin and adjacent areas is explored. Second, the 

question of whether Bonito style architecture appeared in outlier communities under the 

direction of Chacoan entities, or whether it is a local phenomenon, is addressed. It is 

necessary to determine whether or not Chaco Canyon played a direct role in establishing 

Bonito style architecture in outlier communities, because different local power dynamics 

are implied for either alternative. Third, the role of Bonito style architecture and outlier 

community power dynamics is explored within the context of network and corporate 

power strategies. These three stages are idiomatically labeled "general patterning," "the 

directed v. local issue," and "the network v. corporate issue." Of course, in the latter 

two instances, the labels represent opposite ends of a continuimi. Although setting the 

problems up in this dichotomous manner oversimplifies them somewhat, it serves a useful 

heuristic purpose. 

If construction of Bonito style architecture at outliers was directed from a central, 

Chacoan source, outlier Bonito style architecture could have been built by migrants from 

the canyon, by canyon masons, or by locals who went to the canyon to obtain the 

necessary information. In contrast, if Bonito style architecture was constructed by locals, 

tiiiey may have been seeking to emulate and compete with neighboring communities in 

a peer polity interaction simation (Renfrew and Cherry 1986). Analysis and 

interpretation for the directed v. local portion of the investigation rest on two 

assumptions: (1) that architectural similarity varies concomitantly with the closeness of 
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social relationship, and (2) that external architectural characteristics can be easily 

emulated, but internal architectural precepts carmot. General characteristics, such as 

size, shape, or orientation, could have been easily emulated. Thus, these so-called 

"external" variables are not usefiil for determining the directionality of Bonito style 

construction. In contrast, "internal" variables are specifics of construction that could 

have been gained only by first-hand knowledge of canyon masonry techniques. Internal 

variables include core-and-veneer construction, the use of sandstone as a building 

material, banded veneers, and aspects of layout such as the kiva/room ratio, kiva 

position, elevated kivas, symmetry, and Chaco units. 

The appearance of Bonito style architecture in outlier communities is very likely 

interconnected with social power. Network and corporate power strategies define 

opposite ends of a continuum (Blanton et al. 1996). Functional differences between great 

houses and small houses could reflect the use of great houses as elite residences, storage 

facilities, or the settings for communal ritual. Architectural variables, including room 

area, kiva/room ratio, orientation, and elevation, are compared between great houses and 

small houses within communities to help determine whether the fiinctions of great houses 

and small houses differ. Outlier great house function and access are examined to see if 

they reveal any insights about whether network power strategies or corporate power 

strategies are more likely. 

Chapters V and VI present the data base used in the study. Chapter V is divided 

into two sections. The first half consists of 62 outlier great houses from the San Juan 

Basin and adjacent areas. These great houses provide the data base for the directed v. 
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local portion of the inquiry. The second half consists of 13 outlier communities chosen 

for areal diversity as well as availability of data. These communities provide the data 

base for the network v. corporate investigation. Most of the extant Chacoan models treat 

the expanse of contemporaneous, outlying communities as part of a homogenous system. 

Therefore, the 13 commimities were selected to represent the range of geographic 

diversity across the area commonly considered the Chacoan "system." The central basin 

area is represented by Pierre's, Kin Bineola, and Kin Klizhin; the western basin is 

represented by Escalon; the south Chaco slope is represented by Standing Rock; the 

Chuskan slope is represented by Skunk Springs; the far west is represented by Navajo 

Springs; the Four Comers region is represented by Cove and Lowry; the eastern San 

Juan Basin is represented by Guadalupe; and the Red Mesa Valley is represented by 

Andrews, Casamero, and Kin Nizhoni. 

Original fieldwork was conducted at one of the outliers in the sample — the 

Andrews community. Because much new information has been gleaned for Andrews in 

the course of the present study, this community is described separately and in detail in 

Chapter VI. 

Closely following the structure set out in Chapter FV, Chapter Vn describes the 

analysis. Like Chapter FV, Chapter VII is organized into three sections. The first 

section presents the investigation into the general patterning of Bonito style architectural 

elements across the San Juan Basin and adjacent areas. The second describes the analysis 

of internal variables used to address the directed v. local construction of Bonito style 

architecture in outlier communities. Internal variables from the 62 great houses are 
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compared against each other and against regional location and size. The results of the 

analysis are ambiguous but indicate that great diversity exists within the confines of what 

is commonly considered the Chacoan "system." The existence of disparate interaction 

networks is indicated; some of these were probably closely linked with Chaco, but others 

need not have been. The third section focuses on the 13 outlier communities described 

in Chapters V and VI. Great house and small house architectural attributes are compared 

with one another to see if fimctional differences between the two classes of structure are 

likely, and great house access is reviewed. It is determined that great houses and small 

houses are functionally different structures, and that great houses were most likely public 

spaces where communal ritual, endemic to corporate power strategies, took place. 

Chapter Vin summarizes and critiques the results of the analyses. Various 

problems intrinsic to the smdy are explored. The results are used to evaluate extant 

Chacoan explanatory models, and directions for fiimre research are outlined. It is argued 

that the presence of Bonito style architecture across the San Juan Basia and adjacent areas 

need not be interpreted to indicate that the entire area is participating in one coherent, 

centralized, Chacoan system. Rather, Chacoan interaction probably varied considerably 

within the confines of this architecturally defined region. Bonito style architecture may 

well have represented coimections associated with communal ritual across this area, but 

the information may have spread through peer-polity interaction or down-the-line 

cooperation as opposed to direct participation in canyon ritual events. 
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Chapter n presents an overview of the research area. First, a brief history of the 

Anasazi occupation of the San Juan Basin through the Pueblo m period is presented. 

Then, the archaeological remains from Chaco Canyon and outlying Chacoan communities 

are broadly reviewed. Finally, a number of competing explanatory scenarios for the 

Chacoan Phenomenon are discussed. 

PREHISTORY OF THE SAN JUAN BASIN 

The San Juan Basin is a geological structure located in northwest New Mexico 

and adjacent parts of Colorado, Utah, and Arizona. The basin is a roughly circular 

depression covering approximately 40,000 square km. Like most areas of the Colorado 

Plateau, the basin's climate is semiarid, with high diurnal and annual temperature 

variation, and low, biseasonal precipitation. Sedimentary deposits in the basin have been 

carved by wind and water into landforms such as mesas, buttes, and canyons. Chaco 

Wash drains the central basin and has cut through sedimentary formations to create 

Chaco Canyon. 

When construction began on the earliest Chacoan great house in the mid-A.D. 9th 

century, the Chacoan Anasazi emerged as heirs to cultural traditions extending back 

hundreds, if not thousands, of years. Human presence is documented in the basin from 

the Paleoindian period onwards (e.g., Gilpin, Vogler and Anderson 1984; Reher 1977; 



25 

Stuart and Gauthier 1981:28). This section presents an overview of the Anasazi 

occupation of the San Juan Basin prior to the Chacoan era. 

Many temporal frameworks have been devised for the organization of Anasazi 

occupation of the San Juan Basin (e.g., Gladwin 1945; Hayes et al. 1981; Kidder 1927; 

Windes 1980, 1987). Several of the most common are compared in Figure 2.1. This 

study uses the Pecos Classification to refer to pre-Chacoan time periods and Chaco 

Center terminology, as recently revised by Windes (1987), to refer to Chacoan time 

periods. 

The Basketmaker HI period dates from ca. A.D. 500 to 700 and is signaled by 

increasing dependence on cultigens, increasing sedentism, the appearance of gray ware 

ceramics, the bow and arrow, and trough metates (Vivian 1990:112). A typical 

Basketmaker HI village is comprised of between one and thirty pit houses (sometimes 

slab-lined), several slab-lined storage cists, and one or more slab-lined surface storage 

rooms. Basketmaker HI villages are often found on ridges and bluffs near drainage 

valleys, reflecting the increasing importance of agriculture in the Basketmaker subsistence 

strategy (Cordell 1979b). Sites are concentrated in the Chuska Valley (Allen 1972; 

Biella 1974), Chaco Canyon (Hayes et al. 1981), and the Navajo Reservoir District 

(Dittert et al. 1961). Some villages are relatively large and may represent instances of 

early aggregation. Shabik'eschee Village, a Basketmaker EH site in Chaco Canyon, 

contains 20 pit houses, a great kiva, and 48 cists (Roberts 1929). Tohatchi Basketmaker 

Village, on a mesa top in the southern Chuska Valley, contains 35 pit houses, at least 40 

slab-lmed surface rooms, slab-lined cists, and a great kiva (Marshall et al. 1979). 
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The advent of the Pueblo I period (A.D. 700-900) is marked by the construction 

of surface structures for habitation. Surface rooms are built of jacal with masonry 

footings. Pitstructures are still present and begin to acquire kiva-like characteristics. By 

the latter part of the period, sites consist of a single or double row of contiguous 

masonry or slab-lined habitation rooms forming a C-shape, partially enclosing a kiva. 

Plaza-like work areas are occasionally present. Kana'a neck-banded pottery appears 

during Pueblo I, and cotton is found in some areas. 

Pueblo I sites in the San Juan Basin are small and appear to be more sparsely 

distributed than those in southern Utah and Colorado. Pueblo I sites are found in the 

upper La Plata River Valley (Morris 1939; Ware 1981), the Navajo Reservoir District 

(Eddy 1966; Schoenwettter and Dittert 1968), the Gobemador area (Hall 1944), the 

Nageezi-Carrizo area (Hunter-Anderson 1976), the Chuska Valley (Biella 1974), 

Tohatchi Flats (Loebig et al. 1996), Chaco Canyon (Hayes et al. 1981), the Puerco River 

Valley (Gladwin 1945) and the Mt. Taylor area (Tainter and Gillio 1980). The earliest 

construction at Chacoan great houses dates to the late Pueblo I period (ca. A.D. 850-900) 

(Windes and Ford 1992:77). 

The era of Chacoan fluorescence in Chaco Canyon and the San Juan Basin spans 

the Pueblo II and early Pueblo HI periods. The Pueblo n and early Pueblo HI period 

(A.D. 900-1150) is, in general, typified by construction of masonry pueblos, agricultural 

intensification, escalating site density, and production of decorated white ware and 

corrugated gray ware ceramics. Although large pueblo sites in the San Juan Basin were 

present as late as A.D. 1300, most outlying Chacoan great houses were founded in what 
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Chaco Center researchers have termed the Early Bonito phase (A.D. 900-1040) or the 

Classic Bonito phase (A.D. 1040-1100) (Windes 1987:244). Tree-ring dates are 

available for sites in Chaco Canyon and for a few outiying great houses, but the dating 

of most outliers and communities is based on surface ceramics. Ceramics are used as 

temporal markers for local phase schemes. 

The late Pueblo HI period (A.D. 1150-1300) was a time of change and gradual 

abandonment in the central San Juan Basin, with large, aggregated sites appearing on the 

basin's periphery. Carbon painted Mesa Verdean ceramics and McElmo style Mesa 

Verdean architecture appeared at sites in the San Juan and Animas River valleys 

(McKenna and Toll 1992; Morris 1928; Irwin-Williams and Shelley 1980), in Chaco 

Canyon, and at sites on the Chuskan slope. Large sites continued to be occupied 

throughout this period in Manuelito Canyon and in the far southern and western reaches 

of the basin (Fowler, Stein and Anyon 1987; Gilpin 1989). By A.D. 1150-1225, 

aggregated pueblos appeared in the Zuni area (Kintigh 1994). Chuskan sites such as 

Crumbled House may have been occupied as late as A.D. 1350 (Dykeman 1987). 

However, by about A.D. 1275, the Anasazi appear to have abandoned Chaco Canyon 

and the central San Juan Basin (Vivian and Mathews 1965). 

THE CANYON COMMUNITY 

The canyon has inspired sculpture, painting, chamber music, opera, 
poetry, and photo essays beyond number, but ~ if we exclude 
archaeological reports ~ surprisingly little prose fiction (Lekson 1984:1). 
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Chaco Canyon has drawn the attention of archaeologists since Richard Wetherill 

and the Hyde Expedition began excavations at Pueblo Bonito in 1894. The canyon has 

retained archaeological attention throughout the ensuing century. A comprehensive 

history of Chacoan research, from the records of Spanish explorers centuries ago to the 

multidisciplinary investigations of the Chaco Center during recent decades, may be found 

in Vivian (1990:37-78, see also Lister and Lister 1981). The Chacoan heyday is 

represented in Chaco Canyon by great houses and small house sites. Until relatively 

recently, no systematic descriptions of the sites in Chaco Canyon existed; this 

information was general knowledge common to the small group of scholars who worked 

there. Small sites and great houses were seen as part of a temporal sequence by early 

researchers such as Gladwin (1945; Gladwin and Gladwin 1934); small sites were 

assigned to the Hosta Butte phase, and great houses to the Bonito phase. Vivian and 

Mathews (1965) were among those who later recognized the two site classes as 

contemporaneous. Vivian and Mathews added a third category, the McEhno phase, to 

the inventory of sites in Chaco Canyon. McElmo sites are great houses that are slightly 

later than Bonito phase strucmres. As Lekson (1984:5) has pointed out, these 

classifications evolved primarily as a result of historical circumstances; nevertheless, the 

divisions are useful, as most sites can be placed in one of the three categories. 

In the 1970s, the Chaco Center, under the direction of Robert Lister, then James 

Judge, compiled information on the great houses (Lekson 1984) and the small sites 

(McKeima and Truell 1986). Lekson discusses 12 canyon great houses (Figures 2.2 and 

2.3) but points out that several additional ruins that lack standing walls could be 
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considered in this category (1984:5). Great houses are large, massive, multiple-storied 

structures built in planned construction episodes. They exhibit larger rooms and higher 

roofs than most small house sites. They contain enclosed kivas and great kivas. Many 

are associated with earthworks, road segments, and irrigation features. Core-and-veneer 

architecture is typical of great house construction. Five facing styles (Lekson 1984:18-

19) include Type I (A.D. 900-950), Type H (1020-1060), Type IH (A.D. 1050-1115), 

Type IV (A.D. 1050-1115), and McElmo (A.D. 1114-1140) are recognized. These 

characteristics of canyon great houses may also be referred to as Bonito style 

architecture, following the term that originated with Gladwin (1945). Great houses also 

tend to be located on the north side of Chaco Canyon. 

There are at least four major great house construction episodes within the canyon. 

Between the mid-ninth and the mid-tenth centuries (A.D. 860-950), construction was 

begun at Una Vida, Pueblo Bonito, and Penasco Blanco (Lekson 1984:64-66; Windes and 

Ford 1992:77). Between the late tenth and the early eleventh century (A.D. 950-1060), 

additions were made to the three existing great houses, and construction was begun at 

Hungo Pavi, Chetro Ketl, and Pueblo Alto (Lekson 1984:66-70). During the late 

eleventh century (A.D. 1060-1100), Pueblo del Arroyo was constmcted, and additions 

were made to Pueblo Bonito, Penasco Blanco, Hungo Pavi, Chetro Ketl, Pueblo Alto, 

and Pueblo del Arroyo (Lekson 1984:70-72). 

During the early twelfth century (A.D. 1100-1140), Wijiji, New Alto, Casa 

Chiquita, Kin Kletso, and Tsin Kletzin were built (Lekson 1984:72). The latter four 

buildings exhibit blocky McEImo style masonry and differ in layout from earlier great 
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houses. These "McElmo phase" buildings also differ in that they represent discrete, new 

structures as opposed to additions onto existing great houses. 

There are hundreds of small house sites in the canyon dating to the Bonito phase. 

Small house sites are single storied, with relatively few (i.e., less than 50) rooms. They 

differ markedly in layout from great houses — small house sites do not exhibit planned 

construction but appear to have grown by accretion. Single or compound masonry walls, 

rather than core-and-veneer, characterize wall construction. Like great houses, small 

house sites have formalized kivas, but they may also contain pit rooms of variable 

design. Trash middens, but not earthworks or roads, are associated with small house 

sites. Small house sites tend to be located on the south side of Chaco Canyon. 

At least three isolated great kivas have been identified in Chaco Canyon. Casa 

Rinconada is constructed in the Bonito architectural style but is located in the midst of 

small house sites on the south side of the canyon across firom Pueblo Bonito and Chetro 

Ketl (Vivian and Reiter 1960). Kin Nahasbas is an isolated great kiva north of Una Vida 

(Mathien and Windes 1988). An additional, unnamed isolated great kiva is located 

opposite Wijiji within another group of small house sites (Vivian 1990:294). 

Additional features in Chaco include earthworks or platforms, road segments, and 

tri-wall structures. Platforms or formal moimds comprised of trash, construction debris, 

and sterile materials are associated with Penasco Blanco, Pueblo Alto, Pueblo Bonito, 

and Chetro Ketl (Lekson 1984:74; Windes 1987:561-667). Stairs, ramps, and a number 

of road segments are docimiented within the canyon (Vivian 1997). The Great North 

Road and the South Road originate from Chaco Canyon. At least four road segments 
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converge in the vicinity of Pueblo Alto (Windes 1987; Roney 1992), and two segments 

are associated with Penasco Blanco. 

THE OUTLIERS 

Large sites exhibiting Chacoan architectural attributes, such as core-and-veneer 

masonry, have long been known from throughout the San Juan Basin. These sites are 

popularly called "outliers," a term that emphasizes their spatial relationship to and 

contemporaneity with great houses in Chaco Canyon. Early researchers such as Roberts 

(1932), Martin (1936), Morris (1939), and Gladwin (1945) speculated about links 

between outliers and Chaco Canyon. However, interpretations surrounding Chaco 

continued to be canyon-centric until the early 1970s, when the discipline began to 

encourage regional approaches. 

Inspired by Struever's (1972) delineation of the Hopewell interaction sphere, 

Altschul (1978) applied the interaction sphere concept to Chaco Canyon and the 

"Chacoan towns" of the San Juan Basin. Although Altschul was aware of relatively few 

Chacoan outliers at the time he wrote, he made the point that interpretations for Chaco 

Canyon must address the region as a whole. 

In 1970, the National Park Service began a long-term research program in Chaco 

Canyon and parts of the basin. The Chaco Center's Outlier Survey was developed to 

identify Chacoan sites throughout the basin (Powers et al. 1983). This regional survey 

was directed by Robert Powers, who credits R.G. Vivian for providing inspiration: 
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More than any other, R. Gwinn Vivian deserves recognition for realizing 
that outliers and a Chacoan system existed. Not only did he envision such 
a system long before others, but he convinced us that we should go out 
and archaeologically document it (Powers et al. 1983 :vii). 

A second outlier project was conducted from 1977-1979 under the auspices of the 

Public Service Company of New Mexico and the New Mexico Historic Preservation 

Bureau (Marshall et al. 1979). The research efforts of the two projects were coordinated 

so that, although there is some overlap (ten sites were recorded by both), Marshall et al. 

(1979) concentrated primarily on the southern half of the basin, and Powers et al. (1983) 

concentrated on the northern half. Marshall et al. (1979:20) covered an area of 33,000 

square miles and documented isolated great kivas within and outside of the San Juan 

Basin. Powers et al. (1983) described 36 outliers and covered the sites of Bis sa'ani. 

Peach Springs, and Pierre's in detail. 

At present, over 100 Chacoan outliers are known from the San Juan Basin and 

beyond (Figure 2.4). At least 73 are documented as associated with communities. Each 

outlier contains a massive, large-roomed, strucmre or great house that usually exhibits 

multiple stories and core-and-veneer masonry. One or more great kivas, earthworks, and 

road segments may also be present. The recognition that roads link some of the great 

house communities with the canyon was part of the impetus for the recognition of a 

Chacoan system; however, it has lately been argued (Roney 1992) that many roads are 

extant only in short segments near communities. 

Great houses, great kivas, earthworks and road segments are termed "Bonito-

style" architecture (Marshall et al. 1982:1227-1230), following the term that originated 
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with Gladwin. Great house communities exhibit substantial spatial variability. Figure 

2.5 depicts the Navajo Springs great house, an example in which all of the above Bonito-

style attributes are found. 

Spatial and temporal variability among outiiers comprise the basis of Marshall et 

al.'s (1982:1231) definitions of "ancestral" outliers, in which Bonito-style architectural 

elements were introduced into communities that had existed for several previous 

centuries, and "scion" outliers, which were established as Chacoan colonies during the 

late Pueblo II period. Existing communities tended to be large and dispersed over a wide 

area, whereas scion communities were small and tended to be concentrated around the 

great house. 

The pattern of large, Bonito-style structures with associated communities, great 

kivas, and road segments does not stop at the edge of the San Juan Basin. There are 

large sites with Bonito-style structures in northeast Arizona and southeast Utah; the 

relationships between these sites to Chaco Canyon and to outliers within the basin are the 

subject of much discussion. 

COMPETING EXPLANATIONS FOR THE CHACOAN SYSTEM 

Explanations for what the Chacoan system (i.e., the canyon and the outlier 

communities) represents and how it functioned are nearly as numerous as those who have 

addressed the problem. The canyon has logically been the focal point of most models, 

each of which has different implications for the power djoiamics and spatial relationships 
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between (1) the outliers and Chaco Canyon and (2) great houses and small house sites 

both within and outside the canyon. 

The Chaco Center: Redistribution and the Pilgrimage Fair 

Judge (1979; Judge et al. 1981) and some other Chaco Center archaeologists 

(e.g.. Powers 1984; Powers et al. 1983; Schelberg 1982, 1984) originally considered the 

canyon as the center of a redistribution network for subsistence goods; the system 

protected the San Juan Basin Anasazi against crop shortfalls. For these researchers, the 

outliers were linked to the canyon in a relationship that was primarily economic, although 

it may have been legitimated by a rimal veneer. In this scheme, adaptation to the 

environment is seen as the motivating force behind the evolution of the Chacoan regional 

system. For most of these researchers, a ranked social hierarchy involving managerial 

elites who control economic and ritual activities is envisioned. Schelberg (1984), for 

example, envisioned a three-tiered, nested hierarchy defined in terms of rank-order great 

house size. 

Sebastian (1992:85-91), in a cogent critique of redistributive scenarios, praises 

the Chaco Center model as internally consistent, comprehensive, and falsifiable. 

However, Sebastian criticizes the tautological aspects of this fimctionalist scenario and 

questions the notion of redistribution, both in general, and as specifically applied to 

Chaco. Redistribution in Polynesian chiefdoms (cf. Peebles and Kus 1977) involves elite 

status items, not subsistence goods; redistribution is not causal to Polynesian chiefdoms, 

nor does it integrate environmentally diverse areas. In the San Juan Basin, Sebastian 

argues, redistribution would have been equivalent to welfare unless everyone was 
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engaged in runoff agriculture (and we know this was not the case; see Sebastian 1992:87-

88 for a discussion). Furthermore, the distances between the outliers and the limitations 

on how much com could be carried make it unlikely that redistribution of food could 

have made a meaningful difference to starving cousins across the basin (Lightfoot 1979). 

Perhaps the strongest arguments against redistribution are those provided by the material 

evidence, or the lack thereof. Ceramic and lithic smdies (Cameron 1982, 1984; Toll 

1985; Jacobson 1984) consistently show that, although goods often travel into Chaco 

Canyon, they do not appear to have been redistributed across the basin. 

Judge (1989) and other Chaco Center researchers later modified the original 

Chaco Center scenario. In the "pilgrimage fair" model, redistribution is held to be 

responsible for the initial development of Chaco. Later, Chacoan control of turquoise 

was the key to the canyon's development into a rimal center under the aegis of canyon-

based elites. Sebastian (1992:94) praises the pilgrimage fair idea for accounting for the 

large numbers of empty rooms and the episodic nature of trash deposition at canyon great 

houses, and for avoiding the fimctionalist trap of arguing that leaders arise to perform 

some specific function. However, she points out a nimiber of empirical problems with 

the idea that Chaco controlled turquoise trade. 

Toll: Periodic Egalitarian Consumption Events 

Toll (1984, 1985) sees Chaco as an egalitarian system characterized by the 

movement of goods to counter environmental shortfalls. Periodic gatherings for 

redistributive purposes took place at Chaco without an aegis of elites. Building on the 

work of Shepard (1954), Toll has demonstrated that the presence of trachyte-tempered 
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ceramics in Chaco Canyon indicates the movement of ceramic vessels from the Chuskan 

slope into the canyon (Toll 1981, 1984, 1985; Toll et al. 1980). Between A.D. 1040 and 

1100, 60% of the ceramics found in Chaco canyon sites are identified as having been 

made in the Chuska area. Shepard (1963) considered it possible that the ceramics were 

made by Chuskan specialists. A critical question in defining the nature of this system 

is the degree to which exchange was centralized at Chaco Canyon. The trachyte-

tempered pottery does not appear at non-Chuskan outliers with the same frequency as in 

Chaco Canyon, which indicates that "if redistribution to outliers occurred it does not 

seem to have involved ceramics either as objects or containers in substantial quantity" 

(Toll 1984:130). Chaco was primarily a terminus rather than a redistributional center. 

Toll (1985:369-406) cites ethnographic evidence for cyclical ceremonies among the 

Pueblos as well as the volume of fauna and ceramics from the Pueblo Alto midden as 

evidence for the occurrence of large annual events at Chaco. "Alarming" quantities of 

smashed utility vessels in the earthworks at Pueblo Alto (Toll 1985:185) are accounted 

for by cyclical feasting. 

Toll's scenario fits well with material evidence in the guise of patterns of ceramic 

distribution. However, voluntary cooperation is antithetical to what is known 

ethnographically about the behavior of groups experiencing subsistence stress (Colson 

1979). 

Separate but Equal: Vivian's Coextant Cultural Traditions 

Vivian (1970,1989, 1990) builds upon the work of Kluckhohn (1939) and focuses 

on the great house/small house site dichotomy. He contends that great houses and small 
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house sites in Chaco Canyon represent two separate but coexistent egalitarian cultural 

traditions. The San Juan tradition is grounded in principles of dualism and gives rise to 

great houses organized in terms of a rotating sequential hierarchy, a variety of the 

sequential hierarchy proposed by Johnson (1982). By contrast, within the small house 

site Cibola tradition, social relationships are organized in terms of lineages. Outliers 

were established when representatives from canyon groups moved into the basin in search 

of better farmland, sometimes joining existing communities. 

Vivian's scenario provides an explanation for the different contemporaneous 

architectural forms found in the canyon. However, other material remains besides 

architecture can and should be used to test his explanation. If the canyon was occupied 

by two different cultural traditions, should other kinds of material differences besides 

architecture be expected? If not, why not? If so, should the material differences 

gradually decrease over time? Kluckhohn (1939) cited ethnographic examples such as 

the Lagima at Isleta and the Tewa village on First Mesa to support his argument. 

Sebastian (1992:91) notes that both cases would be archaeologically invisible. 

If ethnic boundaries are distinguished by ceramic style (Wiessner 1983; Graves 

1981, 1991; Gosselain 1992), Vivian's hypothesis could be tested through a stylistic 

analysis of ceramics. If two ethnic groups were living side-by-side in the canyon, there 

should be recognizable, patterned stylistic differences between ceramics produced or 

consumed at San Juan v. Cibola sites. Testing the hypothesis is contingent on a number 

of problematic assumptions, however: (1) the two groups were endogamous, (2) both 

groups produced pottery, and (3) potters from the two groups did not work together or 
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otherwise interact in ways that would blur the distinctions between their respective 

ceramic design traditions. If these assumptions could be met, a comparative stylistic 

analysis of ceramics produced at great houses and at small house sites could be 

undertaken. If stylistic differences were demonstrated to be associated with pottery 

production loci at great house and small sites, it could be argued that the differences 

reflect the presence of two ethnic groups at the two kinds of sites. If stylistic differences 

were not found to be associated witii the different pottery production loci, Vivian's 

scenario would not be supported, but neither would it be refuted, because the two groups 

are not necessarily bound to exhibit stylistic ceramic differences. 

Sebastian's Leadership Model 

Nascent Anasazi social differentiation gave rise to client-patron relationships in 

Chaco Canyon in a model developed by Sebastian (1992), Sebastian attempts to avoid 

typological pitfalls through a focus on the problems of leadership that she terms 

suppression of segmentation, legitimation, succession, and competition. Suppression of 

segmentation deals with the reasons—coercive or beneficial—why people do not simply 

move away to avoid becoming leaders' subjects. Legitimation of the concept of 

leadership as well as the leaders' place in it often involves the appearance of special 

access to the supernatural. After leadership is established, leaders must ensure their 

succession through ascription or through giving advantages to favorites; lip service may 

be given to achievement. Competition with other would-be power holders determines 

the extent of leaders' power and may take the form of monument construction or 

conspicuous consumption. 
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In Sebastian's scenario, correlations between estimated com crop yields and great 

house construction dates form the basis of a scenario in which the building of the canyon 

great houses assisted emerging canyon elites in solving problems of leadership. 

Architecture, roads, and earthworks utilized labor debts, constituted physical evidence 

of leaders' power, and ultimately became a medium of competition between elites seeking 

to impress and attract followers. Outlier communities represent indigenous developments 

of patron-client relationships similar to those evolving in Chaco Canyon. Chacoan elites 

established alliances with outlier leaders. 

Sebastian's work fits Chacoan data such as hierarchical settlement patterns, special 

housing, differential distribution of ornaments, and differential mormary treatment with 

cross-cultural correlates of leadership as compiled by Feinman and Neitzel (1984). The 

development of social differentiation out of differing agricultural strategies is known 

ethnographically (Park 1992). However, there are a number of theoretical and practical 

problems with the model. Despite Sebastian's lengthy critique of environmental 

adaptationist approaches, her own explanation remains adaptationist at heart. The 

environment remains the key player, as downturns provide the opportunity for complexity 

to develop after favorable periods have established social differentiation. Sebastian 

contends that recourse to information and decision-making theory (e.g., Johnson 1978, 

1982) avoids the functionalist trap by attributing increases in complexity to information 

overload. However, information-processing explanations are still essentially "description-

as-explanation" (Wenke 1981:106), because the question must then be asked, "Why did 

an information overload occur?" Sebastian's focus on the problems faced by leaders 
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implies that increases in sociopolitical complexity are driven by the same "universal 

human desire to achieve leadership" (1992:69) for which she criticizes Marxist 

explanations. Leadership strategies in complex societies do not conform to one 

monolithic pattern but may vary widely. Finally, Dean's (1990) analysis of Rose's 

precipitation data casts doubt on some of Rose's estimates that form the basis of 

Sebastian's crop-yield simulation. 

A Chacoan Kula Ring 

Mathien (1993) focuses on exchange as a means toward understanding Chacoan 

socioeconomic organization. Following an economic model developed by Smith (1976a, 

1976b), Mathien discusses two kinds of uncommercialized exchange — extended, and 

bounded — that may have characterized the Chacoan system during different periods. 

Extended exchange, which may have typified the system prior to A.D. 1050, involves 

exchange between egalitarian groups with no differences in lifestyle. Each group has 

multiple links to other groups. Exchanged items are not rare but are sometimes 

unpredictable in availability. The introduction of a scarce prestige item, however, could 

lead to regulation of the item's production and a bounded system controlled by a "big 

man." In a bounded system, which may have characterized Chaco between A.D. 1050 

and 1120, a scarce and critical resource is exchanged between parties who have formal 

agreements about the item's distribution. Smith (1976b) used a Melanesian "Kula ring" 

to describe how chiefs control some nodes of exchange, but others are controlled by big 

men. 
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Mathien reviews material evidence in an attempt to identify a scarce resource item 

behind bounded exchange at Chaco but concludes that "Chacoan control of critical goods 

or trade routes is unlikely" (1993:55). She contends that water and labor would have 

been two important resources localized at Chaco. Control of water and better farmland 

would have given some basin Anasazi economic power during environmentally difficult 

times. Those m less fortunate circumstances could have contributed their labor to 

construct roads or great houses in exchange for food. 

Mathien offers a detailed review of the exchange evidence. Her descriptive 

explanation is developed to fit the lack of a material prestige item controlled by 

Chacoans. However, as in many other researchers' scenarios, environmental shifts are 

required to create the conditions that make water and labor scarce, critical commodities. 

Chaco as Pan-Anasazi 

Lekson (1991:46) has pointed out that communities dating from the eleventh and 

twelfth centuries with Bonito-style architecture are found outside the San Juan Basin over 

a large area difficult to view as one coherent system. Characteristic outlier attributes 

may simply represent a late Pueblo II - early Pueblo HI pan-Anasazi pattern. The spatial 

extent and meaning of Bonito-style architecture is not necessarily congruent with the 

extent and the nature of Chacoan regional interaction (Lekson 1991:32). Nevertheless, 

"...the repetition of a distinct architectural order over broad geographic space implies a 

common ideational bond among what may be ethnically, linguistically, or culturally 

diverse populations," and this bond may be considered a "proxy for a political identity" 

(Stein and Lekson 1992:87). 
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It is useful for Lekson to have pointed out the vast regional scale at which the 

architecniral features comprising "outliers" occur. However, as Lekson himself has 

noted (1991:32) this issue is not necessarily congruent with the problem of defining the 

extent and the nature of Chacoan regional interaction. 

The Chacoan State 

Wilcox (1993) proposes a military Chacoan state replete with a two-class 

hierarchy and economic and religious centralization. Wilcox adopts Wright's (1977) 

definition of a state as an entity with a centralized, specialized decision-making process. 

Canyon great houses are barracks; outliers are military installations established to obtain 

agriculmral tribute firom and retain control over the countryside. Roads are for the 

efficient movement of Chacoan armies as they collect tribute. The historical Ganda 

Kingdom in Africa is cited as an analogy to support this argimient. Great kivas are the 

focal points for tribute collection. Wilcox (1993:83) contends that tribute collection 

"explains the high consumption rates in Chaco Canyon and the paucity of exotic goods 

in the outlying communities linked to it." In the twelfth century, prestige goods such as 

macaws were given to peer-polity rivals in neighboring areas to ensure fiiendly relations 

(1993:89). 

By his own admission, Wilcox's model is designed to provoke rather than explain. 

"The value of any model should be judged primarily by how well it stimulates the askmg 

of new questions and the discovery of new facts" (Wilcox 1993:76). Reading Wilcox 

is like wandering through a museum display of randomly arranged technicolor dioramas. 

Although many of his ideas are intriguing, he tends to skip logical, testable connections 
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in favor of flash. For example, Wilcox (1993:80) claims that the turquoise-rich burials 

under Room 33 at Pueblo Bonito were sacrificed war leaders who mediated relations 

between the pueblo and the outside world on the basis of Fritz's (1978) description of 

Room 33 as on the "axis of reflective symmetry" of the pueblo. He makes no effort to 

demonstrate why burial in the middle of the pueblo necessarily means that these 

individuals were war leaders, much less why they were victims of human sacrifice. 

"How closely (the model) matches what we think is true about the past can then 

be judged by comparing its productivity and parsimony (emphasis mine) with competing 

tiieories" (Wilcox 1993:76). By his own criteria, then, Wilcox's "Chacoan state" model 

ought to be discarded from any serious review, because there are serious material 

problems with envisioning Chaco as a state. Ancient pristine states throughout the world 

(e.g., China, Mesoamerica, South America, India, or Southwest Asia) are consistently 

seen to exhibit centralization of economic, political, and societal areas of culmre 

(Runciman 1982:361). This translates materially into such things as a unified currency, 

standardized weights and measures, and a system of record-keeping. Although the 

Anasazi doubtless engaged in exchange, the Chacoan material record does not include 

anything that can be construed as currency; even turquoise, although easily portable, is 

not widely circulated. Although there is provocative evidence from the Chuskan slope 

for possible specialization in ceramic production, Anasazi pottery cannot be said to be 

standardized. One of the first acts of Emperor Qin Shi Huang Di after unification of the 

Chinese state was to standardize cart axle specifications and road widths. However, 

Chacoan road widths are highly variable ~ even if the roads were, as Wilcox suggests. 
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used for the movement of troops, constant changes in phalanx formation would have been 

necessary to accommodate road widths that range from 2.5 to 12.6 m. No Chacoan 

record-keeping system is known. These are just a few examples of things that are 

lacking at Chaco but that should be present, in some form, in the most basic sort of 

sociopolitical organization that can be called a state (see also Yoffee 1994). 

CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this chapter has been to place the Chacoan Anasazi in cultural and 

historical context and to review existing explanatory scenarios for the Chacoan 

Phenomenon. It should be apparent by now that the scope of material remains that need 

to be investigated is vast. Ongoing research initiated by academic as well as cultural 

resource management archaeology contributes slowly to the picmre. Evaluation of many 

of these scenarios could be greatiy furthered through excavation data. Nondestructive 

ways to evaluate these scenarios also bear exploration. This project uses new and 

existing data in a comparative architectural analysis of outlier commimities. The study 

seeks to clarify the relationship between the outliers and Chaco Canyon, thus contributing 

toward understanding the nature of the Chacoan system. 
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CHAPTER in 

THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO SOCIOPOLITICAL ORGANIZATION 

...nothing irritates me as much as these inquiries—which are by definition 
metaphysical—on the foundations of power in society...(Foucault 
1984:381) 

In Chapter n, a number of competing explanatory scenarios were reviewed. It 

should be clear that the various researchers under discussion have widely different 

perspectives regarding the nature of Chacoan sociopolitical organization. ToU and Vivian 

are among those who see Chacoan communities as egalitarian, while Wilcox, at the 

opposite extreme, envisions a Chacoan military state. Researchers such as Judge and 

Toll see outliers as integrated into a Chacoan system centered on the canyon; others, 

such as Lekson or Sebastian, seem to envision considerable outlier autonomy. The 

nature and scope of Chacoan sociopolitical organization is thus one of the principal areas 

under investigation in this study. 

This chapter consists of two parts. First, various theoretical approaches to the 

archaeological smdy of sociopolitical organization are reviewed. Then, it is argued that 

ideology is an integral part of sociopolitical organization and should not be sidelined by 

smdents of the material (i.e., archaeologists). Ideology and hegemony, are concepts that 

help explain how social power relationships are developed, perpetuated, and accepted. 

Power relationships are evidenced spatially. Thus, it is possible to approach prehistoric 
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power contexts and, by extension, ideologies, through the study of space, architecture, 

and landscape. 

THE STUDY OF SOCIOPOLITICAL ORGANIZATION: A REVIEW 

This section covers the study of sociopolitical organization in general, and in the 

Southwest in particular. Categorical, adaptive, functionalist, Marxist, and leadership 

perspectives are reviewed. Although these are discussed below in general chronological 

order of development, they are not chronologically discrete. 

Categorization 

Most attempts to discuss sociopolitical organization in the Southwest revolve 

around the classification of societies into categories. These sorts of studies generally 

involve either (1) evolutionary stage models, or (2) typological dichotomies (i.e., 

egalitarian v. hierarchical, or complex v. noncomplex) in which a given property 

(hierarchy, complexity) is taken to be either present or absent. These studies tend to 

reduce social organization to one or more static variables and view social change as a 

monolithic, absolute process. 

Neo-evolutionary Stage Models 

Evolutionary perspectives in anthropology are grounded in Morgan (1963 [1877]). 

Neo-evolutionary stage models (Service 1962; White 1949, 1959; Fried 1967) are 

directed toward the classification of societies into typological levels or stages based on 

lists of material traits or characteristics believed endemic to each. Service's band-tribe-

chiefdom-state scheme and Fried's egalitarian-ranked-stratified-state typology are 
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particularly well-known (see Cameiro 1981; Dunnell 1980; Harris 1968 for overviews) 

and need not be reviewed in depth here. 

Archaeologists (e.g., Braun and Plog 1984; Peebles and Kus 1977) have expended 

a great deal of energy in attempts to identify the material correlates of these categories. 

Ironically, these studies have often explicitly or implicitly ended up demonstrating some 

of the major flaws in evolutionary stage models. At least three important problems are 

present in evolutionary stage models. First, the static, mumally exclusive categories 

subsume a tremendous amount of variability and do not seem to be supported in toto by 

anthropological reality. Second, the models assimie change occurs all at once in every 

aspect of society. Because each stage is mumally exclusive, no set of continuous 

variables can be used to smdy transitions between the stages (Lightfoot 1984). Finally, 

stage models impose a unilineal trajectory on diverse human societies, forcing past and 

present societies into value-laden relationships along a "ladder" with Western civilization 

at its pinnacle. 

Peebles and Kus' (1977) cross-cultural smdy attempted to identify the material 

correlates of Service's (1962) "chiefdom," orFried's (1967) "ranked" society. However, 

many societies, including Chaco, exhibit some, but not all, of the requisite 

characteristics. Several researchers (Earle 1977, 1978; Peebles and Kus 1977; Feinman 

and Neitzel 1984) have demonstrated that contra Service, redistribution is not a 

"univariate phenomenon, a causal factor, nor a constant correlate of chiefdoms" (Peebles 

and Kus 1977:422). Feinman and Neitzel have argued that social realities are too 

variable and too complicated to be accurately described in terms of monolithic trait lists. 



53 

A unilineal evolutionary trajectory is integrally associated with a value-laden 

perspective that portrays the stages as rungs of a ladder (Sahlins 1960; Yoffee 1993). 

Those societies near the "low" end of the ladder are simpler, smaller, and somehow 

inferior to those near the "high" end. The implication is that contemporary societies at 

the "band" level, for example, have for some reason (presumably an intrinsic lack of 

some necessary quality) remained "stuck" at a low rung on the evolutionary ladder. 

Furthermore, these societies are incorrectly viewed as "fossil ancestors" to other 

contemporary forms. 

Some smdies (e.g., Feinman and Neitzel 1984) seek to avoid stage-level 

typologies yet still succimib to categorical, evolutionary thinking. Feinman and Neitzel 

seek to emphasize continuity in prehistoric change, yet they carve prehistoric into 

arbitrary "pre-state" and "state" units. When societies such as Chaco are categorized as 

"pre-state," the assiraiption is still present that Chaco falls along a unilinear trajectory 

that might have culminated at the state level had not some unknown factors or conditions 

intervened. Yoffee (1993:71-72, 1994) has pointed out that multiple evolutionary 

trajectories can exist, and societies need not be organized in a linear, progressive 

relationships to one another. 

Typological Dichotomies 

In an effort to circumvent some of the problems of neo-evolutionary stage models, 

attention has been focused on identifying certain key qualities that are considered to 

differentiate between smaller, simpler modes of social realities and larger, more 

complicated ones. In the Southwest, complexity and social inequality are two attributes 
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commonly discussed as either present or absent in given societies.' Because these sorts 

of studies essentially seek to "type" societies into two classes (i.e., complex or 

noncomplex, socially equal or unequal), I characterize them here as "typological 

dichotomies."^ Dichotomous studies fall prey to many of the same kind of problems 

endemic to the stage-model approach. They tend to obscure variability within broad 

categories (now reduced to two!). They fail to address the reasons behind, much less the 

mechanisms for, transitions between the categories. Finally, in the Southwest at least, 

they have tended to draw archaeologists into contentious debates that distract our 

attention from more meaningful questions about the namre of sociopolitical organization 

in the societies under discussion. 

Complexity. In the mid-1980's, the term "complex" became en vogue to describe 

societies which may or may not be states, but clearly had some sort of "complicated" or 

hierarchical organization. Following Cameiro (1981), complexity was viewed as a 

categorical variable that was either present or absent in a given society. Rowlands 

(1989) explores the historical basis of the notion of complexity in terms of dualistic 

modes of Western thought. 

Archaeologists (e.g., Lekson 1988b) set out, as they had done in pursuit of 

evolutionary stages, to identify archaeological correlates for the presence of complexity. 

' Feinman and Neitzel's (1984) state v. prestate distinction could arguably fit into this discussion 
as well. 

^ Some models are more complicated and consider the presence/absence of these attributes as either 
end of a continuum. For example, Reid et al. (1989; Reid 1985) do recognize that every society 
contains some differentiation. In the discussion that follows, variability in these models is glossed 
for the sake of brevity and clarity of the review. 
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Lekson attempted to use population as a predictive variable for the presence/absence of 

complexity at Chaco. Although he admits that qualitative and quantitative gradations can 

exist when complexity is present, Lekson (1988b:4) accepts Cameiro's binary perspective 

for the purpose of the study. Using cross-cultural data, Lekson infers that complexity 

is present when the "magic number" of 2500 people is reached. Using somewhat 

controversial methods, he then estimates a population for Chaco of 1900 to 2025 people 

and concludes that Chaco may have been on the verge of complexity but was not quite 

there. Studies such as this are frustrating because nothing is actually learned about the 

nature of the sociopolitical organization of Chaco. 

Over the past decade, the field has become littered with the casualties of 

"complexity inflation" (Yoffee 1994), as everyone wants to feel that the people they 

study are "complex" (e.g.. Price and Brown 1985, see also Johnson 1989). The word 

may be used in at least two senses. Certainly, all human societies are "complex" in the 

sense of being "complicated," comprised of copious and interrelated spheres of meaning 

and behavior (Hallpike 1988, cited in Yoffee 1994). However, use of the word 

"complexity" in this sense tends to draw attention away from its more serviceable 

connotation. Complexity entails differential access to social and political power. The 

issue should not be one of the presence or absence of access to power, but of a 

continuum of access that extends from nearly free to extremely limited (Lightfoot 1984). 

Social Inequality. The presence or absence of social inequality among prehistoric 

puebloan society has been the topic of a particularly vehement debate. The "egalitarian 

V. elite" controversy raged among Southwestern archaeologists during the mid-1980s. 
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One camp (e.g., Reid 1985; Reid et al. 1989; Whittlesey 1984) contended that prehistoric 

puebloan society was uniformly egalitarian; the other (e.g., Lightfoot 1984; Lightfoot and 

Upham 1989; Upham 1982, 1989; Upham and Plog 1986) insisted that it was not. Both 

sides engaged in polemics that did more to distract than to further anthropological 

understanding of the nature of prehistoric sociopolitical organization. The historical 

reasons behind the pemacity of the egalitarian perspective have been thoroughly explored 

by a number of authors (e.g., Cordell and Plog 1979; Reff 1991; Upham 1982, 1989). 

The work of Upham and colleagues has helped to dislodge the egalitarian blinders 

worn by many Southwestern scholars. Part of the confusion seems to have arisen from 

the conflation of behavior with ideology (Feinman 1992:179). As the dust settles from 

this debate, it is clear that inequalities of various sorts are endemic to all societies 

(Flanagan 1989), including contemporary puebloan society (Brandt 1977, 1980; Levy 

1992; Ortiz 1969; Whiteley 1985, 1986). Functionalist models such as those of Lightfoot 

and Upham (1989) have refocused attention on issues of leadership and power. 

However, as discussed below, ftmctionalist explanations are ultimately unsatisfying 

because they fail to provide internal motivation for culture change. 

Today, it seems clear that our questions should not be directed toward identifying 

the presence or absence of social inequality (McGuire and Saitta 1996). Rather, 

following Feinman (1995), we should be investigating the reasons behind the 

institutionalization of social inequalities. How is power established, exercised, and 

legitimated? 
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Leaving Categorical Questions Behind 

Categorical attempts to classify societies are limited, flawed, and ultimately 

unrewarding. As Yoffee puts it, 

OL)abels have...been wrongly used by archaeologists who seek to 'type' 
a prehistoric society as a 'state' or a 'chiefdom' as if such as 
categorization might elevate their empirical research into the realm of 
higher evolutionary thought—and as if they actually know something more 
about a prehistoric society having so stuck a label on it ( Yoflfee 1993:72). 

However, a group of 30 nomadic hunter-gathers clearly possesses a different sort of 

sociopolitical organization than a sedentary city-state of 10,000 people. It is necessary 

to use some sort of descriptive nomenclature in order to discuss not only either end of 

a sociopolitical continuimi but also the diverse array of societies in between. The 

endeavor to assign terms to these "intermediate" societies is fraught with frustration. 

Any nonspecific word one might choose to describe these societies ~ nonstratified, 

middle-range, hierarchical, complex, nonstate, pre-state ~ is loaded.. .each arrives with 

its own steamer trunk full of unintended connotations. 

The solution lies not in abandoning overused terms nor in inventing new ones. 

We merely need to be specific about the particular definitions and connotations of terms 

we choose to use. Rather than focusing on classification, our research should be directed 

toward more profitable inquiries such as the nature of sociopolitical organization in given 

societies and impetus for its change. 
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Culture as Adaptation 

The perspectives of cultural ecology, selectionism, and methodological 

individualism all are based to some extent on notions gleaned from Darwinian evolution. 

They share the idea that social change is adaptive, and that more complicated forms of 

sociopolitical organization exist by virtue of offering advantages for survival. Many of 

the critiques offered of one are equally applicable to the others. Hence, they are 

considered here together. 

Cultural Ecology 

An adaptationist perspective grounded in cultural ecology gives the environment 

a central, causal role in culture change (e.g., Cordell and Plog 1979). Change is caused 

by resource impoverishment sometimes coupled with population pressure. As people 

struggle to subsist in an unpredictable and often harsh environment, they adopt behavioral 

forms that enable them to survive. Adaptationists have portrayed the Chacoan system 

as a "buffering mechanism" that enabled the Anasazi to cope with the uncertain and 

brutal circumstances of life in the San Juan Basin (e.g.. Judge 1983; Schelberg 1982). 

There are at least three apparent reasons for the persistence of this view among 

Southwestemists. First of all, the dramatically rugged, arid landscape of the Southwest 

assumes a prominent position in the lived experience of archaeologists undertaking 

fieldwork there. Secondly, the historical development of precise excavation and 

analytical techniques coupled with circumstances of outstanding preservation has resulted 

in the fine-grained control of subsistence and climatic data. And finally, a cultural 
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ecological perspective lends itself well to positivist modes of inquiry entrenched among 

Southwest scholars. 

However, adaptationist perspectives are fatally flawed. Sebastian (1992:96-97) 

points out two contradictions between the archaeological evidence and adaptationist 

explanations as specifically applied to Chaco. Environmental factors alone do not make 

sense as a "prime mover" for the cultural changes manifest in Chaco Canyon during the 

Pueblo n period because, as reviewed in Chapter n above, the Anasazi were successfully 

"adapted" to the San Juan Basin and the canyon as early as the Basketmaker HI period. 

Furthermore, climatic evidence compiled by Sebastian indicates that large-scale 

construction in Chaco Canyon took place imder both favorable and relatively poor 

environmental conditions. 

If the complexity of the Chaco system was intended to serve as a buffering 
mechanism against the harsh environment of the San Juan Basin, it was 
a failure; it worked only when it was least needed, and it fell apart as 
soon as a real need arose (Sebastian 1992:97). 

On a more general level, adaptationist arguments are tautological, confusing 

description with explanation. The very fact that certain characteristics exist is touted as 

evidence of their adaptive value and precludes other possible explanations. 

Adaptationist perspectives reduce the intricacies'of human culture and experience 

to a limited set of passive responses to external conditions. They ignore the reality that 

sentient human beings take an interactive role in defining culture, and that cultural 

constimtion of experience includes the environment. "That is, cultures define 
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environments and even environmental stress because they filter experience through 

meaning frameworks of their own construction" (McGuire and Saitta 1996:208). People 

may experience environmental stress differently based on their different class or social 

positions. 

Selectionists 

Selectionists (a.k.a. sociobiologists, evolutionary archaeologists) (Bunnell 1980, 

1982; Teltser 1995) seek to apply Darwinian evolutionary theory to cultural phenomena. 

Selectionism has its roots in the evolutionary theory of White and Steward, although 

selectionists eschew stage-model approaches as Lamarckian. For selectionists, culmral 

variables persist because they are selected for by the environment. 

A recent selectionist perspective on Chaco Canyon is provided by Leonard and 

Reed (1993:653). Agricultural production is viewed as a particularly adaptive strategy 

dependent on a balance of three variables -- land, water, and labor. When land or water 

were at a premium during Chacoan times, compensatory attempts to maximize labor 

investment result in aggregation represented by great houses. 

Specific criticisms of Leonard and Reed are provided by Kohler and Sebastian 

(1996). Chacoan great houses are not established to be domestic structures so it is 

inappropriate to use them as measures of aggregation (Kohler and Sebastian 1996:599-

600). Furthermore, Sebastian (1992) found that great house construction episodes 

coincide with periods of both high and low moisture, not merely low moisture, as 

Leonard and Reed's scenario suggests. As S. Plog (1995:184) points out, Leonard and 

Reed completely ignore questions about social dynamics, authority, and leadership. This 
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failing is typical of the environmental and material reductionism endemic to all 

adaptationist models. 

Selectionists contend that Darwinian evolutionary theory can answer every 

question about all biological organisms, including humans. Schiffer (1996:648-649) 

points out that the idea of one grand explanatory theory emanating from biology is rooted 

in a misconception about the myriad and often contradictory nature of theory in the 

natural sciences. Selectionists are "lumpers" on a grand scale, but following their logic, 

why isn't biology in turn a subdiscipline of chemistry, chemistry a subdiscipline of 

physics, and so on? The answer is that because broad explanatory theory is of little 

utility for effectively addressing specific phenomenological questions. For example, 

formation of the solar system is necessary to the existence of life on this planet, but an 

explanation of the development of the solar system cannot be squeezed to produce an 

explanation for the adoption of agriculture by human societies. 

Biological evolution cannot be viewed as synonymous with cultural change. The 

two take place at radically different time scales. Biological evolution operates at the 

level of the individual, but cultural "evolution" operates at the level of the society. 

Biological evolution precludes Lamarckian inheritance of acquired characteristics, but 

cultural change depends upon it. Adaptationists assume that culmral "selection" works 

just like natural selection but they specify neither the unit of selection (the cultural 

equivalent of genetic variation) nor the nature of the success (the cultural equivalent of 

differential reproductive success) (Sebastian 1992:64). 
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Methodological Individualism 

Methodological individualist or rational decision-making models are based upon 

three assimiptions: (1) that Darwinian natural selection can be extended to explain 

cultural change, (2) that humans always act in their own self-interest, and (3) that 

resources are limited. Social change is driven by self-motivated human competition for 

resources which is structured by the tenets of game theory (Smith and Winterhalder 

1992). Natural selection then favors those individuals who are the most successful. 

According to these theories, individuals evaluate the costs and benefits of 
their potential behaviors based on their desired goals, the available 
opportunities, and the effective constraints....Individuals evaluate the 
particular circumstances and choose what they feel are the competitive or 
cooperative behaviors that will supply them with the most benefits 
(Kantoer 1994:2). 

Kantner (1994, 1996) has applied methodological individualism to explain the rise 

of Chacoan polities as the result of local leaders' competition. A favorable aspect of 

methodological individualism is that this perspective at least accords people agency — 

they are not depicted as passive creatures merely reacting to the environment. However, 

in some larger sense, the environment is still in control, because it is viewed as a set of 

constraints that must be successfully mitigated. 

Rational decision-making models are subject to many of the same critiques as 

adaptationists and selectionists. Culture change is again propelled by adaptive strategies 

to survive within circumscribed envirormiental circumstances. The same tautology is 

present ~ because a given condition exists, it must have been perceived as advantageous. 
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Rational decision-making assvmies evolutionary notions of cultural progress and 

inappropriately applies Darwinian evolutionary theory to culture. Concepts such as 

"resource maximization" and "cost-benefits," that are implicitly present in other 

adaptationist models, are expressly invoked by methodological individualists. These 

concepts are specific to Western, capitalist society and cannot be assumed to universally 

apply to other societies, particularly prehistoric societies with radically different relations 

of production. Finally, diverse perspectives resulting from class or other social positions 

are ignored, and the interactively constituted, subjective nature of culmre is denied. 

It is naive to assume that culture change is driven by individuals making choices 

in their best interests. Barbara Bender makes this point in an essay challenging the 

notion that farming is a necessary precursor to social inequality: 

No... internal: functional adaptive / external: ecological causative dichotomy 
is permissible. Societies attempt to reproduce themselves — as societies, 
not as biological units. The strategies employed may seem adaptive to the 
participants, they may even be adaptive in the short term, but they are 
frequently less viable in the longer term (ital. mine). Thus, they hold the 
seeds of their own destruction, or rather, since human societies are 
immensely flexible, of change (Bender 1989:93). 

Because decisions are made by humans engaged in the imperfect, subjective business of 

lived experience, they may make choices perceived to be in their best interests in the 

short term only to discover in the long term (if the results of the choices are indeed 

visible within the course of a human life) that they were not. Furthermore, individuals 

sometimes deliberately and consciously make choices that are expressly against their best 

interests. These kinds of choices include altruism and self-destructive behaviors such as 
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alcoholism. Proponents of rational decision-making models argue that such "deviant" 

choices on the part of a few individuals have a minor effect in the overall course of 

social change. However, the high suicide rate among suburban American teenagers, or 

the high alcoholism rates among certain Native American groups, are certainly not 

trivial, occasional deviancies unrelated to widespread cultural issues or longterm cultural 

consequences. Furthermore, the American conception that anyone can achieve success 

through hard work and ethical behavior is a hegemonic ideology that keeps the upper 

class in power by negating the importance of social class, gender, ethnicity, and 

educational background. 

Functionalism 

If we ever hope to move beyond the environmentally deterministic 
perspectives that seem to pervade the Southwestern literature, we must 
construct more holistic models in which we reconnect the relations that 
most existing models either have severed or do not even acknowledge 
(Plog 1995:194). 

Functionalist explanations are at least a step away from environmental determinism. 

These explanations posit that hierarchial forms of sociopolitical organization developed 

because leaders were needed to perform certain tasks or provide certain services, such 

as the management of irrigation systems (Wittfogel 1957) or trade networks (Rathje 

1972; Upham 1982). Feinmanand Neitzel (1984) explicitly attempt to define "pre-state" 

societies by looking crossculturally at the functions they perform. These arguments are 

ultimately teleological, however, because they beg the question of how and why the 

irrigation systems or trade networks arose in the first place. 



65 

Functionalism shares with structuralism a view of culture as a system comprised 

of discrete elements that seeks equilibrium. Structuralists (e.g., Levi-Strauss) are 

concerned with the relationships between the extant components of the system. French 

structural marxists (e.g., Godelier, Meillassoux, and Terray) focus on forces and 

relations of production and appropriation. However, structuralist analyses tend to focus 

on form at the expense of content and to conflate description with explanation. Chaos 

theory has done much to challenge the portrayal of the world as a system comprised of 

discrete, delicately balanced elements. 

Information Processing 

Information processing or decision-making arguments are based on the work of 

Wright (1977, 1978) and Johnson (1978, 1982, 1983; Wright and Johnson 1975). This 

brand of functionalism "....assxmies that once a certain number of nodes or levels of 

organization exist, some centralized control must also develop to mamtain the smooth 

functioning of the system" (McGuire and Saitta 1996:207). 

In Flannery's (1972) systemic perspective, segregation and centralization permit 

larger and larger amounts of information to be gathered and acted upon. Lightfoot and 

Upham (1989) present a structural-fimctionalist model with three axes based on decision­

making. Johnson's work is part of the basis of the rotating sequential hierarchy 

posmlated by Vivian (1990:431-435). 

Although the information processing argument is an improvement over coarser 

fimctionalist scenarios, it ultimately fails to provide internal impetus for change. The 

reasons behind the information overload or decision-making dilemma lie in some external 
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arena; change is in response to external factors such as population pressure. Leaders are 

still seen to arise because of managerial requirements, only instead of irrigation or trade 

networks they are now "needed" to manage information or make decisions. 

Marxism 

Explicitly Marxist perspectives on Southwest prehistory are conspicuously absent 

with a few notable exceptions (McGuire 1992; McGuire and Saitta 1996; Saitta 1997). 

In Sebastian's (1992:68-70) brief discussion of Marxist sociopolitical theory, she states 

that this is the result of several factors, including the dense nature of Marxist literature 

and the incompatibility of Marxism with "the Southwestern devotion to cultural ecology" 

(1992:69). Of the plethora of Marxisms in existence, Sebastian seems to have sampled 

primarily the classical and structural varieties. Two of her criticisms — that formalist 

economics are inappropriate to interpretations of the prehistoric Southwest, and that 

structures are not real constructs with social causality — are certainly not disparate with 

the contentions of Marxist critical theorists or poststnicturalists. 

Political Economy 

A concern with the role of power in society and social change is integral to the 

work of political economists (e.g., Saitta and Keene 1990, Saitta 1997). Although 

political economy is not an exclusively Marxist viewpoint, it is often associated with and 

practiced by Marxists of various ilks. Overviews of this perspective are provided by 

Marcus and Fischer (1986:77-110), Roseberry (1988), Paynter and McGuire (1991), and 

Cobb (1993). Political economy may be generally defined as "an analysis of social 

relations based on unequal access to wealth and power" (Roseberry 1989:44). This 
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unequal access is considered to be grounded in relations of production (Paynter and 

McGuire 1991:10; Giddens 1981:50). However, political economists are not economic 

reductionists; there is a concern with the reflexive articulation of diverse cultural 

elements. 

Saitta (1997) uses a "thin definition of communalism" to interpret the relationship 

between social power and the appropriation of surplus labor at Chaco. Essentially, labor 

relations are the core of power in Chacoan sociopolitical organization, but power, labor, 

and property can vary independently of each other. The "thin definition" means that 

there is no necessary correlation between a communal mode of production and other 

social processes, so the presence of a communal mode of production does not preclude 

social inequalities of various sorts from existing in Chacoan society. 

Hegelian Dialectics 

McGuire (1992; McGuire and Saitta 1996) has argued for a Marxist approach to 

archaeological analysis grounded in Hegelian dialectics rather than a framework of 

structuralist oppositions. The artificially imposed contrast between "complex" and 

"noncomplex" is seen as part of a Western ontological framework that emphasizes 

structural differentiation and opposition. Structural oppositions (good v. evil, white v. 

black, self v. other, material v. ideal) are an integral part of "rational" Western thought 

with mythological roots in the good v. evil dichotomy in the Garden of Eden (Leach 

1969). A Hegelian dialectical perspective contends that such oppositions are artificially 

created and seeks the larger commonalities, the collectivities, which define both parts and 

are integral to the whole. 
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McGuire's portrayal of oppositional thought as endemic to positivism is valid. 

A dialectic analysis can provide an intriguing alternative to traditional perspectives; 

however, there is no necessary reason to conclude that a dialectical position is best. 

Leaders, Agency and Opportunity 

A number of researchers presently concur that external factors such as 

environment or demography are not prime movers or major causes of social change. 

Such variables provide the stage, or the conditions, with which societies have to work, 

but they are not in and of themselves causes of change. Humans have agency ~ the 

environment may provide a range of choices but it does not dictate which choices will 

be made. 

If we accept social change as due to human agency, our next questions are, under 

what conditions does human agency instigate change, and why? What leads humans to 

accept conditions of social inequality? Researchers such as Haas (1982), Sebastian 

(1992), and the authors in a recent volume edited by Price and Feinman (1995) have 

focused on the various strategies used by leaders to attain and consolidate positions of 

power. These investigations share with methodological individualism the idea that 

individuals seize opportunities to improve their own situation relative to others in the 

society. The two approaches differ in that proponents of leadership models do not 

emphasize an adaptive purpose behind this behavior. 

Agricultural surplus is seen as a necessary, but not a sufficient condition for the 

development of social inequality in the Southwest (e.g., Lightfoot and Upham 1989; 

Sebastian 1992; S. Plog 1995). Sebastian contends that control of surplus provided the 



69 

opportunity for leaders to attract followers at Chaco, for example. This view diverges 

slightly from a fimctionalist perspective because individual agency is involved ~ leaders 

are not a necessary correlate to the availability of surplus. Following discussions of 

leadership and power by Johnson (1978), Lightfoot (1984), and Haas (1982), Sebastian 

(1992:72-80) focuses on four problems — segmentation, legitimation, competition, and 

succession — that must be addressed by leaders. 

The authors in a recent volume edited by Price and Feinman (1995) concur that 

external conditions, such as the environment, are not the primary forces behind social 

change. Social inequality is seen to develop in areas where resources are abundant and 

risk is minimal. It is also recognized that there is no single, unilinear evolutionary 

trajectory upon which all societies are located. Within a single society, the mechanisms 

of inequality may operate differentially at corporate, household, or individual levels, for 

example. Institotionalized, or ascribed status, is seen as an important threshold in 

developing sociopolitical complexity. Participants in the Price and Feinman volume are 

interested in why this worked. 

In the Feinman and Price volimae, Hayden (1995) explores how certain 

individuals, or aggrandizers, may have exploited opportunities to seize power. Hayden 

writes from an explicitly cultural materialist perspective and derives many of his ideas 

and examples from Lemonnier (1990). Hayden deals with "transegalitarian" societies, 

hunter-gatherer groups on the verge of social inequality. These groups are characterized 

by abundant resources, in which families began to produce food just for diemselves and 

to claim ownership rights over it. This leads to the hoarding of siuplus, which in turn 
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leads to some individuals realizing that they might be able to manipulate and control 

potential surplus for their own benefit. Hayden outlines three modes within which 

surplus control and manipulation may result in increased exploitation and seizure of 

power by factions or individuals: despot communities, reciprocator communities, and 

entrepreneur conmiunities. These are not to be seen as discrete categories, but rather, 

points along a continuimi. 

In despot conmiunities (Hayden 1995:29-42), individuals may incite warfare to 

create and sustain inequalities groimded in extortion, debts, and compensation payments. 

Archaeological correlates of this type of society include small communities, low 

population densities, pronounced evidence of warfare, limited amounts of prestige goods 

or regional exchange, limited evidence for feasting, egalitarian residences, and limited 

differences in grave goods including evidence for acquired stams. Reciprocator 

communities (Hayden 1995:42-51) are overtly nonegalitarian. Leaders follow strategies 

similar to despots in creating debts, but new strategies include bridewealth, exchange, 

feasting, and child growth payments. Household economic production and exchange are 

promulgated by a strong work ethic. Archaeological correlates include feasting facilities, 

public architecture, ascribed burials, a moderate population, elaborate serving vessels, 

and part-time specialists. Finally, Hayden's entrepreneur conmiunities (1995:51-63) are 

characterized by substantial surplus, intensification of labor, and feasting on an 

exponentially larger scale. Profit is used to attract supporters and debt and credit are 

created through potlatching. Archaeological correlates include high population densities, 

agriculture, lavish ascribed burials, specialized feasting and ritual structures, elaborate 
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serving vessels, monumental structures or megaliths, large differentiated houses, 

widespread exotica, and evidence for destruction of wealth, slavery, and/or human 

sacrifice. 

Hay den's use of cross-cultural data to investigate diverse modes of organization 

is well thought-out, comprehensive, and contains a good deal of information that 

archaeologists in search of material correlates can find useful. Hayden avoids falling into 

the traps of categorization and unilineal evolution. His emphasis on individual agency 

is refi:eshing: "The best and most highly motivated minds of an epoch began to scheme" 

(Hayden 1995:29). 

I find three major problems with Hayden's analysis. First, concepts such as 

resource maximization, self-interest, and private property are Western, capitalist 

constructs that cannot be assumed as cultural universals. We might be able to "find" 

these things in other societies, but it does not necessarily follow that these particular 

notions are the overriding values or concerns of other societies. Second, the foundation 

of Hayden's argument ~ that people in high-risk situations with few resources are 

communal whereas people in secure situations and abundant resources are selfish ~ is 

reductionist, is not universally true, and glosses complicated motives and means behind 

human behavior. Finally, this top-down, overtly materialist perspective assumes that 

control over resources is the means for establishing and maintaining power over people. 

Hayden cites examples of ideological resistance to make his point that ideology is nothing 

more than "a relatively transparent artifice used primarily to legitimate rather than create 

socioeconomic power" (1995:75). I explicitly disagree. Ideology is a critical factor in 
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the acceptance and endurance of social inequality. As Kus (1982) points out, coercion 

is much more expensive than complicity; in any power relationship that enjoys longterm 

success, people are complicit in their own subjugation. 

A CRITICAL POSTSTRUCTURALKT PERSPECTIVE 

The smdies and perspectives reviewed above are all unsatisfying at some level, 

probably because they are all — even those concerned with power issues — grounded 

exclusively in materialism. Economy, subsistence, and technology are certainly part of 

the picture, but they do not comprise its entirety, nor are they necessarily the most 

interesting or critical aspects of sociopolitical studies. The smdy of material culture 

should not demand the use of a materialist perspective. 

In the following pages, I argue that ideology is integral to himian social 

organization and so should not be dismissed by archaeologists, even though it a difficult 

subject to approach. Ideology is intricately bound up with power relationships, which, 

fortunately for archaeologists, are spatially expressed. Spatial smdies provide a useful 

means to approach prehistoric power contexts and ideologies. 

The argimient proceeds via the following salient points: 

1. Culture is reflexively created and constituted. Meaning is to be 
found in the interactive articulation of myriad social elements 
rather than in their structural relationships to one other. 

2. Ideology is a critical part of society and social change; it interacts 
reflexively with other aspects of society (i.e., economy, 
technology) but has neither a dependent nor a causal relationship 
with them. 
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3. Ideology is part of the establishment, legitimation of, and 
resistance to power relations. Hegemony extends the notion of 
ideology to explain how authorities come to be supported through 
consensus rather than coercion. 

4. Power relations are manifested spatially. Thus it is possible for 
archaeologists to approach power and, by extension, ideology, 
through the study of space, architecture, and landscape. 

Many of the concepts integral to the discussion have been gleaned from the 

critical theorists (e.g., Habermas, Marcuse, Horkheimer and Adomo), their 

contemporary Gramsci, and the poststructuralist writings of Foucault (1979,1982,1984), 

Giddens (1979), and Bourdieu (1977). Some of these points have been emphasized by 

post-processual archaeologists (Hodder 1982, 1986; Miller and Tilley 1984, Shanks and 

Tilley 1987, Tilley and Shanks 1987). If some of what follows seems a bit afield of the 

smdy of prehistoric sociopolitical organization, it is because I agree with McGuire 

(1992:xiii) that archaeologists can only benefit from consideration of the latent 

philosophical and epistemological issues within which the myriad strands of our theory 

are embedded. It is impossible to disassociate specific questions about prehistoric 

nonstate political organization from more general issues about the nature of human 

society and the constitution of knowledge. 

A Poststructuralist View of Culture 

A poststructuralist view of culture as refiexively constituted emphasizes interaction 

of a myriad of parts on different levels. This perspective has its roots in the positivist 

critique initiated by critical theorists. Critical theorists contend that knowledge cannot 

be separated from history; all epistemologies (including critical theory) have political 
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implications. Because the observer cannot be divorced from that which is observed, no 

study may be truly objective. Social scholars are part of the world they smdy, and their 

human "objects" of study engage in reciprocal processes of understanding. Because 

epistemologies are inseparable from history and are constructed by himian subjects who 

are part of the world they smdy, the production of all forms of knowledge, including 

social knowledge, is an interactive, self-reflexive process. Thus the relationship between 

material culture and himian society is interactive, not reflective. Material culture is not 

the passive byproduct of behavior. Human understanding and action take place within 

a cultural medium that is lived and created simultaneously. 

A number of poststructuralists have drawn attention to the reflexive nature of 

culture, and to a d5aiamic analysis of social action (Bourdieu 1977; Giddens 1979; 

Williams 1973, 1977). Bourdieu's (1977) concept of habitus involves the ways in which 

quotidian, habitual practices are integrated at ever larger levels into different spheres of 

activity. Habitus mediates reflexively between structure and practice. Giddens' 

structuration and Williams' structures of feeling involve similarly recursive relationships 

between lived experience and social structure. Structuration unites structure, action, and 

social reproduction in an interactive process in which structure is both means and result. 

Further, individuals have more than one social identity, and stams varies with kinship, 

personality, economic position, gender, and age. 

The point I wish to emphasize in all this is that culture is reflexively, interactively 

constituted. This means that archaeologists cannot expect to understand the whole of 

culture as a reflection of its material parts, nor can we ignore less tangible aspects of 
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culture, such as ideology, hegemony, and power. Below, I expand upon each of these 

concepts. Then, I move to a discussion of the ways in which archaeologists can use 

space to approach them in prehistoric contexts. 

Ideology 

Many conceptions of ideology exist (Geuss 1981:4-44; see Eagleton 1991:1-31 

for an in-depth discussion). These may be roughly sorted into three categories of 

common anthropological usage. Ideology in a descriptive sense is generally equivalent 

to philosophy. It refers to the production of ideas, beliefs, and values in social life. In 

this general sense, ideology tends to become conflated with a general conception of 

culture, expanding beyond any heuristic utility. A second, more specific, concept of 

ideology is present in the intellectual tradition of Hegel, Marx, Lukacs, and others. In 

what is often termed the pejorative view, ideology legitimates the power of a dominant 

social group or class often through distortion or obfiiscation of social realities. In this 

Marxist usage, people may be portrayed as dupes, and values and beliefs shared by 

resistant groups or by groups not seeking power are essentially excluded. Finally, a 

positive conception of ideology holds that ideology may indeed legitimate and mystify, 

but many ideologies are possible within a given society, and they do not necessarily serve 

groups that are dominant or that seek to dominate. These different conceptions of 

ideology can and do coexist; each is useftil for different analytical purposes. 

Archaeologists who hold the descriptive view tend to dismiss ideology as an 

intangible aspect of culture that cannot be directly addressed by material means. Cultural 

materialists (e.g., White 1959; Harris 1987:107-111; Hayden 1995:75) adhere to the 
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pejorative view, wherein ideology fimctions to legitimate the existing social order, but 

it is seen as the least important part of culture, subservient to the behavioral and 

technological realms. Processualists (e.g., Flannery 1972; Flannery and Marcus 1976; 

Fritz 1978) have a similarly pejorative view but see ideology as an adaptive mechanism 

that allows society to function. 

A monolithic, categorical perspective on ideology is common to all of these 

researchers. However, from a poststructural perspective, ideology cannot be excised 

from the body of culture as an inconvenient, difficult, or inconsequential discrete 

element. Ideology is integral to culture on many levels as it is continually constructed 

and renegotiated in the course of daily human interaction within multiple spheres of life. 

Cultural studies that fail to consider ideology cannot but fall far short of a comprehensive 

understanding of prehistoric social contexts. 

For my purposes here, ideology may be defined as the production of ideas, 

beliefs, and values endemic to a specific social group that assists in the promotion and 

legitimation of the interests of the group. Eagleton (1991:5-6) identifies six ideological 

strategies through which dominant groups seek to legitimate power. These include the 

promotion of sympathetic beliefs and values, the naturalization and universalization of 

beliefs so that they appear to be self-evident and inevitable, the denigration of 

contradictory beliefs, the exclusion of alternative beliefs, and obfiiscation or 

"mystification" of social reality. 

I should like to make plain that I do not contend that ideology is a property 

exclusive to dominant social interests, nor do I contend that ideology must necessarily 
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involve dissimulation or distortion. However, in the text that follows, I am concerned 

with ideology as a means through which dominant groups or individuals seek to further 

their interests, and this process often involves obfiiscation or mystification. 

Hegemony 

Hegemony is a more specific extension of the concept of ideology that helps to 

clarify why people consent to domination. Hegemony has been defined as "the whole 

range of practical strategies by which a dominant power elicits consent to its rule from 

those it subjugates" (Eagleton 1991:115-116). The concept was developed by Antonio 

Gramsci as he worked within the broad parameters of a historical Marxist tradition in an 

attempt to inform political practice. Gramscian hegemony explains how domination takes 

place through the articulation of multiple spheres of interaction within society. 

Relationships and simations are located historically. Through consent (or consensus) 

rather than coercion, individuals support the existing power regime. 

In contrast to the economic and class reductionisms endemic to classical Marxism, 

hegemony involves the interactive participation of individuals located in diverse 

economic, political, moral, and intellectual spheres. The emphasis is not on strucmral 

relationships but rather on articulation of interactive elements. Hegemony is not viewed 

as an external relationship between pre-constituted agents. It is the process of discursive 

constimtion of those agents (Laclau and Mouffe 1982). 

All or most people support the regime as it exists because they cannot imagine 

a viable alternative; "practices.. .appear as reciprocally confirming" (Williams 1977:110). 

Consent is procured and hegemony perpetuated through diverse media, including civil 
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institutions, spatial organization, and social practices. Consent is preferable over 

coercion, because "once power nakedly reveals its hand, it can become an object of 

political contestation" (Eagleton 1991:116). 

The political apparatus is not a thing with a will or agency; neither is it the 

neutral arbiter of order in society ~ rather, it is the arena of struggle between the 

dominant and the dominated. Gramsci defines the state as "the entire complex of 

practical and theoretical activities with which the ruling class not only justifies and 

maintains its dominance, but manages to win the active consent of those over whom it 

rules" (1971:244). 

One danger in using the concept of hegemony is that it tends to become a 

totalizing abstraction, the ultimate explanation for all himaan thought and behavior. 

However, not all aspects of life are reducible to purely hegemonic processes. 

Power 

Ideology and hegemony explain how ideas are used to create and maintain 

domination. Power is the force or element being exercised in the process of domination. 

Ideology and hegemony have to do with the mechanisms that perpetuate domination, and 

power has to do with the nature of the domination itself. 

Power often has been conceived as a property of individuals or of social systems 

that can be exercised in order to achieve those entities' objectives. It has been equated 

in a negative sense with coercion. Both classical and revisionist Marxisms have tended 

to view power as a repressive force derived from economics (Althusser 1971, Poulantzas 

1973:99-105). Foucault (1977, 1980, 1981, 1982) challenged this top-down, monolithic. 
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conception of power. For Foucault, power is not a commodity and does not derive 

exclusively from economics. It is not synonymous with any individual, class, 

government, or institution. Rather, power is reflexive and is omnipresent within society, 

rooted in social networks. It produces and is produced by social relationships, and is 

integrally involved in the construction of knowledge. Power does not exist outside of 

himian agency. It acts upon others' actions. Power relations can be structured along 

kin, age, and gender lines as well as along class lines. Power is accrued by individuals 

or factions in various ways over time. In this flexible process, opportunities to increase 

domination are seized and exploited. 

Like hegemony and ideology, power risks becoming a totalizing concept. 
However, it is perfectly possible to agree with Nietzche and Foucault that power 
is everywhere, while wanting for certain practical purposes to distinguish between 
more and less central instances of it (Eagleton 1991:8). 

At least two dimensions of power are recognized — power to and power over 

(Benton 1981:76; Cobb 1993:50-51; Miller and Tilley 1984:5-9). Power to is the ability 

to produce an effect, to create resources, to undertake a social action. Power over 

involves social control, coercion, the ability to impose negative sanctions. Power over 

always involves power to, but power to need not entail power over. Cobb (1993) 

considers power to more characteristic of nonstratified or middle-range societies than 

power over, however, within these societies, some individuals may have more power to 

than others. 



80 

Individuals or interest groups may not have the secular means to enforce 
demands on others...but some individuals may wield considerable sway 
by virtue of holding informal offices, belonging to higher-status lineages 
or clans, falling within esteemed age grades, or being male or female 
(Cobb 1993:51). 

Power over includes force and coercion. However, negative sanctions tend to be 

costly (Kus 1982). Any faction that wishes to exercise power over can benefit from 

using hegemonic means to convince people to participate in their own oppression. 

Consensus is a more effective and preferable means to maintain power over than 

coercion. Authority is power that is accepted as legitimate. 

Weber (1947) provides a theoretical foimdation for questions of authority and 

legitimacy. Weber defined three types of authority — traditional, charismatic, and legal. 

In all cases, legitimacy hinges on a polity's ability to correlate practices that perpemate 

inequalities and the function of the political entity with a belief system or "discursive 

framework" in which the subjects willingly participate. The interests of the regime are 

perceived by the subjects as coterminous with their own interests (Habermas 1976). 

Authorities also convince others to accept their power through consensual self-

discipline. For Foucault, architecture is an important component in this process. In 

Discipline and Punish (1979), Foucault illustrated how self-discipline is created through 

the threat of surveillance in such institutions as the asylum, the prison, and the school. 

The panoptic structure of these buildings is tantamount to the presence of a video camera 

in the workplace ~ there may or may not be film in the camera, but people behave as 

if they are being watched. 
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Space/Landscape/Architecture: Recognizing Power on the Ground 

Power and ideology are critical to understanding the nature of sociopolitical 

organization and social change. They are often avoided by archaeologists because of the 

perceived limitations of archaeological remains. There is a pervasive, but incorrect, 

assimaption in much research that the smdy of material culture necessitates a cultural 

materialist perspective. However, power and ideology are archaeologically accessible 

through architecture, space, and landscape. 

The idea of using spatial analysis to get at aspects of prehistoric culture is not 

new. Architecture and settlement patterns have been used by anthropologists in the 

construction of temporal, functional, and demographic knowledge (e.g., Willey 1953; 

Naroll 1962; Kramer 1979). Archaeologists in the Southwest have been interested in the 

fimctional aspects of architecmre (e.g.. Hunter-Anderson 1977; Adams 1983; McGuire 

and Schiffer 1983; Kent 1984) and in the role of architecture in social integration (Lipe 

and Hegmon 1989). Architecture and site layout are integral to arguments for changing 

social organization in the Cibola area (Kintigh 1982, 1994). The appearance of 

rectangular kivas and enclosed plazas supports Adams' (1991) case for the presence of 

the kachina cult at die Homol'ovi sites in the Little Colorado River Valley. Southwest 

prehistorians have also utilized "communicative" approaches to space derived from 

structuralist and linguistic theories, in which the built environment is seen as a medium 

for the transmission of information that is often symbolic in nature (see Smith 1994 for 

a critique). Ferguson (1993) has employed one such technique (Hillier and Hanson 1984) 

in analysis of sites at Zuni; Cooper (1995) used the same method to examine Chaco 
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Canyon great houses. Stein and Lekson (1992; Stein 1987) follow Eliade (1959) and 

Rapoport (1982, 1990) in developing the notion of an Anasazi ritual landscape. In this 

structuralist perspective, spatial elements of Anasazi great house communities are 

manifestations of "ideational" links between the communities and the landscape of Chaco 

Canyon. 

What is new in the current smdy is the explicit use of spatial analysis to approach 

power, ideology, and ultimately sociopolitical organization. Bourdieu and Foucault 

provide part of the theoretical foundation for this process. Bourdieu's (1977) habitus ~ 

lived experience that interactively articulates between perceptions and practice ~ can be 

a powerful tool for archaeologists. The built environment dominates daily patterns of 

living, so it is reasonable to expect ideologies to be expressed there. For example, 

Donley (1982) demonstrates how the use of space and positioning of material objects in 

Swahili houses is part of the negotiation of male and female roles. 

Foucault (1977) discussed the self-transformation of individuals into subjects of 

political power through their perceptions of space. Political authorities control spatial 

perception to convince individuals to consensually submit. Bentham's panopticon is the 

classic example. The threat of constant surveillance results in self-modified behavior on 

the part of the occupants of the cells. 

The archaeologically accessible patterns of architecture and site layout are part 

of the material expression of the holistic concept of space as developed by critical 

geographers such as Harvey (1989). Harvey (1989) contends that space is an integral 

part of the struggles for power present in all societies. Space is inherent in the 
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production of the political, the economic, and the ideological. It is an important medium 

through which hegemonic factions elicit and obtain the consent of the dominated. 

Because power struggles are evidenced spatially, the analysis of space is an excellent 

vantage point from which to approach prehistoric sociopolitical power relationships. 

Landscapes and landscape representations can be used to leam about power 

relationships in archaeological contexts, because landscapes are both the site and the 

stake of political struggles. The diverse created environments that himians have 

modified, built upon, traversed, or simply gazed at are produced out of social 

asymmetries. Sociopolitical authorities not only occupy land but operate by and through 

landscapes. Landscapes can be instruments in ensuring reproduction of social inequalities 

vital to particular sociopolitical forms. Landscapes are constructed, portrayed in images, 

and described in texts as part of the formation, expansion, and legitimation of specific 

factions. The physical terrain and the created environment both express and legitimate 

their authority. Power controls the physical experience of spaces, and legitimacy claims 

alter the perception of spaces. 

Hoover Dam is a consimimate example of the architectural and spatial expression 

of ideological themes onmipresent in our own society. The massive corpus of the dam 

itself represents 20th century American technological prowess in the physical control of 

a natural force ~ the Colorado River. The "wild" river has been "tamed" by American 

"ingenuity." The river is harnessed to provide, on the one hand, electrical power to 

illuminate our cities (most notably Las Vegas, 30 miles to the north, representing its own 

sort of spurious American hedonism), and on the other, a placid body of water for 
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recreational sports. Myriad electrical lines and transmitters extend from the dam across 

the rugged countryside in every direction as if the land itself were in chains. The 

"achievement" embodied by the dam is further celebrated by numerous memorials on top 

of the structure, including giant, supra-human statues, a modernistic tourist center, and, 

of course, the ubiquitous American flag. Whether they be schoolchildren, elderly 

retirees, or foreign tourists, visitors to the dam can hardly fail to miss the point. 

Most investigations of the relationships between space, ideology, and power have 

been undertaken in modem, historic, or ancient state-level societies, where written 

records or other direct evidence of sociopolitical organization is available. Investigations 

of contemporary society include Ardener's (1981) exploration of die spatial reproduction 

of gender relations. Miller's (1984) examination of the reproduction and renegotiation 

of a rational, positivist ideology through suburban architectural forms, and Zukin's 

(1991) demonstration that public American spaces such as Disney World both legitimate 

and express capitalist ideals. "Disney World suggests that architecmre is important, not 

because it is a s)anbol of capitalism, but because it is the capital of symbolism" (Zukin 

1991:232). 

The art historian Panofsky (1957) investigated the relationship between Gothic 

architecture and scholasticism. The critical geographer Cosgrove (1993) discusses the 

modification of the 16th century Italian landscape to reflect the worldview of Renaissance 

intellecmal and economic elite. A number of historical archaeologists have successfully 

used architecture and landscape as a window on ideology. Well-known smdies include 

Classic's (1975) structuralist correlation of Virginia house forms with a changing 
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American cultural climate, Leone's (1984) demonstration that an Annapolis garden's 

organizational emphasis on perspective, continuity and precedence helped legitimate the 

unorthodox behavior of the garden's owner, and McGuire's (1988) smdy of the 

reproduction and negotiation of social relationships through changing cemetery landscapes 

in upstate New York. 

Ethnographic, ethnohistoric, and archaeological data are employed by Kus (1982, 

1996) in an examination of the spatial legitimation of state authority in Madagascar and 

by Smith and David (1995) to describe how the power of a Cameroon chief is constantly 

renegotiated and enforced through spatial practices. Landscape and spatial analyses have 

provided insights into legitimation of political authority by Maya regimes (Cowgill 1983; 

Ashmore 1989, 1996), the imperial Roman occupation of ancient Greece (Alcock 1993), 

and the Urartian occupation of the Transcaucasus (A. Smith 1996). Bender (1993) and 

Thomas (1993) have explored the role of European monolithic landscapes in social 

legitimation and resistance across various temporal frames. 

All of these studies provide examples of the diverse ways in which space 

intersects with power. However, most of them benefit from insights provided by written 

documentation. How might power be archaeologically identified for prehistoric societies 

in the absence of historical evidence? 

A starting point is provided by the work of the critical geographer Lefebvre 

(1991). Lefebvre (1991) organizes space in terms of (1) spatial practice (the experience 

of material space), (2) representations of space (the perception of space), and (3) 

representational spaces (what is thought about space, what space symbolizes). As 
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rendered into archaeological correlates by A. Smith (1994), these involve (1) settlement 

patterns, site configurations, and building layout, (2) the manifestation of structural 

elements in society, and (3) ideological, ritual, and other symbolic affinities. In practical 

terms, then, power should be archaeologically visible in Chacoan spaces in terms of (1) 

restricted access to certain sites, buildings, or parts of buildings, (2) site or building 

verticality, relative room sizes, and surveillance potential, (3) symbolic affinities with 

other social groups, and/or symbolic representations of cosmic or other rimal elements. 

An examination of these characteristics should help in the identification and 

characterization of power within outlier social dynamics. However, power is, in some 

sense, an intrinsic part of all social interaction. Therefore it is necessary to proceed 

beyond simply identifying the presence of power as represented architecmrally. It is 

important to attempt to determine exactly what sorts of power strategies were in use, and 

for whose benefit or detriment. 

Recent work by Blanton, Feinman and others (Blanton et al. 1996; Feinman 1996) 

is helpful in this regard. Blanton et al. approach power in archaeological situations by 

contrasting two strategies to power used by aspiring political actors. In the network 

political-economic strategy, "preeminence is an outcome of the development and 

maintenance of individual-centered exchange relations established primarily outside one's 

local group" (Blanton et al. 1996:4). In the corporate political-economic strategy, 

"power is shared across different groups and sectors of society," and the development 

of monopolies or exclusionary strategies is precluded by social codes and sanctions. 

Elites, hierarchies and power differentials may well exist within a corporate society, but 
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"the distribution of power is structured, determined, legitimated, and controlled within 

the limits set by the prevailing corporate cognitive code" (Blanton et al. 1996:2). The 

strategies are not necessarily mutually exclusive. Rather, "elements of both may coexist, 

and cyclic change between forms may be found" (Blanton et al. 1996:5-6). 

The network strategy is wealth-based and emphasizes interaction between elites 

of different communities, and the corporate strategy is knowledge-based and emphasizes 

local interaction. Network strategies are characterized by competition, conflict, 

differential access to exotics, and elite control of the production, consimiption, and 

exchange of prestige goods. Ritual is oriented around objects (e.g., the stela of the 

lowland Maya Classic period) (Blanton et al. 1996:9). By contrast, corporate strategies 

are characterized by wealth equity, little consumption of prestige goods, and public 

architecture used for communal rimal. Space and symbolism (e.g., lowland Maya late 

Preclassic period ritual landscapes) are important in corporate societies (Blanton et al. 

1996:9). 

Big buildings may be found within the context of either strategy. In network 

situations, monumental architecture is constructed as part of the aggrandizement of an 

individual or a ruling descent group. Large structures may function as elite residences 

or may contribute to the prominence of sites strategically located to control trade routes. 

In corporate societies, large architectural spaces may function as settings for commimal 

rituals overseen by elites that emphasize social integration. 

This study seeks to use architectural space as a means to further understanding 

of power dynamics in the Chacoan system as a whole and within Chacoan outlier 
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communities in particular. Furthermore, this study attempts to use architectural 

information to determine whether network or corporate power strategies were more likely 

in use within Chacoan outiier communities. Before outlier communities can be directiy 

addressed, it is necessary to examine architecture and power in the context of outlier -

canyon relationships. In Chapter IV, the structure of both these lines of inquiry are 

explained. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE STRUCTURE OF THE INVESTIGATION 

89 

In the current study, architecture is used to explore the role of power in the 

sociopolitical organization of the Chacoan system as a whole and specifically within 

outlier communities. Canyon architecture provides a starting place from which is it 

possible to move outward to focus on the power linkages between outliers and the canyon 

and the power relationships within oudier communities. As a first step, general 

architectural patterning in the system as a whole is investigated. Then, directed and local 

possibilities for explaining the appearance of Bonito style architecture in outlier 

communities are investigated. Once the role of Chaco Canyon in establishing Bonito 

style architecmre at outliers is determined, power relationships within outlier 

communities are addressed through the examination of specific attributes of great house 

and small house architecture. 

INTRODUCTION 

Architecture has been integral to most Chacoan inquiries to date. Massive Bonito 

style great houses have drawn generations of researchers to Chaco Canyon. Similar 

strucmres form the basis for definition of Chacoan outliers and a Chacoan "system." As 

discussed in Chapter HI, architecture is an excellent window into the workings of social 

power. The imposing nature of Bonito style great houses suggests that power must be 

an important element in any understanding of Chacoan sociopolitical organization. 
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The nature of the Chacoan architectural record has been detailed in Chapter n. 

To briefly recapitulate, Chacoan great houses are exceptionally massive structures usually 

characterized by core-and-veneer masonry, multiple stories, large rooms, enclosed kivas, 

and planned layout. Construction of these structures was initiated in Chaco Canyon 

during the late ninth century and escalated through the eleventh century. Great houses, 

together with associated great kivas, road segments, and earthworks, are referred to as 

Bonito style architecture. Bonito style architecmre appeared across the greater San Juan 

Basin during the tenth, eleventh, and twelfth centuries. In many cases, Bonito style 

architecture appeared within previously existing communities. When surrounded by an 

existing community, these sites are called great house communities. They are also called 

outliers in reference to their spatial relationship to Chaco Canyon. Because all the 

outliers in this study involve communities, the two terms will be used interchangeably 

below as appropriate. 

The great houses of Chaco Canyon are unusual not simply because of their 

massive size but also because there are so many clustered together within the confines 

of the canyon. Below, the terms Chaco and the canyon are frequently used to refer 

collectively to the great houses of Chaco Canyon. A number of models have been 

developed to explain how this phenomenon came to be. Early explanations focused on 

the canyon. More recent work has recognized that some relationship must have existed 

between the canyon and the outliers and that this relationship may have been an 

important part of the raison d'etre of the canyon great houses. The outliers have been 

incorporated into models of a large-scale Chacoan "system." 
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Neither the precise nature of the relationship between Chaco Canyon and the 

outliers nor the function of Bonito style architecture within outlying communities is well 

understood. The broad similarities that allow for the definition and recognition of Bonito 

style architecture at sites throughout the greater San Juan Basin strongly suggest that 

Bonito style architecture at outliers is not the product of independent invention. 

How and why did Bonito style architecture appear in outlier communities? 

Because outlier Bonito style architecture is defined relative to canyon Bonito style 

architecture, this inquiry begins in Chaco Canyon, then proceeds outward. First, general 

spatial patterns must be assessed. Bonito style architecture in Chaco Canyon includes 

not only great houses but also usually great kivas, road segments and earthworks. 

Canyon great houses are massive structures with large rooms oriented toward the 

south/southeast. How widespread are these features at outlier great houses? Are they 

ubiquitous? If not, is there regional patterning to their occurrence? 

Second, it must be determined whether the construction of Bonito style 

architecture in outlier communities was directed by Chaco Canyon, or whether it may 

constimted local emulation. General characteristics, such as size, shape, or orientation, 

could have been easily emulated. Thus, these so-called "external" variables are not 

useful for determining the directionality of Bonito style construction. However, some 

specifics of construction could have been gained only by first-hand knowledge of canyon 

masonry techniques. These architectural characteristics are termed "internal" variables. 

They include core-and-veneer construction, the use of sandstone as a building material, 

banded veneers, and aspects of layout such as the kiva/room ratio, kiva position, elevated 
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kivas, symmetry, and Chaco units. All of these are defined and discussed in detail in 

subsequent sections of this chapter. 

It is important to settle whether or not Chaco Canyon played a direct role in 

establishing Bonito style architecture in outlier commimities, because very different local 

power dynamics are implied for either alternative. Once this issue has been determined, 

the role of Bonito style architecture and outlier commimity power dynamics can be 

explored. The possible functions of great houses in outlier communities are examined 

through a comparison of great house and small house attributes, including kiva/room 

ratio, room area, kiva area, elevation, and orientation. 

To siunmarize, the inquiry may be viewed as proceeding through three levels. 

First, general spatial patterning is explored using "external" architectural features such 

as great house size, orientation, and presence/absence of great kivas, roads, and 

earthworks. Second, "internal" variables are employed in the attempt to determine 

whether construction of Bonito style architecture in outlier communities was directed 

from the canyon or resulted from local emulation. Third and finally, the role of Bonito 

style architecture in local power dynamics and sociopolitical organization is explored 

through comparison of great house and small house architectural attributes. 

GENERAL PATTERNING 

An exploration of patterned similarities between outlier and canyon great house 

architecture must begin in Chaco Canyon because canyon great houses provide the 

archetype against which outlier great houses are defined. As discussed in Chapter II, 
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Bonito style architecture spans several centuries. Because the bulk of the outlier great 

houses appear to date to the Classic Bonito phase, this study focuses on the A.D. 1040-

IIOO period. Seven canyon great houses — Una Vida, Pueblo Bonito, Penasco Blanco, 

Hungo Pavi, Chetro Ketl, Pueblo Alto, and Pueblo del Arroyo -- were occupied during 

the Classic Bonito phase and are included in this study. Five canyon great houses — 

Wijiji, Tsin Kletsin, Kin Kletso, Casa Chiquita, and New Alto — were constructed after 

A.D. 1100 and are omitted. No attempt is made to separate smaller construction 

episodes within the Classic Bonito phase, inasmuch as this 60-year period is relatively 

short, covering the span of only two or three generations. 

Table 4.1 summarizes "external" variables, including great house size and 

orientation, great kiva size, and the presence/absence of road segments and earthworks 

for seven Classic Bonito phase canyon great houses. The metric variable "total area" 

was assigned to each great house on the basis of roofed area ui two dimensions (cf. 

Powers et al. 1983:313, Table 41). Multiple stories were excluded, because in the 

comparative outlier data base, upper story estimates are based primarily on surface data 

and are thus unreliable. Canyon great house size is variable, ranging from 2175 to 7540 

sq m. Great kivas are present in association with five of the seven structures. Great 

kiva size is less variable and does not seem related to great house size (Pearson's r = 

0.107 for n = 5). 

Although roads and earthworks are components of Bonito style architecture, they 

do not necessarily appear in association with every canyon great house. Road segments 

within the canyon have been systematically documented and described by Vivian (1983). 
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Table 4.1. "External" variables for Classic Bonito phase canyon great houses. 

Total Great Kiva Road 
Great House Area* Area Segments? Earthworks? Orientation' 

Una Vida 2260 279 no no 147 

Pueblo Bonito 7540 197" yes yes 180 

Penasco Blanco 3840 145" yes yes 118 

Hungo Pavi 2175 142 no no 179 

Chetro Ketl 5476 273 yes yes 152 

E*ueblo Alto 2308 • yes yes 180 

Pueblo del Arroyo 2600 yes no 115 

MEDIAN 2600.00 197.0 152 

MEAN 3742.71 207.2 153 

S.D. 2059.67 66.5 28.4 

a sq m 
b multiple great kivas are present; mean is listed 
c degrees east of true north 

Road segments are associated with all Classic Bonito phase canyon great houses except 

Una Vida; ranching, erosion, and other disturbances in the canyon may well have 

obfuscated additional road traces in some areas. Earthworks, or formally constructed 

motmds, are present at Penasco Blanco, Pueblo Alto, Pueblo Bonito, and Chetro Ketl 

(Lekson 1984:74). 

All canyon great houses are constructed at orientations between 115° and 180°, 

facing the south/southeast. The southeast-facing pattern is not exclusive to Chacoan or 

Pueblo n sites but appears to be endemic to many Anasazi Pueblo I and n sites. 

Functional explanations have been proposed for this pattern. The prevailing winds in the 
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San Juan Basin are from the northwest, and a southeast exposure would keep trash 

middens, usually located in front of the pueblo, downwind of the habitation. A southeast 

exposure would also take best advantage of the low, southern winter sun angle, helping 

keep rooms warm and light during colder seasons. There may well have been 

concomitant symbolic or rimal reasons for a southeast exposure. 

In Chapter Vn, these "external" variables — great house size, great house 

orientation, great kiva size, and presence/absence of roads and earthworks ~ will be 

examined for the outlier data set. The following questions will be addressed. How do 

outlier great houses compare in size with canyon great houses? Are features such as 

great kivas, road segments, and earthworks imiformly present? If not, do they exhibit 

a patterned or regional distribution? Is a southeast orientation common to all outlier 

great houses? If there are exceptions, what are some likely or possible explanations? 

An exploration of these patterns will help establish whether or not these commonly cited, 

external Bonito style architectural attributes occur in a uniform or otherwise patterned 

manner throughout the Chacoan world. 

DIRECTED V. LOCAL CONSTRUCTION OF BONITO STYLE ARCHITECTURE 

AT OUTLIERS 

By definition, Bonito style architecture involves a number of shared, easily 

recognizable architectural characteristics. Independent invention can be ruled out as an 

explanation for the widespread, contemporaneous appearance of this architectural form. 

Canyon great houses constitute the largest and most concentrated appearance of Bonito 
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style architecture, so it is logical to see Chaco Canyon as the hub from which ±e 

architecture spread. Clearly, information about Bonito style architecture was exchanged 

throughout the greater San Juan Basin. What was the context of the information flow? 

Does the appearance of Bonito style architecture at outliers constitute direct involvement 

on the part of a centralized, Chacoan entity, or were local people emulating Bonito style 

architecture they saw either at Chaco or in neighboring communities? 

Architecture is a medium for transmission of information, and the construction 

of Bonito style architecture at outliers signals some kind of relationship between the 

canyon and the outliers. Stylistic choices may signal enculturative relationships or may 

be intentional attempts at communication (Carr 1995a; Conkey and Hastorf 1990; 

Hegmon 1992; Sackett 1982, 1985, 1990; Wiessner 1984, 1985, 1990; Wobst 1977). 

Following Wobst (1977:330), Carr (1995b; 195-198) argues that stylistic attributes 

with patterned, high visibility are intended for communicative purposes. By contrast, 

patterning among low visibility artifacts is likely to be the result of enculturation (Carr 

1995b: 195-198,213). Low visibility stylistic attributes are more likely to reflect learning 

frameworks and enculturative practices of the creators of material items. The concept 

of technological style (Lechtman 1977; Lemonnier 1986) focuses attention on the learning 

frameworks and specific creative activities that result in material style. Low visibility 

attributes have been used to help define prehistoric ethnic groups in the Tonto Basin 

(Clark 1997; Stark, Clark and Elson 1995). 

The concept of technological style forms the basis for Chacoan research currently 

being undertaken by Dan Meyer of the University of Calgary. Working from the 
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assumption that the Chacoan system is comprised of more than one "socio-cultural" 

entity, Meyer (1995, 1998) is using a photogrammetric technique to conduct a detailed 

examination of outlier wall veneers. Meyer seeks to identify differences in veneer 

construction that may reflect differences among multiple socio-cultural entities existing 

under the rubric of the Chacoan system. Meyer's work differs from my own in that he 

is imdertaking a much more detailed examination of one of my "internal" variables (see 

below) at a few select great house locations. 

Highly visible great houses and associated Bonito style features must have carried 

symbolic meaning, intentional or otherwise. Assuming that Bonito style architecmre 

encompassed intentional stylistic commimication, what was its directionality? Were 

Chacoan people saying, "This commimity is linked to us," or were local communities 

saying, "We are linked to Chaco?" 

The Chacoan explanatory models discussed in Chapter H have either implied or 

specific expectations with respect to canyon - outlier relationships. The reasons behind 

the spread of Bonito style architecture and the mechanisms and directionality of the flow 

of information are of considerable importance. Information about the construction of 

Bonito style architecture may have been provided to outlier populations by people from 

Chaco Canyon, or people in outlier communities may have attempted to emulate the 

architecture they saw in Chaco or in neighboring commimities. The first possibility is 

considered imder the rubric of directed construction-, the second is considered under local 

construction. 
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Directed Chacoan Construction 

Beneath the idea of directed Chacoan construction of Bonito style architecture at 

oudiers lie assumptions about the sociopolitical relationship between Chaco and the 

oudiers. If the information for construction of Bonito style architecture at outliers 

emanates from a central, Chacoan source, several kinds of relationships between the 

canyon and the oudiers are possible. 

First, the architecture could have been built by migrants from Chaco Canyon. 

In this case, Bonito style architecture represents group identification with Chaco Canyon 

that may or may not be conscious. Colonists probably would have maintained social ties 

with Chaco and may or may not have been considered independent of Chacoan social 

authority. If Bonito style architecture at oudiers represents the intrusive presence of 

migrants from Chaco Canyon into extant basin commimities, the architecture reflects a 

specific and probably conscious Chacoan aesthetic juxtaposed with local Anasazi 

traditions.^ 

Second, Bonito style architecture in oudier communities might represent 

information conveyed by specific individuals from Chaco Canyon who did not make the 

conmiunity their permanent home. Masons may have traveled from the canyon to the 

oudiers for the express purpose of designing and constructing Bonito style architecnire 

in the commimities. Masons might have been members of a Chacoan elite or attached 

The central position of Bonito style architecture in outlier communities belies this interpretation. 
Newcomers usually must make do with less favorable, peripheral community resources (Stark et 
al. 1995). 
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specialists serving Chacoan elites (Ames 1995; Brumfiel and Earle 1987; Costin 1991). 

Ancient political authorities often established military and governmental installations in 

high places, constructing visually massive, vertically impressive buildings accompanied 

by artwork that dramatizes the regime's inevitability and continuity with the natural 

order. If Bonito style architecture is a physical manifestation of Chacoan domination, 

we might expect the kinds of spatial practices and representations docimiented by Smith 

(1996) or Alcock (1993) as concomitant with political expansion."* Alternatively, 

Chacoan masons may have constituted a relatively independent guild or group that 

possessed exclusive knowledge sought by locals.^ These masons could have been invited 

to ply their trade in outlier communities, or local would-be builders could have traveled 

to Chaco to consult with them. Information about Bonito style construction might have 

been available to locals who traveled to Chaco to participate in ritual gatherings. If 

Chacoan elites sought to expand an elite network to include the leaders of outlier 

communities, perhaps masons were sent to work for those leaders on a part-time or a 

full-time basis as part of the consolidation of network ties. In all these scenarios, the 

techniques of Bonito style architecture were not common knowledge, but were known 

only to certain individuals or small groups who presumably plied their trade primarily 

As discussed in Chapter II, Chaco lacks many of the accoutrements of statehood, so analogies with 
ancient Greece or Urartu are not entirely appropriate. 

For example, boulouMa were itinerant masons from Epirote Greek villages who, up until World 
War II, traveled through Greece and Balkans plying their trade during the stunmer months. The 
bouloukia guarded the secrets of their finely wrought stonework with a private language invented 
for that purpose. They built dozens of arched bridges that can still be seen in the Zagori region 
of Epirus in northern Greece (Ellingham et al. 1992:282). 
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in Chaco Canyon. If knowledge about Bonito style construction was restricted, it is 

likely that individuals or factions either from the canyon or from the local community 

attempted to use exclusive access to that knowledge in the establishment or legitimation 

of power. 

Directed, Chacoan construction means that a concept or template of Bonito style 

architecture was brought from Chaco Canyon to the outliers. This process could have 

been the byproduct of Chacoan colonial expansion (Vivian 1990), elite network expansion 

(perhaps Mathien 1993, discussed further under "power" below), a nascent Chacoan 

polity placing its stamp upon local communities (Wilcox 1993), a physical embodiment 

of exclusive access to knowledge gained at Chaco (Toll 1985; Judge 1989) used to 

further local leaders' aggrandizement (perhaps Sebastian 1992), or some combination of 

the above. 

Local Construction 

An alternative explanation for spatial similarities between the canyon and the 

outliers is that local factions sought to emulate Bonito style architectmre visible either 

among their neighbors or at Chaco Canyon. A possible rationale for local emulation of 

Chacoan architectural forms is suggested by Renfrew and Cherry's (1986) peer-polity 

interaction model, cited by Blanton et al. (1996:5) as an example of a network strategy. 

The peer-polity interaction model attempts to explain why particular architectural forms 

are found at many places within a region where directed political authority is lacking. 

Although the "polities" in Renfrew and Cherry's model are ancient Greek city-states, 

they stipulate that the model need not apply exclusively to societies with complex 
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political organization. "Polities" may simply be large, discrete, neighboring 

communities. 

In the absence of a strong central political authority, neighboring communities 

observe and compete with one another. The new and different seen in one community, 

particularly in the guise of perceived sets of symbols, appeals to surrounding 

communities. When increased organizational complexity, or the trappings thereof, is 

observed in one community, the others will imitate it. Renfrew and Cherry call this 

process "symbolic entrainment," defined as "the tendency for a developed symbolic 

system to be adopted when it comes into contact with a less-developed one with which 

it does not strikingly conflict....a well-developed symbolic system carries with it an 

assurance and prestige which a less-developed symbolic system may not share" (Renfrew 

and Cherry 1986:8). 

In practical terms, this means that if one community builds a particular kind of 

structure, surrounding groups attempt to build the same thing in order to maintain their 

own prestige.® Kintigh (1994:134-136) suggests that Bonito style architectural elements 

at post-Chaco sites stem from peer-polity interaction (Renfrew and Cherry 1986) in the 

absence of a central, Chacoan influence. Kintigh (1994) invokes Renfrew and Cherry's 

Of course, this scenario assumes that neighboring communities were not assisting each other in 
the construction of Bonito style architecture. Labor estimates become an important consideration. 
If labor estimates indicate that communities probably needed to conscript their neighbors' 
assistance to build the structures, then information would have been easily passed from community 
to community, and the emulation model and its test implications break down. However, labor and 
population estimates from the Andrews outlier community (Appendix ??) indicate that enough local 
labor would have been available to keep great house construction, at least in this instance, a 
single-community affair. 
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(1986) "peer polity interaction" concept to explain the appearance of quasi-Bonito style 

attributes such as oversized unroofed great kivas at large, post-Chacoan sites in the 

Cibolan (Zuni) area during the A.D. 1200s. Prestige could be gained by emulating the 

Chacoan past. Could prestige have also been gained by emulating the Chacoan present? 

Was a centralized Chacoan authority present during the Classic Bonito period, and if so, 

how strong was it? Application of the peer-polity interaction model to the Chacoan era 

is predicated on a weak central role for the canyon itself. 

In yet another twist on local emulation, Bonito style architecture could have been 

built in outlier communities by Chacoan migrants who did not possess technical 

architectural knowledge but who sought to emulate the canyon style to emphasize their 

origins or ties with the canyon. People who emigrate are usually not the people who 

hold power in the society of their origin. Perhaps some outlier communities were 

founded by disenfranchised Chacoan people who attempted to replicate the great houses 

of the canyon but who were not privy to specific tenets of canyon architecture. 

Local construction means that people did not get a template of Bonito style 

architecture directly firom Chaco but rather attempted to emulate Bonito style architecture 

as best they could. This process could have been undertaken as part of local leaders' 

strategies to power (Sebastian 1992) and/or could represent a commimal, symbolic 

statement of affinity with Chaco or with neighboring communities (Lekson 1991; Stein 

and Lekson 1992). 
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Analysis: "Internal" Variables 

How do directed and local construction differ archaeologically? If outlier great 

houses were built according to directed Chacoan information, then they should resemble 

the great houses of Chaco Canyon and each other. The converse should also be true — 

if outlier great houses were constructed under entirely local auspices, they should exhibit 

great variability, differing both from canyon great houses and from each other. Of 

course, neither extreme is likely — rather, the reality lies somewhere along a continuum 

between the two. 

Superficial similarities could indicate either directed construction or local 

emulation. However, local emulation should be distinguishable from directed, Chacoan 

construction in that although the general form and appearance of Bonito style architecture 

might be emulated, specific, particularly internal, precepts of the style cannot. Thus, if 

Bonito style architecture were constructed under local auspices, internal details of outlier 

great houses should differ from each other and from internal details of canyon great 

houses. 

Eight "internal" architectural variables have been identified as characteristic of 

canyon great houses. Three internal variables have to do with masonry; these include 

core-and-veneer wall construction, sandstone building material, and a banded facing 

style. Although functional explanations might play a part in determining the selection 

of some of these attributes, none of them were necessarily visible to outsiders, especially 

if great house walls were coated with mud plaster, as some evidence suggests (e.g., 

Lekson 1984:29, discussed further under "banded veneer style," below). A comparison 
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of canyon and outlying great house architecture should include not only the mechanics 

of great house construction but also the overall design of the structures. Thus, five 

additional internal variables describe structure layout; these include kiva/room ratio, kiva 

position, and the presence/absence of elevated kivas, symmetry, and Chaco units. 

In Chapter Vn, these internal variables are compared for canyon and outlier data 

sets to assess the similarities (1) between outlier and canyon great houses, and (2) among 

the group of outlier great houses. Outlier internal variables are also assessed according 

to three locational measures to determine whether or not spatial patterning is apparent. 

Significant similarity between canyon and outlier great houses, and significant similarities 

among outlier great houses, will be considered to support a directed, Chacoan origin for 

outlier Bonito style architecture. Conversely, great diversity or a lack of significant 

similarity between canyon and outlier great houses and/or among outlier great houses will 

be considered to support a local origin for outlier Bonito style architecture. The eight 

internal variables are discussed in detail below. 

Core-and-Veneer Wall Construction 

Five wall types are described for canyon great houses (Lekson 1984:17-21). 

These types include simple, double-simple, compound, "fill core" core-and-veneer, and 

"solid core" core-and-veneer (Figure 4.1). Simple walls are one stone wide. Double-

simple walls are two stones wide and consist of two parallel simple walls. Compound 

walls are double-simple walls that are bonded internally. All three of these wall types 

are found in Early Bonito phase canyon great house construction. Core-and-veneer walls 

consist of two parallel simple walls separated by a space filled with various materials. 
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For "fill core" core-and-veneer walls, this space is filled with mud, earth, trash, or 

rubble placed in the cavity after several courses of wall were completed. For "solid 

core" core-and-veneer walls, rubble is laid between the two facing walls as the facings 

are built. Facing and overall wall widths may vary considerably depending on the core 

type, wall morphology, and the size of stones used in construction. 

Core-and-veneer masonry is the most common construction technique at canyon 

great houses (Vivian and Mathews 1965). Core-and veneer walls are described by 

Lekson (1984:21) as "a halhnark of Chacoan building" and are present at all seven 

Classic Bonito phase canyon great houses. The core-and-veneer technique may have 

been developed because it enabled the construction of very wide walls. Chacoan walls 

rely on width, rather than other techniques such as buttressing, for stability. Ground 

floor walls were very wide and thus could bear the load of the multiple stories above; 

the widths of upper story waUs were successively reduced (Lekson 1984:15). Core-and-

veneer construction is considered an internal architectural characteristic, because wall 

interiors would not have been readily visible to casual passers-by. Once core-and-veneer 

construction had been invented, this information must have been spread along lines of 

communication corresponding to one or more of the possibilities outlined above. Core-

and-veneer construction is widely recognized at many outliers. The analysis will assess 

whether core-and-veneer walls are a universal feature of outlier great houses. If they are 

not, the analysis will attempt to identify spatial patterning for this variable. 
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Figure 4.1. Types of Chacoan wall construction (from Lekson 1984:17-21). 
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Building Material 

Sandstone was used for construction of aU the great houses in Chaco Canyon, 

primarily because it was readily available. Both hard tabular and soft blocky Cliff House 

sandstone deposits occur in the Cretaceous cliffs of the canyon. Sandstone proved to be 

an excellent building material for multiple-story great houses in many respects. The 

availability of sandstone in Chaco Canyon and the construction of Chacoan great houses 

are interconnected phenomena, as one has to wonder if the Chacoans would have been 

inspired to build great houses if sandstone had not been so readily and conveniently at 

hand. The soft sandstone is easily worked, and both soft blocks and hard tabular pieces 

are easily stacked. This property would have facilitated construction and stability of tall 

walls. Tighdy coursed sandstone made exterior walls more durable, leaving "vety little 

mortar exposed to action of wind, rain, and frost" (Morris 1939:52). Tight coursing 

with many contact points between the stones made for stronger, more stable walls in 

which the load was transferred from the weaker core to the stronger, outer facing (Reiter 

1933:67; Lekson 1984:23). Sandstone also lent itself to at least two aesthetic properties. 

First, sandstone facings would have provided smooth surfaces and sharp angles for 

plastering. Second, tabular sandstone is especially conducive to producing the banded 

appearance of much Chacoan architecture. These aesthetic attributes are discussed 

further under "facing style," below. 

The use of sandstone by canyon great houses builders reflected the material's 

availability and its fimctional and aesthetic properties. The builders of outlying great 

houses, however, had a more variable material base upon which to draw. Sandstone, 
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particularly the tabular variety, is widely but not universally available throughout the 

greater San Juan Basin. The sandstone that is available varies in quality; for example, 

the sandstone available near Bluff, in southeastern Utah, is "very friable and generally 

poor quality" (Cameron, personal communication, 1997). 

The analysis will assess whether or not all outlying great houses are constructed 

of sandstone. Some outliers may not be located in proximity to sandstone sources. If 

this is the case, efforts to procure sandstone building materials for great house 

construction will be investigated. 

Banded Facing Style 

Most studies of Chacoan masonry have focused on differences in the veneers or 

facings, because these are more readily visible in many cases than interior wall 

construction. Banded facing is a characteristic often noted in connection with Chacoan 

masonry. Banding is present at all seven Classic Bonito phase canyon great houses. The 

banded effect is produced by alternating layers of large and small sandstone. However, 

banding is not a necessary functional outcome of building with coursed sandstone. As 

mentioned in Chapter n, a number of facing styles have been identified at canyon great 

houses. Facing typologies have been developed by a number of researchers, including 

Hawley (1934,1938) and Judd (1927, 1964). Lekson amended the Judd typology to 

include Vivian and Mathews' (1965) McEhno style. This study follows the Judd/Lekson 

typology as described in Lekson (1984:17-19) (Table 4.2). Banding is common to Types 

2 and 3. A banded appearance is created in these veneers by the use of alternating bands 

of thin, tabular sandstone and thick, blocky sandstone (Figure 4.2). 



Table 4.2. Chacoan facing styles (from Lekson 1984:17-19). 
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Type Dates (A.D.) Description 

1 900-950 long, thin, hard, tabular sandstone slabs with edged 
exposed faces, wide mortar joints, uncoursed, covered 
with thick mud veneer containing small horizontal spalls 

2 1020-1060 long, thin, hard, tabular sandstone slabs with edged or 
flush exposed faces, side mortar joints filed with small 
spalls placed horizontally in both vertical and horizontal 
joints, uncoursed 

3 1050-1115 rectangular stones, flush (snapped, edged, firequently 
ground) exposed faces, very thin mortar joints and few, if 
any, spalls, alternating bands of 1 or 2 courses of large 
brick-shaped sandstone (both thin hard and massive soft) 
and 3 + courses of smaller, thin, tabular sandstone 

4 1050-1115 similar to Type 3 but with thin, hard, tabular sandstone 
only 

McElmo 1115-1140 rectangular brick-shaped massive sandstone, ground flush 
faces, thin mortar joints with 1-3 rows of spalls placed 
horizontally in the horizontal joints and vertically in the 
vertical joints, well coursed 

Why did the Chacoan builders construct banded veneers? Part of the reason may 

be that banded veneers provided functional benefits. The Type 2 veneer represented a 

technological improvement over the Type 1 veneer, because the use of more spalls than 

mortar in the joints strengthened walls by decreasing mortar exposure and by transferring 

most of the load of the wall from the core to the facing. As discussed above, increased 

stone-on-stone contact resulted in stronger walls (Lekson 1984:23; Reiter 1933:67). 

However, banding was not a functionally necessary correlate of the increased use 

of spalls. T3fpe 4 masonry maximizes stone-on-stone contact but lacks the banded 
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appearance of T5^es 2 and 3. In a discussion of outiying great house veneers, Powers 

et al. (1983:317) note that veneer variability evident through time within one structure 

or between adjacent structures indicates that style was not determined by building 

material. Because ftmctional attributes alone cannot explain the appearance of banding, 

the creation of banded veneers also must have been at least partially an aesthetic choice. 

Mindeleff (1989:140) suggests that the Chacoan builders hit on the idea of banding from 

observing side by side occurrence in the cliffs of seams of stone of two thicknesses: 

"The ornamental effect of this device was originally an accidental result of adopting the 

most convenient method of using the material at hand." 

The reasoning behind the construction of banded veneers grows even murkier, 

however, when one considers that most canyon great house walls were probably coated 

with mud or plaster both inside and out (Lekson 1984:29). Examples of exterior wall 

plaster are rare, because plaster deteriorates quickly when exposed to the elements. 

However, exterior wall plaster has occasionally been preserved on walls protected by 

deposition or subsequent remodeling. Buried layers of exterior wall plaster are 

documented at Chetro Ked (Lekson 1984:173). Plaster was discovered in protected areas 

on several exterior walls of Casa C^emada, part of the west complex at the Bis sa'ani 

oudier (Marshall 1982:185, 187, Table 18). Excavated outlying great houses commonly 

exhibit interior wall plaster (e.g., Aztec [Morris 1928:120, 272-3, 289, 294, etc.], Bis 

sa'ani [Marshall 1982:187, Table 29], Casamero [Sigleo 1981:3], Guadalupe [Pippin 

1987], Morris 39 [Morris 1939:52], and Salmon Ruin [Irwin-Williams et al. 1975:52, 

120]). 
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Ethnographic evidence also supports the practice of plastering exterior walls. 

Both the Hopi and Zuni were known to apply a "liberal and frequently renewed coating 

of mud" (Mindeleff 1989: 137-138) to interior and exterior walls. Mindeleff (1989:45) 

observes that Zuni walls are plastered but not banded, and adds that "it is not to be 

expected that walls would be carefully constructed of banded stonework when they were 

to be subsequently covered with mud." The fact that canyon great houses do exhibit 

careful and aesthetically pleasing banded veneers suggests that banding had stylistic 

meaning for the builders. 

A banded appearance may have been intentionally created to in some way 

symbolize "Chacoanness" or "great house." Or, on a more mundane aesthetic level, the 

creation of banded veneers may have been part of the received knowledge of a 

circumscribed group of Chacoan builders. Because great house exterior walls were 

probably plastered, banding is an especially appropriate internal variable to examine. 

Because the facing style would not have been visible, it could not have been emulated. 

Thus the presence of banding might reasonably be assumed to indicate shared knowledge 

of a specific Chacoan construction style, whether or not it was imbued with additional 

symbolic value. 

Outlier great houses are often described as exhibiting banded veneers, but is 

banding really ubiquitous among all outliers? If not, is the distribution of banding 

patterned? In Chaco Canyon, both tabular and blocky sandstone are easily accessible. 

However, this is not the case at many outlier locales. If suitable sandstone was not 

available, were other materials employed to create a banded effect? 
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Kiva/Room Ratio 

Kiva/room ratio represents the number of kivas against the total number of rooms 

within the structure. For example, a site with 5 kivas and 25 rooms would have a 

kiva/room ratio of 5/25, or 0.20. Although no direct assignment of function can be 

made to rectangular or round rooms without excavation data, kiva/room ratio uses some 

basic assumptions about the nature of round and rectangular rooms to provide a way to 

get at possible differences in overall great house function. 

At Pueblo n Anasazi sites, rectangular rooms are commonly found to have been 

used for habitation and/or storage. Round rooms, or kivas, are commonly considered 

to have been used for ritual purposes at least some of the time (Adler 1989; Lekson 

1988a). Although there is a wide range of variability, small house or habitation sites 

frequently consist of three to six rooms associated with a single kiva. Because these 

small sites are often equated with single households, the logical conclusions are: (1) ±at 

each kiva was used by a small group of related people, and (2) that any ritual activities 

conducted in die kiva were organized on the basis of kinship. Steward (1937) noted a 

kiva/room ratio of 0.167 - 0.200 (1:6 - 1:5) to be characteristic of Pueblo II Anasazi 

habitation sites and reflected that this indicated every lineage constructed its own kiva 

and conducted its own ceremonies. A later decrease in the number of kivas per room, 

with kiva/room ratios of 0.040 - 0.067 (1:15 - 1:25), was interpreted by Steward as 

reflecting a change in the organization of ritual. At this point, kivas move beyond their 

role as structures for familial ritual and acquire a new function as settings for integrative 

social activities (Lipe and Hegmon 1989). 
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An examination of great house kiva/room ratios could help determine whetiier or 

not canyon and outlier great houses are likely to have served similar functions without 

acmally having to address the issue of what those functions were. That is, if both canyon 

and outlier great houses were used for the same thing, whether it be habitation, storage, 

or rimal activities, if kivas served similar functions at canyon and outlier great houses, 

and if canyon and outlier social structure were similarly organized, then kiva/room ratios 

of both outlier and canyon great houses should be similar, regardless of other differences 

in overall structtiral size. 

Table 4.3 presents kiva/room ratios for the seven Classic Bonito phase canyon 

great houses. The mean canyon great house kiva/room ratio is 0.046, or 1:22. This 

figure is substantially different than that described for small sites, above, and this 

disparity will be explored further during a later section of Chapter IV. 

Table 4.3. Kiva/room ratios for Classic Bonito phase canyon great houses. Figures are 
from Powers et al. 1983:313, Table 41. 

Great House No. of Kivas No. of Rooms Kiva/Room Ratio 

Una Vida 6 160 0.038 

Pueblo Bonito 33 695 0.047 

Penasco Blanco 7 215 0.033 

Hungo Pavi 1 150 0.007 

Chetro Ketl 16 580 0.028 

Pueblo Alto 15 130 0.115 

Pueblo del Arroyo 15 290 0.052 

MEAN 13 317 0.046 

S.D. 10 228 0.034 
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Canyon great house kiva/room ratios will be compared to kiva/room ratios 

compiled for outlier great houses. If canyon and outlier great house kiva/room ratios are 

found to be similar, this would support the argument that canyon and outlier great houses 

served similar fimctions. Similarity would not necessarily bolster the argument for a 

directed, Chacoan origin for outlying great house construction, however, because 

similarity in function does not necessarily entail similarity in origin. Significant 

differences between canyon and outlier great house kiva/room ratios would indicate that 

canyon and outlier great houses are fimctionally different kinds of strucmres. The latter 

simation, if coupled with significant variability among the set of outlier great house 

kiva/room ratios, would support local or diverse origins for outlier great houses. 

Kiva Position 

Kiva position may have some bearing on ritual and, by inference, social 

organization. Kivas at small Pueblo II Anasazi habitation sites are generally located 

outside the roomblock, in front of the structure toward the southeast. Enclosed kivas, 

or circular kivas constructed inside rectangular rooms within the roomblock, appear in 

Chacoan great houses and are considered a characteristic of Bonito style architecture. 

There could be a number of reasons behind the incorporation of kivas into the pueblo 

structure. Enclosed kivas might represent an attempt to disguise the location of kivas or 

to control access to them. Whether or not the kivas were being deliberately hidden, 

enclosed kivas would have been less accessible to strangers than exterior kivas located 

in front of the pueblo. The category of enclosed kivas includes elevated kivas, discussed 
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separately below. Because enclosed Idvas are contained within the walls of the great 

house strucnire, they would not necessarily have been visible to casual passers-by and 

thus could not have been easily emulated. 

All seven Classic Bonito phase canyon great houses contain enclosed kivas. All 

seven great houses also contain exterior kivas, or kivas located in the plaza outside the 

structural confines of the great house. When plazas were unwalled, these kivas would 

have been relatively accessible (at least in terms of visibility) to anyone. By the late 

eleventh and early twelfth century, plazas at all seven Classic Bonito phase great houses 

were enclosed by a linear row of rooms or walls that would have rendered inaccessible 

kivas located in the plazas. Construction of plaza-enclosing walls or rooms is dated to 

as early as A.D. 1050 at Pueblo Bonito and Chetro Ketl (Lekson 1984:105, 187) and as 

late as A.D. 1100-1140 at Pueblo Alto (Lekson 1984:209). The fact that canyon great 

house plazas were enclosed in the late eleventh century should not affect the assumption 

that exterior, plaza kivas were relatively accessible to prospective emulators before that 

time. Plaza kivas were accessible for most of the Classic Bonito phase in the canyon, 

and outlier Bonito style architecture is well-established by A.D. 1080, so it is safe to 

assume that outlier outsiders would have been able to detect and therefore emulate the 

existence of exterior kivas in plazas prior to A.D. 1080. 

At oudier great houses, four possible kiva configurations are possible. Outlier 

great houses could contain (1) no kivas, (2) only enclosed kivas, (3) only exterior kivas, 

or 4) both enclosed and exterior kivas. The presence of only enclosed kivas, or a 

combination of enclosed and exterior kivas at outlier great houses could be used to 
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support directed Chacoan construction, because the presence of enclosed kivas could not 

have been easily emulated. Following this reasoning, the presence of only exterior kivas 

at outlier great houses could be considered support for local construction, because 

exterior kivas would presumably be more visible and therefore could have been easily 

emulated. Furthermore, if the distribution of exterior and enclosed kivas is found to vary 

in a patterned manner, it could be interpreted to mean that people in some communities 

allowed greater access to their kivas than others. This might imply different rimal or 

social organization and supports a fragmentary, rather than a centralized, view of outlier 

great house construction. However, other factors, such as temporal variability, structure 

size, and length of occupation, might also affect the location and construction of kivas. 

All kivas might not be contemporaneous. Because exterior kivas pre-date enclosed kivas 

among the Anasazi, temporal factors must be ruled out before a given interpretation for 

a patterned distribution of a particular kiva configuration can be argued. 

Elevated Kivas 

Elevated kivas are a subset of enclosed kivas constructed at a second story level 

or higher. All Classic Bonito phase canyon great houses with the exception of Pueblo 

Alto, which is only a single story, contain elevated kivas. The category of elevated kivas 

is herein considered to include tower kivas. Tower kivas consist of a series of up to four 

enclosed kivas vertically stacked on top of one another. The difference between elevated 

and tower kivas is nicely illustrated by Marshall et al. (1977:18). Only two possible 

tower kivas are foimd in Chaco Canyon great houses (Lekson 1984:52). At Kin Kletso, 

a two-story kiva (Kiva A) was constructed atop a large boulder so that the ground floor 
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of the kiva is at the level of the second story of the great house. At Chetro Ketl, Kiva 

N is a two-story kiva with some architectural evidence that a third story may have been 

present. Tower kivas are docimiented at several outliers, including Kin Klizhin, Kin 

Ya'a, Haystack, and possibly Upper JCin Klizhin (Marshall et al. 1979:15-16). 

Considering tower kivas and elevated kivas together obviates a number of 

problems. First, it circumvents the confusion surrounding these two terms, that are 

often, but not always, used interchangeably. For example, Lekson (1984:52) refers to 

second-story kivas in canyon great houses as "tower kivas." An elevated kiva at Salmon 

Ruin (Kiva 64) is commonly referred to as "the tower kiva." Las Ventanas also has an 

elevated kiva sometimes called a tower kiva. Second, it avoids misinterpretations related 

to the difficulties inherent at many sites with reduced walls in deciding wall heights and 

numbers of stories. Finally, it increases the small tower kiva sample size so that the 

occurrence of these elevated structures may be meaningfully compared to the other 

variables. Although tower kivas appear at only four outliers, elevated kivas are present 

at an additional eight. 

There are a number of possible reasons for the construction of elevated kivas. 

Vivian (personal communication, October 1997) proposes a fimctional explanation, 

contending that second-story kivas were built to maximize the space available within the 

confines of the great house. Other researchers have proffered the idea that tower kivas 

functioned as part of a signalling network (Hayes and Windes 1975). This explanation 

does not seem sufficient, because, as Lekson (1984:52) explains, "a similar height could 
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have been attained without the Tower Kiva." Marshall et al. (1977:204) offer the 

following intriguing speculation credited to Fewkes. 

It must be remembered that the ceremonial room or kiva, in modem mythology, 
represents the underworld out of which...the early races of men emerged. The 
tower kiva at Kin Ya'a may have been four kivas, one above another, to represent 
the underworlds lq which the ancestors of the hmnan race live in succession 
before emerging into that in which we now dwell. 

How widespread is the phenomenon of elevated kivas among oudier great houses? Do 

elevated kivas at great houses exhibit a patterned distribution? Do they occur in 

patterned association with road segments, great kivas, or other variables? The universal 

presence of elevated kivas would be considered support for directed outlier great house 

construction. A patterned distribution may indicate information exchange among a subset 

of outlier great houses. A lack of any sort of patterning would suggest that other forces 

besides a Chacoan presence were at work in outlier great house construction. 

Symmetry 

Classic Bonito phase canyon great houses were built in several stages. An initial, 

rectangular roomblock was built first. Then, perpendicular wings were added to create 

an L, [, or E shape. Finally, a wall or an arc of rooms was sometimes built to enclose 

the area in front of the structure, resulting in a D or modified O shape (Vivian 

1990:265). Symmetry is defined as correspondence in size, shape, and relative position 

of parts on opposite sides of a dividing line, center or axis. By this definition, all canyon 

great houses may be said to exhibit symmetry. In smaller, outlying great houses, 
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symmetry may be expressed by two facing kivas within one rectangular roomblock, by 

two joined roomblocks, or by two separate roomblocks (Vivian 1990:298). 

Vivian (1970) contends that symmetry is an architectural manifestation of dual 

social organization that characterizes canyon great houses but not small house sites. Dual 

social organization is expressed most strongly among the Eastern Pueblos such as the 

Tewa (Ortiz 1965, 1969). Ortiz (1965:389) describes Tewa dual organization as "a 

system of antithetical institutions with the associated symbols, ideas, and meanings in 

terms of which social interaction takes place." Apparent asymmetries are balanced 

during an annual or biennial course of rotation in what Vivian (1990:431-435), following 

Johnson (1982), refers to as a rotating sequential hierarchy. Bilateral architectural 

symmetry is seen as a direct indicator of the existence of dualism and possibly the 

presence of a rotating sequential hierarchy as a mechanism for organizing tasks, decision­

making, ritual, labor, or other aspects of society. Vivian (1990:299) further contends 

that symmetry and concomitant dual social divisions exhibit a patterned appearance 

expressed most strongly in the southern and eastern parts of the San Juan Basin. 

The current analysis tabulates the presence of symmetry among outlier great 

houses. If a great house is comprised of two equal, opposing parts, it is considered to 

possess symmetry. Symmetry may also be present in the guise of two equal, opposing 

roomblocks or discrete structures. The universal presence of symmetry at great houses 

will be considered as support for a directed, Chacoan origin for the structures. A 

patterned distribution of great houses with symmetry might support Vivian's (1990) 

interpretation or might suggest other, variable relationships between outliers and the 
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canyon. A complete lack of patterning in the distribution of symmetry may be 

considered as support for local great house construction, especially in those cases where 

symmetry is absent. 

Chaco Units 

The modular nature of Anasazi architecture has long been recognized (e.g., 

Prudden (1903, 1914, 1918). The room suite is the basic unit of Anasazi architecture 

(Johnson 1989:378; Stein and Lekson 1992:93). Room suites form the basis of great 

house construction prior to A.D. 1050 (Lekson 1984:62-64). Lekson documents how 

great house suite configurations changed over time. During the Early Bonito period, 

room suites were comprised of large front rooms paired with smaller back rooms. A 

transition firom double to single back rooms took place aroimd A.D. 1030. After this 

time, suites grew more linear and rooms tended to be of relatively small, uniform size. 

By the early A.D. llOO's, the room suite was absent from canyon great houses. 

Great houses become more standardized, formal, and synmietrical over time 

(Powers et al. 1983:308-316; Lekson 1984; Vivian 1990:268). Although Early and 

Classic Bonito phase great houses contain definable room suites, later ones such as Kin 

Kletso and Wijiji appear to have been constructed in large blocks that might be 

considered the unit of design (Lekson 1984:64). 

These blocks, or "Chaco units," consist of a [-shaped set of rooms surrounding 

an enclosed kiva. Chaco units are easy to see in Late Bonito phase and McElmo 

structures, where the rooms and enclosed kiva form a compact rectangular group (e.g., 

New Alto, Figure 4.3). The Late Bonito phase Chaco unit appears to be essentially a 
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condensed version of the [-shaped roomblock centered aroiind a kiva which is typical of 

Classic Bonito phase great houses. Hungo Pavi, for example, is essentially a large, open 

[ containing a central enclosed kiva (Figure 4.3). Wijiji, the Late Bonito phase great 

house that lacks associated trash, may represent a template or example of the proper way 

to construct a great house (Vivian, personal communication, October 1997). It consists 

of two facing Chaco imits (Figure 4.3). 

If the Chaco unit represents the clearest manifestation of the "proper" 

configuration for a canyon great house, how widespread are Chaco units at outliers? 

Although Chaco units are most clearly visible in Late Bonito phase structures, they are 

still identifiable at most Classic Bonito phase canyon great houses (e.g., Pueblo del 

Arroyo, Figure 4.3). The Chaco unit seems to be the basic "template" of great house 

construction. 

The presence of Chaco units at outlier great houses will be tabulated as part of 

this analysis. The universal presence of Chaco units at outliers will be considered strong 

evidence for a directed, Chacoan origin for these strucmres. Where Chaco units are 

absent, a local origin is more likely. If the distribution of Chaco units at outliers exhibits 

patterning, the patterning might reveal information about the existence of variable kinds 

of relationships between diverse outliers and the canyon. 

Summary: Directed v. Local Construction 

In the directed v. local portion of the study, eight internal variables — core-and-

veneer masonry, sandstone, banded veneer, kiva/room ratio, kiva position, elevated 
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New Alto 

A.D. 1100-1130 

One Compact Chaco Unit 

Wijiji 

A.D. 1110-1115 

Two Facing Connpact Chaco Units 

Hungo Pavi 

A.D. 990-1080 

One Large, Open Chaco Unit 

Pueblo del Arroyo 
A.D. 1060-1109 

(later construction not shown) 
At Least Four Chaco Units 

Figure 4.3. Chaco units at New Alto, Wijiji, Hungo Pavi, and Pueblo del Arroyo. 
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kivas, symmetry, and Chaco miits — will be assessed for patterned associations among 

outlier great houses. The variables will also be assessed for regional patterning by 

comparison with three locational measures — north/south location, region, and distance 

in km from Pueblo Bonito. Significant similarities among the outlier great houses will 

be interpreted as support for a directed, Chacoan origin. A directed, Chacoan origin for 

oudier great houses is in accord with models proposed by Judge (1989), Mathien (1993), 

Sebastian (1992), Toll (1985), Vivian (1990), and Wilcox (1993). A lack of significant 

similarities and/or great differences among outlier great houses will be interpreted as 

support for diverse, potentially local great house origins. Local great house origins are 

in line with the Chacoan models proposed by Lekson (1991; Stein and Lekson 1992) and 

Sebastian (1992), and with the symbolic entrainment model of Renfirew and Cherry 

(1986). Ambiguous results will be interpreted to indicate a mixed picmre of both 

directed and local great house origins in different situations. It will then be necessary 

to sort through these cases and look for patterning based on locational differences, time 

differences, or differential participation in exchange or other interaction networks. 

POWER AND BONITO STYLE ARCHITECTURE IN OUTLIER COMMUNITY 

CONTEXTS 

Note that the two groups of models listed above are not mutually exclusive. This 

is because a directed v. local origin for outlier great houses is not in and of itself 

sufficient information upon which to assess the models or to understand the reasons 

behind the construction of Bonito style architecture in outlier communities. Rather, 
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settling the directed v. local question is merely the first step towards understanding the 

power dynamics involved in the construction of great houses at outliers. If directed 

construction is indicated, what did the Chacoans intend to accomplish through this 

activity? If Chacoan involvement is ruled out, what purpose did construction of Bonito 

style architecture serve for local power factions? 

Power issues are endemic to any consideration of Bonito style architecture and 

the canyon-outlier relationship. Bonito style architecture at outliers may represent 

Chacoan domination (Wilcox 1993), benign ethnic affiliation (Vivian 1990), or 

membership in a cultural koine (Mathien 1993; Stein and Lekson 1992). Great houses 

may be constructed as part of the establishment and legitimation of authority (Sebastian 

1992) or they may be communal places of worship and interaction (Judge 1989; Toll 

1984, 1985). 

Thus, the next step towards understanding the construction of Bonito style 

architecture in outlier communities is an investigation of the power relationships that 

accompanied the construction of Bonito style architecture in these communities. This 

entails an assessment of the function(s) of this architecmre within individual outlier 

communities. In this portion of the analysis, architectural aspects of Bonito style 

structures and surrounding small houses are compared in an attempt to determine the 

function(s) of Bonito style architecture within oudier communities. 

In Chapter HI, it is argued that power is an idea implicit in any discussion of 

large-scale architecture, and that specific material spatial correlates such as restricted 

access, verticality, and relative room sizes should be useful in recognizing the existence 
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of power dynamics through architecture. However, the present task entails more than 

the simple recognition that power was involved in the construction of Bonito style 

architecture. Different kinds of power, wielded in various ways by different agencies, 

are implied by the diverse Chacoan models that have been discussed. In the present 

undertaking, it is necessary to address the nature of the power dynamics that gave rise 

to and were legitimated by the construction of Bonito style architecture in outlier 

communities. It is necessary to determine the contexts in which Bonito style architecture 

was constructed. 

The network and the corporate political-economic strategies are two contrasting 

approaches to power discussed in Chapter m, above (Blanton et al. 1996). Network and 

corporate strategies may be thought of as two ends of a continuum; the strategies are not 

necessarily mutually exclusive, but may coexist or cycle between each extreme. Network 

strategies are characterized by wealth disparities and exclusionary exchange that benefits 

specific individuals. Corporate strategies exhibit wealth equity and public architecmre 

used for communal ritual. Elites and hierarchies may exist within both network and 

corporate societies, but in corporate simations, social sanctions prevent single individuals 

from developing monopolies. 

Under the network strategy, monumental architecture is constructed as part of the 

aggrandizement of an individual or a ruling descent group and may function as an elite 

residence or contribute to the prominence of sites controlling trade routes. Under the 

corporate strategy, architectural spaces may function as settings for communal rituals that 

express an ideology of social integration. The network strategy fits models for Chaco 
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presented by Mathien (1993), Sebastian (1992), Schelberg (1984), and Wilcox (1993). 

The corporate strategy could be said to characterize the models for Chaco presented by 

Judge (1989), Lekson (1991), and Toll (1985) (see also Mills 1997). 

If Bonito style architecture were constructed as part of a network strategy, great 

houses may have fimctioned as elite residences or centers for controlled exchange 

(Powers et al. 1983:341). Access to the structures may have been controlled. 

Conversely, if great houses were public buildings used for storage (Marshall et al. 

1979:337-339), periodic gatherings, communal ritual (Judge 1989; Toll 1985:502-508), 

or symbols of communitas (Stein and Lekson 1992), they might be characterized by a 

lack of evidence for use as residences coupled with easy public access. Thus an 

examination of the functions of and access to great houses within outlier communities 

may be useful in determining whether strategies to power are network or corporate 

based. Again, these strategies are not necessarily mutually exclusive, but they may be 

contrasted for heuristic purposes. 

Before proceeding, some clarification regarding the nature of the data base and 

the variables used for this section is in order. The first and second parts of die 

investigation (general patterning, and the directed v. local question) were concerned with 

the appearance of great houses in outlier communities. Those sections therefore involved 

data bases comprised of 7 canyon great houses and 70 outiier great houses. The third 

and current section, however, is focused on the nature of power relationships within 

outlier communities. Thus, this section utilizes a data base comprised of great houses 

and small sites from 13 outlier communities. Certain variables, including orientation and 
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kiva/room ratio, were utilized in earlier sections. These variables reappear in subsequent 

pages in the context of great house/small house comparisons within outlier communities, 

where they are examined for a different data base and to different ends. 

Great House Function 

The issue of great house function is difficult to address given the dearth of outlier 

excavation data. However, one approach is through a comparison of the spatial attributes 

of great houses and small houses within outlier commimities. 

Great houses have been proposed as elite residences, elite storage facilities, 

communal storage facilities, settings for periodic communal rituals, and architectural 

symbols. There is little agreement as to whether or not canyon great houses functioned 

as habitations (Lekson 1984:270). The presence of substantial trash deposits associated 

with many canyon and outlier great houses supports the contention that people lived in 

these strucmres. However, at Wijiji, the virtual absence of any trash suggests that this 

great house was never inhabited. At Pueblo Alto the presence of too much trash for the 

structure's size suggests that Pueblo Alto was the site of periodic consxmiption events 

(Toll 1985:192-196). To further complicate the picture, if some great houses did 

function as habitations, this does not preclude their use as rimal space. Adler's (1989) 

crosscultural examination of rimal spaces revealed that rimal structures are often used for 

secular activities. 

Small houses undoubtedly did function as habitations. Therefore, one way to get 

at the issue of great house fimction is to compare fimctionally relevant great house and 

small house spatial attributes. If the attributes do not differ significantly, then the case 
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for great houses as simply very large, habitation structures is strengthened. If the 

attributes do differ significantly, additional evidence must be examined to determine 

whether the differences reflect the needs of great house conraiunal activities or special 

treatment afforded elites in residence at the great houses. 

A comparison of overall size and layout would be redundant. By definition, great 

houses are larger, more massive, and exhibit greater planning in comparison with small 

houses. However, if great houses and small houses have different functions, then the 

two classes of structure might be expected to differ in terms of room area, kiva/room 

ratio, orientation, and elevation. These four variables, and the reasons behind their 

selection, are discussed in detail below. In Chapter Vn, the variables will be compared 

between great houses and small houses within outlier communities. If significant 

differences are found, this will strengthen the case for great houses as qualitatively 

different structures but will not resolve the network v. corporate issue, because great 

houses could have bigger rooms, fewer kivas, or different orientations for a number of 

reasons related to either strategy. However, if significant differences are not found, it 

would suggest that great houses are nothing more than really big habitations. 

Room Area 

It is conmion knowledge that great house rooms are relatively "large" in 

comparison with small house rooms, but this designation covers a wide range of areas 

(Powers et al. 1983:318). Marshall et al. (1977:337) cite 16 to 18 sq m as typical areas 

for great house rooms and 9 sq m as typical for small house rooms. Neither study made 

an attempt to systematically compare great house and small house room areas, but the 
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general conclusion is that great house rooms appear to be approximately twice as large 

as small house rooms. 

The current analysis will compare great house and small house mean and median 

room areas within each outlier community in an attempt to systematically see if this 

pattern holds. If great house rooms at the outliers in the sample are substantially larger 

(i.e., approximately twice as large) as small house rooms, the contention is supported 

that great houses are functionally different from small houses. Room size differences 

might reflect prestigious space associated with elite residences, or they might be a 

fimction of large spaces needed to conduct communal rituals. 

Comparative Kiva/Room Ratio 

As discussed above, kiva/room ratio represents the number of kivas (excluding 

great kivas) against the total number of rooms within the structure. Kiva/room ratio is 

considered to reflect variation in social organization, in that a high kiva/room ratio (e.g., 

0.150 - 0.333) is held to indicate rimals conducted on a household or lineage basis, and 

a low kiva/room ratio (e.g., 0.067 - 0.033) is considered to represent the participation 

of larger, supra-household groups (Steward 1937). 

A comparison of great house and small house kiva/room ratios within outlier 

communities could help determine whether or not the two structure classes are likely to 

have served similar functions. If great houses and great house kivas function similarly 

to small house and small house kivas, kiva/room ratios in the two groups should be 

similar. The converse should also be true. 
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Orientation 

If great houses were constructed either as elite residences or as communal 

facilities, they may have been set off from other structures in the cormnunity in as many 

ways as possible. Orientation is another structural attribute that could potentially exhibit 

variability between great houses and small houses. The fimctional explanation for 

structure orientation outlined in an earlier section of this chapter accounts for the 

universal presence of a southeast building orientation at Chacoan great houses and small 

sites. However, building orientations can and do fluctuate widely within the range of 

what can be considered "southeast." Great house builders may have attempted to set 

these structures apart by orienting them differently from the surrounding community, 

albeit still within the 90° -180° range. The orientation of great houses and surrounding 

small houses will be compared for each community in the study. Significant or patterned 

differences in orientation will be considered support for the existence of functional 

differences between the two classes of structure. 

Elevation 

Evidence of power relationships may be sought among measures of relative 

verticality within communities. Lefebvre contends that "altitude and verticality are often 

invested with a special significance....horizontal space symbolizes submission, vertical 

space power, and subterranean space death" (Lefebvre 1991:236). Zukin (1991) portrays 

the commercial skyscrapers that form the nucleus of the urban landscape as embodiments 

of the dominance of capitalism and capitalists, towering over (yet based in) the wreckage 

of the inner-city poor. Stein (1987:77) has observed that modification of the natural 
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settings of Chacoan great house communities juxtaposed upper and lower elements to 

"create illusions of exaggerated verticality." 

Although verticality is a primarily visual, and hence qualitative, variable, it can 

be quantitatively examined through comparing structures' respective heights and 

elevations. Great houses are often, but not always, multiple-story structures; in contrast, 

small houses are always one story in height. This difference is difficult to quantify with 

survey data, because most great house and small house walls are collapsed; reasonably 

accurate wall height estimates would require wall rubble volume measurements only 

attainable through excavation. 

The natural elevations of structures' locations provides a more accessible means 

by which to assess great house verticality. Because topographic elevations within the 

smdy area fluctuate over 364 m (1194 ft), it is not meaningfiil to compare outlier great 

house elevations. However, it is possible to quantify the range of elevations present 

within each community and to compare the elevations of Bonito style architecture and 

small house sites. The observation has been frequently made that outiier great houses 

are constructed on higher ground than surroimding communities. How accurate is this 

perception? No systematic comparisons exist between great house and small house 

elevations within communities. This situation will be remedied by the current study. 

Elevations for structures within 12 outlier commimities will be compared. If great 

houses are consistently built on significantly higher ground than small houses, this will 

add another line of support to the contention that great houses and small houses are 

functionally different. Furthermore, evidence of the systematic use of verticality to set 
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these structures apart would be a strong indication that power relationships were part of 

the reason for their construction. 

Access 

Access is a variable that may, with some caveats, provide further information 

about the fiinction of Bonito style structures. Once again, the situation is complicated. 

Controlled access to great houses, especially hierarchical control of access to inner 

chambers, might be used to support an interpretation of the strucmres as elite residences. 

For example, in an Ambo chiefs kraal, the personal space of the kraal head is the most 

difficult area in the structure for an outsider to access (Walton 1956, cited in Hillier and 

Hanson 1984:163-164). In contrast, if great houses are settings for communal rimal, 

access might be expected to be relatively open so that everyone can participate. 

However, construction of special features such as processional routes may result in 

spatially controlled or mediated access. Similarly, if great houses are public storage 

facilities, access might be expected to be relatively free, unless a desire to protect stored 

resources from outsiders has resulted in controlled access. Thus, access alone is not a 

good predictor of Bonito style architectural function. However, access may yield insights 

when it is evaluated in connection with other lines of evidence. 

If the relevant data were available, great house access could be assessed using 

ideas developed by Hillier and Hanson (1984) as part of a "space syntax" methodology.^ 

Cooper (1995) has applied Hillier and Hanson's techniques to canyon great houses with mixed 
results. Bustard's (1996) use of space syntax analysis to examine canyon small sites enabled her 
to identify mealing rooms as multi-household integrative spaces. 
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A successful space syntax analysis is predicated on knowing where all the possible points 

of entry lie. Although room sizes and shapes are usually readily visible on the ground 

surface, doorways are more difficult to distinguish. Sometimes they can be seen but 

more often they cannot. This problem is fluther compounded by the fact that pueblo 

rooms are often entered through the ceiling. Only excavation data could provide the 

(often negative) evidence necessary to infer the presence of a ceiling entrance. Thus, 

Hillier and Hanson's techniques could not be meaningfully applied to most of the outlier 

data base.® 

Access-related issues can be discussed for some outliers, however. Road 

segments, ramps, stairways, and passageways are known to occur in association with 

great houses and great kivas in some situations. Although the sample is too small to 

search for systematic patterns among these features, they will be described and discussed 

in Chapter VII. 

Summary: Power in Community Contexts 

The construction of Bonito style architecture in outlier communities is very likely 

related to power issues. Two strategies to power — the network and the corporate ~ 

define opposite ends of a continuum. Functional differences between great houses and 

small houses could indicate a niraiber of possible special uses for great houses, including 

elite residences, storage facilities imder the control of elite individuals or groups, or 

settings for public rimal designed to legitimate the authority of a corporate group. These 

^ An analysis of the great house at Guadalupe has been completed and shows increasing asymmetry 
and nondistributedness through time. 
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possibilities have different implications for network v. corporate strategies to power. 

Room area, kiva/room ratio, orientation, elevation, and access will be examined in an 

attempt to leam more about the functions of outlier Bonito style architecture. Room 

area, kiva/room ratio, orientation, and elevation will be compared between outlier great 

houses and small houses. Access to Bonito style architectural features will be described 

and discussed. Insights will be sought as to whether network power strategies (and by 

implication the models of Sebastian [1992], Mathien [1993], and Wilcox [1993]) or 

corporate power strategies (and by implication the models of Toll [1985], Judge [1989], 

Lekson [1991], and Mills [1997]) are more likely. 
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CHAPTER V 

THE OUTLIER DATA BASE: GREAT HOUSES AND COMMUNITIES 

The outlier data base used in this study may be subdivided into two sections. The 

first portion consists of 62 great houses and the second consists of 13 outlier communities 

from the greater San Juan Basin. The 62 outlying great houses provide a large data set 

for comparison of internal variables across subregions and between the canyon and the 

outlying areas. The 13 communities were chosen for area! diversity as well as 

availability of data and provide perspective on the issues that relate to great house 

conmiunity context. Great houses in 13 communities are included in the great house data 

base. The locations of all great houses and communities included in the study are 

depicted in Figure 5.1. 

THE OUTLIER GREAT HOUSE DATA BASE 

In order to compare internal great house variables, a large sample size was 

deemed necessary. The great house data base used in this study consists of architecmral 

information for 62 sites primarily derived from Marshall et al. (1979), Powers et al. 

(1983), Fowler et al. (1987), and Marshall and Sofaer (1988). The great houses and 

major references for each are listed in Table 5.1. Because the study focuses on the 

establishment of great houses in outlier communities, a phenomenon that happened during 

the Pueblo II period, great houses described by these sources as dating to the Pueblo I 

or Pueblo HI periods were omitted. Great houses lacking clearly defined architectural 

maps and hence definition of the internal variables used in the study were also omitted. 
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Figure 5.1. Great houses and great house communities included in the study. 
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Great House Date Major References" 

Dzil Nda Kai Early Bonito Phase 

Great Bend West Early Bonito Phase 

Hogback Early Bonito Phase 

Indian Creek 

Andrews 

El Rito 

Guadalupe 

Kin Bineola 

Sterling 

Wallace 

Morris 41 

Early Bonito Phase 

Early-Classic Bonito Phase 

Early-Classic Bonito Phase 

Early-Classic Bonito Phase 

Early-Classic Bonito Phase 

Peach Springs Early-Classic Bonito Phase 

Skunk Springs Early-Classic Bonito Phase 

Early-Classic Bonito Phase 

Early-Classic Bonito Phase 

Early-Classic Bonito Phase 

Marshall and Sofaer 1988 

Marshall and Sofaer 1988 

Marshall et al. 1979; Powers et al. 
1983 

Marshall et al. 1979 

Marshall et al. 1979; original 
fieldwork 

Allan and Gauthier 1976; Powers 
et al. 1983 

Washburn 1974; Powers et al. 
1983; Pippin 1987; Irwin-Williams 
and Baker 1991; Baker and 
Durand 1991; Durand 1997 

Marshall et al. 1979; Powers et al. 
1983; Chaco Culture NHP 1983 

Powers et al. 1983 

Peckham 1969; Marshall et al. 
1979; Powers et al. 1983 

Powers et al. 1983; McKenna and 
ToU 1991 

Bradley 1974, 1993; Powers et al. 
1983 

Morris 1939; Powers et al. 1983; 
McKenna and Toll 1991; Windes 
and Ford 1992 
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Great House Date Major References® 

Allentown Classic Bonito Phase Roberts 1939, 1940; Marshall et 
al. 1979; Powers et al. 1983 

Aztec Classic Bonito Phase Morris 1919, 1928; Powers et al. 
1983 

Bee Burrow Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979; Powers et al. 
1983 

Bis sa'ani Classic Bonito Phase Bretemitz, Doyel and Marshall 
1982; Powers et al. 1983 

Bluff Classic Bonito Phase Cameron 1996; Cameron and 
Lekson 1996 

Casa Escondida Classic Bonito Phase Marshall and Sofaer 1988 

Casamero Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979; Sigleo 1981; 
Powers et al. 1983; Harper et al. 
1988 

Cerro Prieto Classic Bonito Phase Fowler et al. 1987 

Chimney Rock Classic Bonito Phase Jeancon 1922; Jeancon and 
Roberts 1923; Eddy 1977; Powers 
et al. 1983 

Coolidge Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979 

Cove Classic Bonito Phase Reed 1994, 1997; Reed and 
Hensler 1998 

Coyotes Sing Here Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979 

Cuatro Payasos Classic Bonito Phase Marshall and Sofaer 1988 

Dalton Pass Classic Bonito Phase Powers et al. 1983 
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Great House Date Major References® 

Escalante 

Escalon 

Fort Wingate 

Classic Bonito Phase 

Classic Bonito Phase 

Classic Bonito Phase 

Hallasi 1979; Powers et al. 1983 

Marshall and Sofaer 1988; 
Marshall 1994a 

Peckham 1958; Marshall et al. 
1979 

Gonzales Well Classic Bonito Phase Fowler et al. 1987 

Great Bend Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979 

Greenlee Ruin Classic Bonito Phase Powers et al. 1983 

Grey Hill Spring Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979; Powers et al 
1983 

Haystack Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979; Powers et al 
1983 

Hinkson Ranch Classic Bonito Phase Fowler et al. 1987 

Ida Jean Classic Bonito Phase Brisbin and Brisbin n.d.; Powers 
et al. 1983 

Kin Hocho'i Classic Bonito Phase Fowler et al. 1987 

Kin Klizhtn Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979; Powers et al 
1983; Chaco Culture NHP 1983 

Kin Nizhoni Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979; Powers et al 
1983; Bureau of Land 
Management 1980 

Kin Ya'a Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979; Powers et al 
1983 

Las Ventanas Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979 
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Great House Date Major References^ 

Lowry Classic Bonito Phase Martin 1936; Powers et al. 1983; 
Kendrick 1996; Kendrick and 
Judge 1996 

Morris 39 Classic Bonito Phase Morris 1939; Powers et al. 1983; 
McKenna and Toll 1991 

Muddy Water Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979; Powers et al. 
1983 

Navajo Spring Classic Bonito Phase Graves 1990; Warburton and 
Graves 1992 

Newcomb Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979 

Padilla Well Classic Bonito Phase Marshall and Sofaer 1988 

Pierre's Classic Bonito Phase Powers et al. 1983; Harper et al. 
1988 

Pueblo Pintado Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979; Powers et al. 
1983 

Red Willow Classic Bonito Phase Marshall and Sofaer 1988 

Salmon Classic Bonito Phase Irwin-Williams 1972; Irwin-
Williams et al. 1975; Irwin-
Williams and Shelly 1980; Powers 
etal. 1983 

San Mateo Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979 

Sanostee Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979 

Section 8 Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979 

Squaw Springs Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979 
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Great House Date Major References® 

Standing Rock Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979; Powers et al. 
1983; Marshall 1994b 

Toh La Kai Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979 

Twin Angels Classic Bonito Phase Carlson 1966; Powers et al. 1983 

Upper Kin Klizhin Classic Bonito Phase Powers et al. 1983 

Village of the GK Classic Bonito Phase Roberts 1932; Powers et al. 1983 

Whirlwind Classic Bonito Phase Marshall et al. 1979 

a This list includes only the major sources for each site and is not meant to be 
exhaustive. 

The great house data base is subdivided with respect to temporal period and 

region. Great houses also come in a wide variety of sizes. These subdivisions are 

explained and summarized below. 

Temporal Variability 

Temporal assigimients for most of the great houses in the sample are based on 

surface ceramics. Within the sample of 62 great houses, 5 are classified as Early Bonito 

phase, 8 are classified as multicomponent Early Bonito phase/Classic Bonito phase, and 

49 are classified as Classic Bonito phase. Most of the Classic Bonito phase great houses 

have communities that pre-date this era, but I am concerned here with great houses only. 

Commimities are discussed in subsequent sections of the chapter. 



143 

Although the existence of great houses prior to A.D. 1050 is somewhat 

controversial (cf. Vivian 1990:185), tree-ring dates from Guadalupe and Kin Bineola 

support the contention that construction on these structures was underway during the 

early tenth century. Ceramic evidence from the Andrews Community in the Red Mesa 

Valley strongly suggests that a least a few great houses were founded and abandoned 

prior to the mid-eleventh century. At Pueblo Alto, the break between the Early and 

Classic Bonito phases is represented by a break between assemblages dominated by Red 

Mesa Black-on-white and those dominated by Gallup Black-on-white (Windes 1987:244-

248). It makes sense to assume that great houses associated with assemblages dominated 

by Red Mesa Black-on-white, such as Andrews, are earlier than great houses with 

associated assemblages dominated by Gallup Black-on-white or even later types. 

Region 

The 62 outlier great houses in the large sample were subdivided spatially in two 

different ways (Table 5.2). First, they were divided into north and south groups. The 

boundary between these two areas was drawn approximately 30 km north of Chaco 

Canyon. Although boundary placement must be somewhat arbitrary, this boundary 

location allows for the great houses in the central canyon area and the Chuskan slope to 

be grouped together and compared against those great houses located in the San 

Juan/Animas valley and points farther north to see if any north/south patterning is 

apparent among the variables. The north group contains 15 great houses; the south 

group contains 47 great houses. 
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Table 5.2. Great houses by region. 

Region Great Houses 

Region 1 Aztec Hogback* Salmon 
Bluff Ida Jean Squaw Springs 

NORTH Chimney Rock Lowry Sterling 
Cove Morris 39 Twin Angels 

n = 15 Escalante Morris 41 Wallace 

Region 2 Bee Burrow Grey Hill Spring Pueblo Pintado 
Bis sa'ani Indian Creek* Red Willow 

SOUTH Casa Escondida Kin Bineola Sanostee 
(Central) Cuatro Payasos Kin Klizhin Section 8 

Dalton Pass Kin Ya'a Skunk Springs 
n = 29 Dzil Nda Kai' Muddy Water Standing Rock 

Escalon Newcomb Toh La Kai 
Great Bend Padilla Well Upper Kin Klizhin 
Great Bend West* Peach Springs Whirlwind 
Greenlee Pierre's 

Region 3 Allentown EI Rito JCin Hocho'i 
Andrews* Fort Wingate Kin Nizhoni 

SOUTH Casamero Guadalupe Las Ventanas 
(Far E,S,W) Cerro Prieto Gonzales Well Navajo Springs 

Coolidge Haystack San Mateo 
n = 18 Coyotes Sing Here Hinkson Ranch Village of the Great Kivas 

a Early Bonito phase great house; the remainder date to the Late Bonito phase. 

Because these sample sizes are somewhat disparate, and because the south group 

as thus defined includes not only central great houses but some located far to the south 

and west, a second subdivision was made. This second boundary was drawn at the south 

edge of the South Chaco Slope and extended to the east and west. It divides the southern 

group into two subgroups: south-central, and far east/south/west. The resulting 

subgroups contain 29 and 18 great houses, respectively. The north group corresponds 

to Region 1, the south-central subgroup corresponds to Region 2, and the far 
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east/south/west subgroup corresponds to Region 3. Boundaries are depicted on Figure 

5.1. Great houses representing each region are illustrated in Figures 5.2 - 5.6. 

Size 

Great houses are found in a wide range of sizes. Powers et al. (1983:313-315, 

323-325), identified three great house size groups on the basis of three-dimensional area, 

including enclosed plazas and upper stories. For the current study, the metric variable 

"area" was assigned to each great house on the basis of total roofed area in two 

dimensions following the procedures used to measure canyon great house area. 

Measurements were made on great house drawings scanned or digitized into AutoCAD. 

Plazas were excluded, because not all great houses have walled or well-defined plazas. 

Plaza inclusion inflates the areal measurements for great houses where defined plazas are 

present and neglects to consider the reasons behind this difference. Multiple stories were 

also excluded, because upper story estimates based on surface data are unreliable and 

vary considerably from site to site. Furthermore, overall horizontal layout should not 

vary greatly with height, and in multiple-story situations at buried sites, only the 

uppermost story is visible. 

THE GREAT HOUSE COMMUNITY DATA BASE 

Most of the 62 great houses described above are surrounded by conmiunities of 

small houses. Thirteen great house communities were chosen for more detailed study, 

including community analyses. Communities were evaluated for inclusion using several 

criteria. The most important criterion was the practical availability of detailed 
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Figure 5.2. Great Iiouses in the north (Region I). 
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Great houses in the central and western San Juan Basin (Region 2). 
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Figure 5.4. Great houses on the South Chaco Slope (Region 2). 
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Figure 5.5. Great houses in the Red Mesa Valley (Region 3). 
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Figure 5.6. Great houses to the far east, south, and west of Chaco Canyon (Region 3). 
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information for community sites. Great house architecture is comprehensively described 

for many outliers, but detailed architectural data for community sites exist for 

comparatively few commxmities. Communities were chosen to represent as much areal 

diversity as possible. Commimities were eliminated from consideration if post-A.D. 

1150 temporal components could not be separated from Chacoan components. 

Original fieldwork was conducted in the Andrews community and is summarized 

in Chapter VI. Published or previous work by other researchers was utilized for the 

remaining 12 communities. These include Casamero (Harper et al. 1988), Cove (Reed 

1994, 1997; Reed and Hensler 1998), Escalon (Marshall 1994a), Guadalupe (Pippin 

1987; Durand 1997), Kin Bineola (Chaco Culture NHP 1983), Kin Klizhin (Chaco 

Culture NHP 1983), Kin Nizhoni (Bureau of Land Management 1980; Marshall et al. 

1979:169-186), Lowry (Kendrick 1996; Kendrickand Judge 1996; Martin 1936), Navajo 

Springs (Warburton and Graves 1992), Pierre's (Powers et al. 1983; Harper et al. 1988), 

Skunk Springs (Marshall et al. 1979:109-113; Peckham 1969), and Standing Rock 

(Marshall 1994b) commimities. 

Below, general descriptions of these 12 communities are provided. Locations of 

the great house communities are depicted in Figure 5.1. Figure 5.7 provides a composite 

view of the great houses and associated great kivas. Figure 5.8 compares occupation 

spans for the thirteen great houses and associated communities. 

Bonito style architecture clearly was constructed within existing communities in 

every case except Pierre's. Eleven communities exhibit substantial occupation from the 

Basketmaker IH or Pueblo I periods. In the following descriptions, although the entire 
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occupation spans of the communities are briefly described, the Classic Bonito phase 

(A.D. 1050-1120) is emphasized, because only Classic Bonito phase data are included 

in the commimity comparative analysis. 

Casamero 

Casamero is located in the Red Mesa Valley (Region 3) across the Casamero 

Draw from the Andrews community and approximately 75 km south of Chaco Canyon 

(Figure 5.1). 

History of Investigation 

The great house (LA 8779) was excavated by a group of avocational 

archaeologists in the early 1980s (Sigleo 1981). The great house and the surrounding 

community were investigated by Marshall et al. (1979:131-140) and were intensively 

surveyed by the Office of Contract Archeology (OCA) of the University of New Mexico 

(Harper et al. 1988). 

The Great House 

The L-shaped great house (Figure 5.7) is located on a southeast-facing slope 

below a sandstone escarpment on the west side of the broad valley drained by Casamero 

Draw. The structure covers 365 sq m (Figure 5.7). The ground floor contains at least 

20 rooms and a single kiva; an additional nine rooms may have been present in a second 

story. Both core-and-veneer and compound masonry construction techniques were 

employed. Walls were constructed using local limestone and sandstone and exhibit 

banded, Type 2 facing. Plaster was observed on one or more interior walls of nine 

rooms and one kiva (Sigleo 1981:2-3). 



155 

A great kiva with a diameter of 21 m is located 65 m south of the great house 

(Marshall et al. 1979:134). A second great kiva (LA 67158) with a diameter of 18 m 

was identified 75 m north of the great house (Harper et al. 1988). 

The Casamero great house and the great kivas are ceramically dated to the Late 

Pueblo n period (Mills 1988). A single tree-ring date of A.D. 1041 + w supports the 

great house temporal placement (Nailer 1978:24, cited in Marshall et al. 1979:133). 

The Community 

A total of 36 sites, including 23 roomblocks, 12 artifact scatters, and 1 

rockshelter, have been recorded in the surrounding community. Ceramic dates for these 

sites range between the Basketmaker HI and the Early Pueblo EH periods (Mills 1988). 

Nine of the 23 roomblocks date to the Early Pueblo period and 14 date to the Late 

Pueblo n period. -The structures range in size from 1 to 20 rooms. Orientations and 

elevations for the Pueblo n structures were obtained from the ARMS site files and are 

listed in Appendix B, Table B.2. 

Cove 

Cove is located in the Red Rock Valley of northeastern Arizona (Region 1) 

approximately 135 km northwest of Chaco Canyon (Figure 5.1). 

History of Investigation 

The great house and surroimding community were investigated during 1993-1995 

by the Farmington office of the Navajo Nation Archaeological Department (NNAD) as 

part of the Navajo Roads Project (Reed 1994, 1997; Reed and Hensler 1998). This 
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project entailed recording and mapping the entire community as well as partial excavation 

of several conmiunity structures and features. 

The Great House 

The great house (AZ 1:26:44, Feature 29) is located on a rise in the center of the 

commimity. Most walls are obscured by sandstone, basalt, and rhyolite rubble. The 

structure is estimated to cover an area of 300 sq m (Figure 5.7). An estimated 30 rooms 

are present within a single story. Walls appear to of double simple or compound 

construction. No banded facing was observed (Reed, personal communication). The 

structure is ceramically dated to the Late Pueblo n - Early Pueblo m period, ca. A.D. 

1075-1175. 

A great kiva with an associated berm (AZ 1:26:44, Feature 6) is found 

approximately 80 m northeast of the great house. Ceramics date the great kiva to the 

Pueblo n period, ca. A.D. 970-1130. 

The Community 

The community consists of three clusters of habitation and activity sites. NNAD 

recorded each cluster as a site and each roomblock, midden, or pit structure within the 

cluster as a discrete feature. Ceramic dates indicate the community was occupied 

between the Basketmaker HI and the Pueblo HI periods. A total of 167 community 

features, including 52 roomblocks, was recorded. A total of 31 roomblocks has ceramic 

date ranges that overlap with the dates for the great house. For the purposes of this 

study, these 31 structures are considered the community of small house sites associated 
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with the great house. The structures range in size from 1 to 6 rooms. Orientations and 

elevations for most of these structures are listed in Appendix B, Table B.3. 

Additional Information 

Despite the community's relative proximity to both the Chuskan slope (50 km to 

the south/southeast) and the Mesa Verde heardand (50 km to the north/northeast), 

ceramic assemblages in the community consist predominandy of Cibolan wares, 

suggesting closer ties with Chaco than with either of the other two areas. 

Escalon 

Escalon is one of eight Chacoan great house communities located in the Indian 

Creek drainage west of Chaco (Region 2) (Figure 5.1). 

History of Investigation 

Escalon was first documented in 1984 (Marshall and Sofaer 1988). An associated 

Chacoan road segment, the Escalon West Road, was recorded by the Division of 

Conservation Archaeology (Hancock 1990). The Escalon community and the nearby, 

slightiy earlier community of El Llano were recentiy investigated as part of the 

Transwestem Pipeline Extension project in 1992 (Marshall 1994a). 

Bonito Style Architecture 

The Escalon great house is located on the Indian Creek valley floor near the base 

of a sandstone butte. The structure covers 268 sq m (Figure 5.7). The single story 

roomblock exhibits standing walls at least 1 m high. Walls are of core-and-veneer 

construction but do not exhibit banded facing. The structure contains at least six rooms 

and an attached great kiva. A linear segment of four rooms abuts the great kiva. An 
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additional four to six rooms were originally present on the east side of the roomblock, 

but vandals have removed these walls. 

A "summit house" or "atalaya" with an associated stairway and platform complex 

is located atop the nearby butte. The massive stairway, constructed up one side of the 

butte, lends the community its name. Platform and stairway complexes are known from 

other Chacoan locations (Marshall and Sofaer 1988), but Escalon offers the best-

preserved example to date. The great house and the atalaya are ceramically dated by 

Marshall (1994a) to ca. A.D. 1000-1050. 

The Community 

Marshall (1994a:323-324, Table 44) provides detailed information about the 

composition of the ceramic groups used to ceramically date the community sites. Most 

of the sites in the El Llano community, 2 km southeast of Escalon, date to the 

Basketmaker HI and Pueblo I periods. By the Early Pueblo II period, the focus of 

settiement had shifted to die Escalon commimity. A total of 13 small house sites or 

community structures date between A.D. 1000-1050. Elevations for these strucmres are 

listed in Appendix B, Table B.4. A relatively low average midden volume (44 c m) at 

Escalon is interpreted by Marshall (1994a:347) to indicate a short occupation span for 

the sites in the conununity. The Escalon community as such was abandoned about A.D. 

1050 or 1075, although three Pueblo HI sites in the neighborhood post-date A.D. 1175. 

The Escalon West Road 

The Escalon West Road is a Chacoan road segment extending 4 km west from 

Escalon to the Willow Canyon community (Hancock 1990). The Escalon atalaya and 
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stairway complex may be the eastern end or a station along this road. Ceramics found 

along the road date to the Late Pueblo I and Early Pueblo II periods. The road's 

presence suggests that "the summit of Escalon Butte can be considered to be an important 

location in the sacred geography of Chacoan Anasazi" (Marshall 1994a:347). 

Guadalupe 

Guadalupe is the only outlier found on the far eastern side of the San Juan Basin 

in the East Puerco River valley (Figure 5.1). Judge (1989:236-237) postulates Guadalupe 

may have fimctioned as a Chacoan outpost to control the distribution of turquoise 

obtained from the nearby Cerillos turquoise mines. 

History of Investigation 

The commimity was investigated during the 1970s by the Rio Puerco Valley 

Archaeological Project under the direction of Cynthia Irwin-Williams, then with Eastern 

New Mexico State University (Irwin-Williams and Baker 1991).' This study relies upon 

Pippin (1987) for excavation data pertaining to the great house. Although complete 

community information is not available, limited community information for this study has 

been gleaned from Durand (1997), Baker and Durand (1991), and Washburn (1974). 

The Eleanor site was excavated by the Rio Puerco Valley Archaeological Project, and 

Much of the data recovered exists in the form of unpublished manuscripts and theses authored by 
Irwin-Williams' students (e.g.. Beach 1971; Durand 1981; Fritz 1973; Terrel and Durand 1979; 
and Washburn 1972). Published works include Baker (1981), Pippin (1987), and Washburn 
(1974). The project is summarized in an unpublished collection of papers edited by Irwin-
Williams and Baker (1991). Durand (personal communication, September 1997) plans to publish 
Guadalupe community information in the near future. 
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unpublished materials from this site are currently are being synthesized by Mike Proper, 

a graduate student at Eastern New Mexico State University. 

The Great House 

The great house (LA 2757) is located on an isolated sandstone butte above 

Guadalupe Canyon. Several additional structures are found on the top of the butte, but 

the great house is the most centrally located and the highest of these. 

The great house is dated by means of dendrochronology, archaeomagnetism, 

architectural styles, stratigraphy, and ceramic seriation (Durand and Hurst 1991; Pippin 

1987:92-128). Three discrete construction episodes, dating between A.D. 918-1050 

(Early Chacoan), A.D. 1050-1130 (Late Chacoan), and A.D. 1130-1300 (San Juan/Mesa 

Verdean), are identified. The current investigation is concerned only with the Early and 

Late Chacoan components. 

The Early Chacoan structure was a linear structure containing nine rooms and 

constructed of Type 1 tabular sandstone masonry. The Early Chacoan great house covers 

an area of 120 sq m. Although there is a single cutting date of A.D. 918 from the great 

house (Baimister, Robinson, and Warren 1970:53), a cluster of five tree-ring dates at 

around A.D. 960 suggests that the latter date probably represents initial construction. 

During the Late Chacoan period, an L-shaped addition was constructed on the 

west end of the existing roomblock (Pippin 1987:105-114). In its Late Chacoan 

configuration, the great house covers an area of 335 sq m. It contains 22 rooms and 3 

kivas. Rooms are built of banded core-and-veneer masonry resembling Types 2, 3, and 
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4 at Chaco. A great kiva is located on a lower spur of the butte south/southwest of the 

great house (personal observation, August 1997). 

The Community 

At least 34 sites are clustered on shale knobs at the base of the butte (Durand 

1997:comniumty map). Many community structures in this group predate the great house 

by 30 to 50 years (Durand 1997:11). In contrast to the sandstone great house, aU but 

one small house site exhibit simple masonry and are built of basalt cobbles. One notable 

exception is the Eleanor site, a small house site constructed of the same tabular sandstone 

as the great house and built with the core-and-veneer technique (Proper 1997). The 

sandstone used in construction of the Guadalupe great house and the Eleanor site was 

procured at considerable effort from a source several miles to the south in Guadalupe 

Canyon (Durand, personal conmiunication, August 1997). In contrast, the basalt cobbles 

used in the construction of the remaining community sites are immediately at hand. 

Elevations for the sites comprising the Pueblo II community were obtained from 

a community topographic map provided by Diurand (1997) and are listed in Appendix B, 

Table B.5. Further data for the Guadalupe community are housed at Eastern New 

Mexico State University but are unavailable pending future publication by Steve Durand. 

Kin Bineola 

The Kin Bineola community is located in the central San Juan Basin (Region 2) 

18 km southwest of Chaco Canyon (Figure 5.1). The area is part of the Chaco Culture 

National Historic Park. 
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History of Investigation 

The great house (LA 18705) and a small part of the surrounding community were 

recorded by Marshall et al. (1979:57-68). The community was then intensively 

investigated by the National Park Service during the early 1980s. Site forms are on file 

at the National Park Service Chaco Archives in Albuquerque. 

The Great House 

The Kin Bineola great house (Figure 5.7) is located on open terrain facing the 

southeast. The massive, E-shaped structure covers an area of 3360 sq m. The following 

description is based on Marshall et al. (1979:57-60). An estimated 105 ground floor 

rooms, 58 second floor rooms, 34 third floor rooms, 3 hallways, 8 ground story enclosed 

kivas, 2 upper story enclosed kivas, and 2 rectangular plazas are present. Walls are 

constructed of unhanded Type 4 core-and-veneer masonry. The west exterior wall of the 

great house exhibits a puzzling "double" construction, with two massive core-and-veneer 

walls separated by 55-75 cm of space that is divided into cells by crosswalls of similarly 

massive construction, not all of which actually connect to the interior wall. 

Two construction episodes have been identified for the great house on the basis 

of tree-ring dates. Dates cluster at A.D. 942-943 and A.D. 1111-1120. The Early 

Bonito phase date cluster is derived firom rooms in the central wing of the E-shaped 

structure. This area covers approximately 925 sq m and may be considered to represent 

the Early Bonito phase stage of construction. A great kiva is located approximately 10 

m west of the great house. Four middens are found south and southeast of the great 

house. 
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The Community 

The community stretches to the southeast for at least 3 km along Kim-me-ni-o-li 

Wash. Sites in the community are dated on the basis of surface ceramics. The 

community includes 38 roomblocks occupied for all or part of the period between A.D. 

1020-1120. Mean room areas, orientations, and elevations for these sites were obtained 

from records housed at the Chaco Archives; this information is listed in Appendix B, 

Table B.6. A second great kiva (LA 18707) is located at the southern end of the 

community. A number of shrines and other features are also found in the community. 

Kin Klizhin 

Kin Klizhin is located in the central San Juan Basin (Region 2) approximately 10 

km southwest of Chaco Canyon (Figure 5.1). The area is part of the Chaco Culture 

National Historic Park. 

History of Investigation 

The great house (LA 4975) and an associated road segment were recorded by 

Marshall et al. (1979:69-72). The conmiimity was intensively investigated by the 

National Park Service during the early 1980s. Site forms are on file at the National Park 

Service Chaco Archives in Albuquerque. 

The Great House 

The Kin Klizhin great house (Figure 5.7) is a small but imposing structure located 

on a sandy knoll above Kin Klizhin Wash (Marshall et al. 1979:69-71). It exhibits 

standing walls of two to three stories and covers an area of 590 sq m. A total of eight 

ground floor rooms, six second floor rooms, two enclosed kivas, and a single three-story 
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tower kiva are present. Walls are constructed of banded core-and-veneer masonry. 

Tree-ring dates indicate the great house was constructed during the latter half of the 

eleventh century. 

A possible great kiva and a midden are located east of the great house. A dam 

and canal on the Kin Klizhin Wash below the great house are indicative of irrigated 

agriculture. 

The Community 

Sites in the community are dated on the basis of surface ceramics. The 

conraiimity includes 47 roomblocks occupied for all or part of the period between A.D. 

1020-1120. The structures range from 1 to 10 rooms in size. Mean room areas, 

orientations, and elevations for these sites were obtained from records housed at the 

Chaco Archives; this information is listed in Appendix B, Table B.7. 

The Yellow Point Road 

The Yellow Point road segment is located between Kin KlLzhin and Kin Bineola; 

however, the road misses the two great houses by 0.8 km and 1.5 km, respectively 

(Roney 1992:126). 

Kin Nizhoni 

Kin Nizhoni is located in the Red Mesa VaUey (Region 3) approximately 75 km 

south of Chaco Canyon (Figure 5.1). Two great houses and a surrounding community 

are situated atop a low mesa above the confluence of Arroyo del Puerto and San Mateo 

Creek. 
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History of Investigation 

The community was surveyed by Marshall et al. (1979:169-185) in the 1970s and 

by the Bureau of Land Management in June and July of 1980. Marshall et al. 's data are 

used for the two great houses. BUM survey data, which includes 19 sites not recorded 

by Marshall et al., is relied upon for 42 community sites. However, the BLM survey 

was limited to the one square mile section containing the two great houses, whereas 

Marshall et al. included 31 sites in adjacent areas not covered by the BLM survey. 

Furthermore, three sites located by Marshall within the section apparently were not 

relocated by the BLM survey. Thus, data from Marshall et al. are used for 34 sites 

where no BLM data are available. 

Bonito Style Architecture 

Two large Bonito style structures. Upper BCin Nizhoni (LA 18166) and Lower Kin 

Nizhoni (LA 18266) are present. Upper Kin Nizhoni (Figure 5.7) covers an area of 306 

sq m. A central row of four two-story rooms is backed by a row of 5 single-story rooms 

and faces an elevated platform containing two enclosed Idvas; an additional single story 

room is present to the northeast of the platform. The great house is higher than the 

surrounding terrain. The great house is constructed of banded core-and-veneer and 

compound tabular sandstone and limestone masonry. Six middens are associated with 

Upper Kin Nizhoni, but no great Idvas have been identified. Upper Kin Nizhoni is 

ceramically dated to A.D. 1025-1175. 

A road segment extends from Upper Kin Nizhoni to Lower Kin Nizhoni. Lower 

Kin Nizhoni (Figure 5.7) is located in a shallow rincon approximately 350 m southeast 
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of Upper Kin Nizhoni. It covers an area of 329 sq m. Lower Kin Nizhoni consists of 

an L-shaped, 3-room structure with enclosed kiva and attached plaza. It is constructed 

of compound tabular and block sandstone masonry. Four middens and a small, two-

room structure are associated with the great house. The BLM survey located a great kiva 

40 m southeast of Lower Kin Nizhoni. The great kiva is represented by a circular 

sandstone outline surrounding a depression 15 m in diameter. Lower Kin Nizhoni is 

ceramically dated to A.D. 950-1100. 

The Community 

A total of 76 roomblocks are documented in the area surrounding the two great 

houses. Ceramic dates indicate the community was occupied between A.D. 900-1150. 

Ail sites but one (A.D. 950-1050) were occupied for the period between A.D. 1000-

1100. For the purposes of this study, the community is considered contemporaneous for 

the A.D. 1000-1100 period. Mean room areas, orientations, and elevations for these 

structures were gleaned from BLM and ARMS site records and are listed in Appendix 

B, Table B.8. 

Lowry 

Lowry is located approximately 190 km north/northwest of Chaco Canyon in the 

Montezuma Valley of southwestern Colorado (Region 1). 

History of Investigation 

The Lowry great house was excavated by Martin (1936). A 14.5 sq km area 

surrounding Lowry has been recently surveyed by Kendrick (1996; Kendrick and Judge 

1996). 
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Bonito Style Architecture 

The Lowry great house is located in southwest Colorado at the edge of a mesa 

overlooking Utah to the west. The great house faces the east. Tree ring dates from the 

great house span the period between A.D. 1086 and 1106. Martin (1936:194-200) 

identified five to six construction phases at Lowry. The structure in its largest and latest 

incarnation contains a total of 36 rooms and 8 kivas and covers an area of 870 sq m. 

The current study adopts Martin's Phase 3 version of Lowry (Figure 5.7) as that which 

is most likely contemporaneous with other Classic Bonito phase great houses included in 

the analysis. Lowry Phase 3 covers an area of 562 sq m. It contains a total of 23 rooms 

and 3 kivas. 

A great kiva 14 m in diameter is located approximately 60 m east of the great 

house. Like the great house, the great kiva appears to have been founded in the mid-

eleventh century. Martin (1936:200) contended that Lowry was abandoned in the latter 

part of the twelfth century, "not more than fifty years" past the latest tree ring date of 

A.D. 1106. 

Additional great houses were constructed in the immediate area of Lowry between 

A.D. 1050-1150 (Kendrick and Judge 1996:6-7). Lowry became the western arm of a 

U-shaped group of strucmres including the North Great House and the Pigg Site. The 

North Great House is a multiple story building with two large, enclosed, elevated kivas. 

Two roomblocks, three towers or tower complexes, and 16 kiva depressions are located 

nearby. The Pigg Site is currently under excavation by Fort Lewis College. 
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The Community 

Anasazi occupation of the area spans ca. A.D. 450 to 1300. Changes in 

settlement patterns during the Anasazi occupation are being analyzed by Kendrick (1996). 

Roney (1992:128) reports a road segment extending west from the community area for 

0.3 km. A total of 262 sites dating from the Archaic to the Historic periods have been 

recorded by Kendrick (1996) in a 14.5 sq m area. Of this total, 63 sites date from the 

Late Pueblo n period. Elevations for these sites were obtained from topographic maps 

provided by Kendrick and are listed in Appendix B, Table B.9. 

Navajo Springs 

Navajo Springs is located in the West Puerco River valley in northeastern Arizona 

(Region 3) approximately 190 km southwest of Chaco Canyon (Figure 5.1). 

History of Investigation 

Navajo Springs was investigated by the Navajo Nation Archaeology Department 

(Warburton and Graves 1992). 

The Great House 

The great house (Figure 5.7) is located on a low hill overlooking the Rio Puerco 

of the East. The great house faces the southeast and covers an area of 975 sq m. The 

structure is ceramically dated to between ca. A.D. 975 and A.D. 1125 (Graves 1990). 

An estimated 40 rooms, including some two-story rooms and a possible elevated kiva, 

are present. The great house is constructed of banded core-and-veneer masonry. Two 

enclosed plazas adjoin the structure to the southeast. 
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The great house is surrounded by an earthen berm. A 15 m diameter great kiva 

is found approximately 10 m outside the berm to the east/southeast of the great house. 

Two road segments are associated with the great house. One of these extends eastward 

from the great house for an undetermined distance. The second segment links the great 

house with the North Complex, a large rubble mound with associated midden located 

approximately 150 m to the north. 

The Community 

In addition to the North Complex, Warburton and Graves' survey transects 

located 20 other community sites surrounding the great house. These range from 1-2 

room field houses to 4-50 room habitation sites. Ceramic dates indicate the sites in the 

Navajo Springs community were occupied between ca. A.D. 975 and A.D. 1125 (Graves 

1990). 

Pierre's 

Pierre's is located approximately 10 km north of Chaco Canyon (Region 2) along 

the Great North Road which extends for 50.5 km from Pueblo Alto to the edge of Kutz 

Canyon (Figure 5.1). Pierre's is on the southern edge of the break between the Chaco 

Slope and the mesas and badlands of the Denazin and Ahshislepah Washes. 

History of Investigation 

The Pierre's community was surveyed and recorded by Powers et al. (1983:94-

133) and Harper et al. (1988); it was also investigated by the Chaco Roads Project (Stein 

1983:8-7 - 8-9). There are minor discrepancies between the sites as recorded by Powers 

et al. and Harper et al. Where discrepancies in architecture occur. Powers et al.'s data 
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have been arbitrarily chosen for use in the current study, because site maps for Powers' 

projects (on file at the Laboratory of Anthropology) appear to be more detailed. 

However, additional information recorded by Harper et al. is also included in the smdy. 

Further, ceramic dates as given by Mills (1988) in Harper et al. are utilized, because 

Mills conducted a more in-depth ceramic dating study. 

Bonito Style Architecture 

There are two clusters of Bonito style structures in the community (Figure 5.7). 

The "Acropolis" cluster consists of two Bonito style structures (LA 16509, House A and 

LA 16508, House B) atop a large butte near the center of the community. House A 

covers an area of 255 sq m and House B covers 315 sq m. House A contains an 

estimated 15 ground floor rooms and 3 enclosed kivas. Masonry style is difficult to 

determine, but wall widths suggest that construction is either core-and-veneer or 

compoimd. Facings, where visible, are blocky and resemble the McEhno style. Surface 

ceramics suggest a temporal range of A.D. 1037-1109 (Late Pueblo n period) for this 

structure (Harper et al. 1988:Appendix IB). 

House B is located 30 m to the north/northeast of LA 16509. This rectangular 

structure contains an estimated 13 ground floor rooms and a single enclosed kiva and is 

constructed of core-and-veneer masonry. Tabular Type 4 masonry is present in a 

ventilator shaft, but otherwise visible facings are blocky and resemble the McEhno style. 

An additional structure, House C (LA 35423), is an isolated room covering 12 sq m. 

LA 35423 is located approximately 5 m northwest of LA 16509. Although the room was 

given a separate site number by the Chaco Roads Project, Harper et al. (1988:119) 
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contend that the room should be considered part of LA 16508. Surface ceramics suggest 

that Houses B and C date to the Early Pueblo HI period (Harper et al. 1988:Appendix 

IB). 

"El Faro" (LA 16515, Powers et al.'s P-6) is located on the valley floor. The 

massive core-and-veneer structure covers 505 sq m. Visible masonry is blocky and 

resembles the McElmo style. An estimated total of 18 rooms and a single enclosed kiva 

area present. The east side of the house consists of small, two-story rooms, and the west 

side contains larger, irregular, single story rooms, leading Powers et al. to speculate that 

at least two construction episodes may be present. Surface ceramics suggest that El Faro 

has a temporal range of A.D. 1076-1108 (Harper et al. 1988:Appendix IB). 

The Community 

The Pierre's community is spatially distributed over an area of approximately 1.6 

sq km. Powers et al. documented 17 Anasazi sites in the surrounding community, and 

Harper et al. added an additional nine. Sixteen community sites represent some type of 

structure; the remainder are artifact scatters. Layouts of the roomblocks vary with 

topographic situation, but most are L-shaped or rectangular. Some have kivas within 

protected plazas, and others appear to lack kivas entirely. Roomblock sizes vary between 

1-8-1- rooms. Core-and-veneer, simple, and compound masonry types are present, but 

in general the conmiunity structures are less massive than the Bonito style structures. 

Orientations and elevations for the structures are listed in Appendix B, Table B.IO. 

All but one small Basketmaker ni - Pueblo I artifact scatter date from Late Pueblo 

n or Early Pueblo HI times. Eight roomblocks are ceramically dated to the Late Pueblo 
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n period and are considered contemporaneous with LA 16508 (House B) and LA 16515 

(El Faro). Six roomblocks are ceramically dated to the Early Pueblo HI period and are 

considered contemporaneous with LA 16509/35423 (Houses A and C). Two roomblocks 

and a possible watch tower or atalaya (LA 16520) were assigned to the general Pueblo 

U/Pueblo in period. 

The Great North Road 

Three enclosures on the south side of El Faro are close to the projected location 

of the Great North Road. Stein (1983) traced the North Road to within 300 m of El 

Faro, but neither Stein nor Harper et al. were able to actually trace the road up to the 

structure. Stein contends that the road enters or abuts the site, and the enclosures on the 

south side of the structure are considered by all three researchers to be potentially road 

related. 

Skunk Springs 

Skunk Springs is located on a broad mesa top along the eastern slopes of the 

Chuska Mountains (Region 2) approximately 75 km west/northwest of Chaco Canyon 

(Figure 5.1). 

History of Investigation 

The conununity was initially mapped by Peckham (1969). It was revisited and 

the great house re-mapped by Marshall et al. (1979:109-113). Peckham's original 

community data are used in this study. Peckham defined walls and rooms out of the 

rubble mounds that constitute community sites. Some of his community site maps are 

doubtless somewhat speculative. However, Peckham's description of the great house 
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closely matched the description provided by Marshall et al. (1979:109-112). Because 

Marshall et al. generally seem to be conservative regarding room counts (see the 

discussion of Upper Kin Nizhoni, below), the correlation of their great house description 

with Peckham's lends support to the credibility of Peckham's commimity site maps. 

The Great House 

The great house (Figure 5.7) is located on the mesa top near the eastern end of 

the community and faces south. The great house exhibits at least three construction 

phases described here as the west, central, and east sections of the strucmre. All three 

sections together cover an area of approximately 2670 sq km but they are not 

contemporaneous. 

The west portion of the great house is ceramically dated to the Pueblo I period. 

It consists of a crescent shaped, 240 sq km roomblock associated with a 16 m diameter 

great kiva in the center of an open plaza. The roomblock is estimated to have contained 

20 rooms. This section was constructed of locally available soft sandstone, but no 

further information on construction techniques and masonry styles can be determined. 

The central and east portions of the great house are ceramically dated to the 

Pueblo n - Early Pueblo HI periods. These sections are included in the analysis; they 

cover an area of approximately 1530 sq km. 

The central section of the house is somewhat irregular in shape. Marshall et al. 

(1979:109-113) describe a T-shaped roomblock, but Peckham (1969) depicts a linear 

block with irregular wall alignments. An estimated 10 rooms and two enclosed kivas are 

present. Some of the rooms may have been two stories high. An enclosed plaza south 
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of the central section has walls ranging from 60 cm to 2 m thick. The plaza contains a 

great kiva 17 m in diameter and has an entry way facing south. 

The east section of the house consists of a linear block two to four rooms wide 

with an associated enclosed plaza and great kiva 11 m in diameter. This area is 

estimated to contain 20 ground floor rooms and 12 second story rooms. The plaza is 

surrounded by a wall 1.5 m thick and has an entryway facing south. 

Both the central and east sections of the great house are constructed of tabular 

sandstone. Central and east plaza walls are of compound construction and are built of 

locally available soft sandstone. Further information regarding great house masonry style 

or construction technique cannot be determined due to the reduced condition of the rubble 

mound. 

The Community 

The great house is located near the east end of a community of 65 Anasazi sites 

which extend southwest along the top of the mesa and cover a 1.3 sq km area. Sites in 

the community are ceramically dated between the Basketmaker HI and the Pueblo HI 

periods. Seventeen of the sites are assigned to a single temporal period, and 49 have 

date ranges that span more than one period. Among the 65 community sites, there are 

a total of 4 Basketmaker HI components, 50 Pueblo I components, 53 Pueblo II 

components, and 12 Pueblo HI components. The Pueblo II components include 41 

roomblocks. For the purposes of the current study, these structures are considered as 

the community associated with the great house during the Classic Bonito phase. Mean 

room areas and orientations for these structures were gleaned from Peckham's (1969) 
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maps; site elevations were obtained from ARMS site files. This information is presented 

in Appendix B, Table B.ll. 

Standing Rock 

Standing Rock is located on the South Chaco slope (Region 2) approximately 45 

km soutiiwest of Chaco Canyon (Figure 5.1). 

History of Investigation 

The great house and community were recorded by Powers et al. (1983:207, 213-

214) and reported in Marshall et al. (1979:231-233). Additional community sites were 

recorded by a Navajo water line survey (Navajo Nation Archaeology Department 1989). 

Several studies (Obenauf 1980; Nials et al. 1987; Wozniak et al. 1992) have focused on 

the Toyee/West Road, which extends west from the great house for 2.6 km. Marshall 

(1994b) redocumented the entire community as part of the Transwestem Pipeline 

Extension Project. There are numerous minor discrepancies between the various sets of 

data. Because Marshall's data are more recent and slightly more extensive, his 

information has been followed where discrepancies occur. 

Sites in the Standing Rock community are assigned temporal ranges on the basis 

of sxirface ceramics. Ceramic groupings used by Marshall are similar to those used by 

the other researchers cited in the current study, with one exception. Marshall assigns a 

"Late Pueblo II-Early Pueblo IE period" that dates between A.D. 1125-1175. It should 

be noted that this span is considered "Early Pueblo HI" by the current study. Date 

ranges for tiie sites discussed below have been adjusted accordingly. 
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The Great House 

The great house (LA 18232) and surrounding community are located on an open, 

elevated plain west of Standing Rock Wash. The great house (Figure 5.7) covers an area 

of 724 sq km. The D-shaped roomblock with enclosed plaza faces south. An estimated 

24 ground floor rooms and 12 second story rooms are present. The enclosed plaza 

covers a 425 sq km area; the plaza wall was fairly thick and may have stood up to 1.5 

m high (Powers in Marshall et al. 1979:232). A square, single-story room within the 

plaza may represent an enclosed kiva (personal observation, February 1997). The great 

house was constructed during the Early Pueblo n period next to an earlier. Pueblo I 

period structure. The great house was occupied through the Early Pueblo HI period. 

A great kiva (LA 18233) is found approximately 300 m SSW of the great house. 

It has a 15 m diameter and is ceramically dated to the Late Pueblo II period. Three 

alcove rooms may adjoin the structure. 

The Community 

The surrounding community spans the Basketmaker HI - Early Pueblo HI periods. 

A total of 14 of 38 structures surrounding the Standing Rock great house could not be 

satisfactorily dated using surface ceramics; their temporal assignations remain unknown. 

Among the remaining 24 sites, 28 components are present. There are 5 Basketmaker 

Ul/Pueblo I components, 6 Pueblo I components, 7 Early Pueblo n components, 3 Late 

Pueblo n components, and 7 Early Pueblo HI components. For the Early Pueblo n and 

Late Pueblo EE periods of interest to the current study, 7 roomblocks and 3 roomblocks 

are respectively assigned. These counts are probably low, because they include only 
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those sites for which Marshall was able to assign ceramic dates. Orientations and 

elevations for the 10 Pueblo II structures are listed in Appendix B, Table B.12. 

The Toyee/West Road 

Although several road segments have been postulated to exist in the Standing 

Rock community, only one has been positively identified. The ToyeeAVest road (43-

106) segment extends from the great house east towards Toyee Spring for 2.6 km (Roney 

1992:127) and is ceramically dated to the Early Pueblo n period (Marshall 1994b:369-

370). 

Community Data Set Caveats 

The data set is hampered by several problems, including (1) the presence of 

nonequivalent information, (2) the presence of contradictory information, (3) the 

questionable reliability of architectural information derived largely from surface siurvey, 

and (4) noncontemporaneity among the great house communities. 

Nonequivalent Information 

Although the great houses and other Bonito style architecture included in the data 

set are for the most part thoroughly described, little detailed information is available on 

the architecture of the small houses in communities at the level of accuracy required for 

comparability. 

For example, a great deal of time and effort was expended to identification of 

wall alignments amidst community site rubble mounds at Andrews. Some projects (e.g., 

the Cove [Reed 1994] survey) simply defined most commimity sites as "rubble mounds," 

whereas other projects (e.g., El Llano-Escalon [Marshall 1994a] and Standing Rock 
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[Marshall 1994b]) provided room counts but no maps of community sites. Still other 

researchers (e.g.. Kin Nizhoni [BLM 1980] and Skunk Springs [Peckham 1969]) made 

sketch maps of each community site detailing individual walls and rooms. The bulk of 

the material consists of sketch maps of probable wall alignments surrounded by rubble 

scatters. 

Community site dating is another area in which all the data might not be 

completely comparable. Ceramic dates are relied upon for nearly all temporal 

assignations in the study. Comparability is likely among many of the communities, 

because they were ceramically dated by individuals sharing similar views on taxonomy 

and cross-dating. However, differences in analytical training or in the purpose of the 

survey, and hence in the degree of chronological rigor attempted, may have introduced 

amoimt of temporal "noise" in some cases. 

Every effort has been made to secure the best available information for die 

community sites and for the Bonito style architecture included in the smdy. However, 

the extent of error introduced through the use of research spanning decades and 

conducted by many individuals with different backgrounds, training, and purposes, 

cannot truly be estimated nor entirely eliminated. Contradictory Information 

In a related problem, when information for particular sites or structures 

serendipitously abounds, the multiple sources often contradict one another. For example, 

where Marshall et al. (1979:169-185) describe a well-defined 14-room Upper Kin 

to Exceptions include tree-ring dates for Kin Bineola, Guadalupe, and Lowry. 
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Nizhoni, Alan Delaney of the BLM survey notes that "field crew members saw 8 to 36 

rooms ...depending on the room size defined by each" (BLM LA 18166 site form, July 

2, 1980). Site locations and descriptions for the Kin Nizhoni and Skunk Springs 

communities provided by Marshall et al. (1979) diverge somewhat from those provided 

by other researchers, and site descriptions for the Pierre's community provided by 

Powers et al. (1983) differ from those provided by Harper et al. (1988). In these cases, 

I have used whichever source seems most accurate and detailed. 

Marshall et al. (1979) are an excellent source for information on great houses, but 

the kind and amount of community data provided are variable. This is certainly 

understandable given the scope of Chacoan outlier communities and the limitations of 

time and money for describing them. It is not surprising that there should be 

disagreement regarding the configuration of sites and structures, because most of the 

interpretations for these communities rest entirely on survey data. 

Architectural Information from Surface Survey 

With the exception of the great houses at Casamero, Guadalupe and Lowry, this 

smdy is based entirely on survey data. Experience dictates that discrepancies likely exist 

between surface indications and subsurface manifestations. However, these hypothetical 

discrepancies are unlikely to affect the results of the current analysis to any great degree. 

The surface should provide reliable information on site locations, general sizes, and 

orientations. The exact positions of walls may vary, and this would affect room areas 

and room counts. However, these variables do not comprise a significant part of the 
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analysis. Clearly, augmented excavation data from Chacoan outliers would allow the 

research questions raised in this smdy to be addressed in greater detail in the future. 

The Community Contemporaneity Issue 

A meaningful comparison of outlier communities should employ contemporaneous 

data. However, despite every attempt in the original research design to focus on 

contemporaneous sites, the advantageous use of available data has resulted in a collection 

of outliers with periods of occupation and construction ranging from the late Pueblo I 

through the late Pueblo HI periods. Further, due to variability in survey recording 

procedures, some communities are tightly, albeit ceramically dated, whereas sites in 

others are provided with expansive, overlapping ranges that, although certainly providing 

the recorders with a healthy margin of error, do little to help the hapless researcher 

narrow her chronological focus. 

All of the commimities have some period of occupation pre-dating construction 

of the great house by 50 years or more. All of the communities except Pierre's" and 

Kin Nizhoni have conmiunity occupation dating from the Pueblo I period or earlier. The 

picture is complicated further by the fact that Kin Nizhoni, Navajo Springs, and Skunk 

Springs commimity site dates are too general to correlate commimity composition with 

specific periods of great house occupation. Nevertheless, the thirteen communities can 

be sorted on the basis of great house occupation as follows. 

A single artifact scatter from Pierre's is dated to the Basketmaker HI period, but this site alone 
does not constitute evidence of a Basketmaker III community at Pierre's. 
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Great houses occupied during the Early Bonito phase (A.D. 900-1050) include 

Andrews, Cove, and the Early Pueblo II components of Guadalupe, Kin Bineola, and 

Skunk Springs. Navajo Springs and Standing Rock may be added to the picmre ca. A.D. 

970. Great houses occupied during the Classic Bonito phase (A.D. 1050 - 1120) include 

Andrews, Casamero, Cove, Escalon, Late Guadalupe, Late Kin Bineola, BCin Klizhin, 

Kin Nizhoni, Navajo Springs, Skunk Springs, and Standing Rock. At ca. A.D. 1070, 

Andrews and Escalon are abandoned, but Lowry and Pierre's may be added to the set. 

Great houses occupied during the Late Bonito phase (A.D. 1120 and A.D. 1170) include 

Cove, Late Guadalupe, Kin Nizhoni, Lowry, Skunk Springs, and Standing Rock. The 

great houses in this group were built previous to this period and have long community 

histories. 

All of the sites are occupied for some portion of the Classic Bonito phase. The 

sites cannot be considered contemporaneous for the entire Classic Bonito phase, because 

some great houses, such as Andrews, are abandoned by ca. A.D. 1070, whereas others, 

such as Escalon, are not founded until A.D. 1050. However, all the sites appear to have 

been occupied at ca. A.D. 1070. Accordingly, I have attempted to avoid problems in 

site contemporaneity by using ceramic and, where available, tree-ring dates to focus on 

the portions of the great houses and the communities occupied at that point in time. 
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CHAPTER VI 

THE ANDREWS COMMUNITY 

The Andrews community is the thirteenth and final outlying great house 

community included in the comparative data base. For the current study, an original 

survey and mapping project was conducted at the Andrews community in the Red Mesa 

Valley (Region 3). This chapter presents the results of the fieldwork and simraiarizes the 

Andrews data. 

FIELDWORK IN THE ANDREWS COMMUNITY 

The Andrews community is located approximately 18 miles (29 km) west of 

Grants, New Mexico (Figure 5.1) within a 1 square mile area owned by the 

Archaeological Conservancy. A total of 44 archaeological sites are present on the 

property (Table 6.1). A portion of the conamunity comprising 25 sites (LA 17194 - LA 

17218) was recorded in the late 1970s by Marshall et al. (1979:117-129) as part of a 

utility company survey documenting Chacoan commimities throughout the San Juan 

Basin. For the present study, during August 1995, the Andrews Community 

Archaeological Mapping Project (ACAMP) systematically resurveyed the Conservancy 

property. The survey was carried out during the August session under the direction of 

Ruth Van Dyke. Additional field personnel included Sarah Herr and Joshua Jones. 
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LA 
Number 

Field Number Site Type Cultural 
Affiliation 

Ceramic Date 

17194 Marshall #1 Habitation Anasazi Early Pueblo II 

17195 Marshall #2 Habitation Anasazi Late Pueblo II 

17196 Marshall #3 Habitation Anasazi Early Pueblo II 

17197 Marshall #4 Habitation Anasazi Late Ehieblo II 

17198 Marshall #5 Habitation Anasazi Early Pueblo n 

17199 Marshall #6 Habitation Anasazi Late Pueblo II 

17200 Marshall t f l  Isolated Room Anasazi Late Pueblo n 

17201 Marshall #8 Habitation Anasazi Early Pueblo n 

17202 Marshall #9 Habitation Anasazi Early Pueblo n 

17203 Marshall no Habitation Anasazi Late Pueblo n 

17204 Marshall n\ Habitation Anasazi Late Pueblo II 

17205 Marshall #12 Habitation Anasazi Early Pueblo II 

17206 Marshall #13 Habitation Anasazi Late I>ueblo n 

17207 Marshall #14 Great Kiva Anasazi Early Pueblo II 

17208 Marshall #15 Habitation Anasazi Early Pueblo H 

17209 Marshall #16 Habitation Anasazi Early Pueblo n 

17210 Marshall #17 Habitation Anasazi Late Pueblo I 

17211 Marshall #18 Midden Anasazi Early Pueblo 11 

17212 Marshall #19 Habitation Anasazi Late Pueblo n 

17213 Marshall #20 Habitation Anasazi Late Pueblo I 

17214 Marshall #21 Habitation Anasazi Early Pueblo II 

17215 Marshall #22 Agricultural 
Terraces 

Anasazi Early Pueblo n 

17216 Marshall #23 Artifact Scatter Anasazi Late Pueblo I 

17217 Marshall #24 Great Kiva Anasazi Early Pueblo H 

17218 Marshall #25 Great House Anasazi Early - Late Pu( 

111156 A Isolated Room Anasazi Early Pueblo 11 
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LA 
Number 

Field Number Site Type Cultural 
Affiliation 

Ceramic Date 

111157 B Isolated Room Anasazi Early Pueblo II 

111158 C Agriculmral Site Anasazi Early Pueblo II 

111159 D Habitation Anasazi Early Pueblo U 

111160 E Isolated Room Anasazi Early Pueblo II 

111161 F Artifact Scatter Anasazi Early Pueblo n 

111162 G Habitation Anasazi Late Pueblo U 

111163 H Habitation Anasazi Late Pueblo II 

111164 I Sweat Lodge Navajo Historic 

111165 J Habitation Anasazi Early Pueblo II 

111166 K Isolated Room Anasazi Early Pueblo n 

111167 L Habitation Anasazi Early - Late E>uebIo n 

111168 M Isolated Rooms Anasazi Late Pueblo II 

111169 N Isolated Room Anasazi Late Pueblo II 

111170 O Artifact Scatter Anasazi Early Pueblo n 

111171 P Artifact Scatter Anasazi Late Pueblo I 

111172 Q Habitation Anasazi Early Pueblo II 

111173 R Petroglyphs Unknown Prehistoric 

111174 S Petroglyphs Navajo Historic 

The Andrews community sits on colluvial slopes at the base of a sandstone 

escarpment jutting 156 m (512 ft) above the Casamero Valley. Vegetation ui the area 

belongs to the scrubland community and includes snakeweed, hop sage, prickly pear 

cactus, four-wing saltbush, and various grasses and annuals. Junipers are found on the 

upper colluvial slopes at the base of the escarpment. Systematic survey was conducted 
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of the 370 acre area below the sandstone escarpment. Time constraints prevented us 

from systematic survey of the portion of the property (approximately 270 acres) on top 

of the mesa. Other archaeologists who have visited the top of the mesa report finding 

a few water control features, or check dams, and a possible reservoir (Robert Powers, 

personal conununication, February 1996). 

The Andrews great house, great kivas, and additional sites recorded by Marshall 

were revisited. Site records from Marshall's original survey, housed at the Laboratory 

of Anthropology in Santa Fe, New Mexico, were consulted. Although locations 

sometimes varied slightly, we were able to relocate all 25 of these sites. Site architecture 

and features generally corresponded closely to those described by Marshall. Twenty-five 

of the sites (LA 17194 - 17218), including the Andrews great house and two great kivas, 

had been previously recorded by Marshall et al. (1979:117-129). The ACAMP survey 

located a total of 19 new sites (LA 111156-111174), including an additional 16 Anasazi 

sites, 1 historic Navajo sweat lodge (LA 111164) and 2 rock art panels (LA 111173 and 

LA 111174). In addition to surveying the area and recording the sites, ACAMP 

undertook detailed total station mapping of all visible architecture as well as topographic 

modifications. Mapping data consists entirely of surface information; interpretations of 

wall locations, particularly amid rubble, were made to the best of the investigators' 

abilities. 

The iron fence post at the SW comer of the section was established as the primary 

datum, N 0 E 0. Because we could not set up the total station directly over the fence 

post, Subdatum A was established in the form of an iron spike set 2 m north and 2 m 
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east of the fence post at N 2 E 2. A total of 7 subdata (A - G) were established within 

the course of mapping the community. Backshots were taken from each subdatum to 

Subdatum A. Use of the total station facilitated mapping over such a large area, because 

infrared laser shots were found to be accmrate within 2 cm over half a mile. 

Subdata were placed to maximize site visibility — archaeological deposits were not 

disturbed. Subdatum B was placed atop the great house mound (LA 17218) in the sterile 

backdirt pile placed there in April 1995 as part of the Archaeological Conservancy's 

stabilization program. Subdatum C was placed two ridges to the southeast of the great 

house, above the "great great kiva" (LA 17217). Visibility problems due to topography 

as well as dense junipers on nearby ridges resulted in the placement of Subdatum D in 

the Archaeological Conservancy's backdirt mound at the south edge of the great great 

kiva. Subdata E, F, and G were placed at the base of the ridges and were useful for 

mapping the sites on the colluvial slopes below. Maps of all visible surface architecmre 

at each site were created using AutoCAD v. 12, and topography was added using Surfer 

V.5. 

The ACAMP project also recorded a sample of ceramics and lithics at each site. 

In-field analysis of ceramics was conducted by Sarah Herr; in-field lithic analysis was 

conducted by Joshua Jones. Surface artifacts were systematically examined on a total of 

44 middens from 35 sites; grab samples were recorded at the remaining 6 sites. Because 

in-field artifact analysis was geared toward ceramic chronometry, ceramic artifact density 

was of primary concern in decisions regarding location and size of artifact sample areas. 

On the 36 middens with surface ceramic artifact densities of 2.5 sherds per sq m or 
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more, all ceramic artifacts within a 5 x 5 m area were examined. On the 8 middens with 

surface ceramic artifact densities of less than 2.5 sherds per sq m, 100% of the visible 

ceramics on the midden were examined. Each sample provenience was assigned a 

discrete Field Specimen (FS) number. The type and vessel form were recorded for each 

ceramic. Sherd counts for each sample provenience range from 46 to 719, with a mean 

of 74. Sherd densities range from 0.25 per sq m to 28.76 per sq m, with an average of 

10 sherds per sq m. 

The Andrews ceramic assemblages are comprised almost exclusively of Cibola 

Gray Ware and Cibola White Ware ceramics with a smattering of White Mountain Red 

Ware sherds. Typing of the sherds followed the guidelines and procedures 

comprehensively set forth in Goetze and Mills (1993a). Following procedures set forth 

in Goetze and Mills (1993b) and Christenson (1994), ceramic groups and mean ceramic 

dates were assigned by Van Dyke (1997a). These are presented in Table 6.2., below. 

In-field lithic analysis was conducted on all lithic artifacts within the sample 

proveniences. The material type and form were recorded for each artifact. Lithic 

artifact counts for each sample provenience range from 12 to 228, with a mean of 86. 

Lithic artifact densities range from 0.09 per sq m to 6.96 per sq m with an average of 

2.75 per sq m. The Andrews lithic assemblages are comprised largely of local materials. 

Material types and descriptions followed the guidelines and procedures comprehensively 

set forth in Chapman (1977). 
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SITE DESCRIPTIONS 

A total of 44 sites and 2 isolated features were recorded by ACAMP within the 

Andrews community on the 1 square mile area owned by the Archaeological 

Conservancy (Figure 6.1). A total of 41 sites are of Late Pueblo I - Late Pueblo U 

Anasazi affiliation. These include: 1 great house with associated great kiva; 2 great 

kivas; 32 community sites; 2 agricultural sites; and 4 artifact scatters. Of the remaining 

3 sites, 1 (LA 111164) is a historic Navajo sweat lodge, and 2 are rock art panels, 

respectively of unknown prehistoric (LA 111173) and Navajo (LA 111174) affiliation. 

The two features consist of a rock ring of unknown age and affiliation (Feature 1) and 

a historic pueblo polychrome pot drop (Feature 2). The non-Anasazi sites and features 

are not discussed here; the interested reader should refer to the project report for more 

detail (Van Dyke 1996a). 

The Great House and Environs (LA 17218) 

The Great House 

The Andrews Great House (Figure 6.2) is located on the crest of a small finger 

ridge at the northwest edge of a broader and slightiy lower colluvial ridge. The great 

house has a relief of 3 m; it is elevated above the surrounding landscape with views west 

across the Casamero Valley. The great house is the highest structure in the Andrews 

commimity; it has a maximum elevation of 2139 m (7018 ft) above sea level. The 

structure faces the southeast, overlooking a broad, slightly lower colluvial slope upon 

which are found 5 middens and a great kiva (Figure 6.3). The ACAMP mapping datum 

(Subdatum B) was located on the crest of the sterile backdirt pile placed over the 
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southwest end of the great house by the Archaeological Conservancy in April 1995. The 

positions of two BLM datum caps, located respectively on top of and southwest of the 

great house, were plotted onto the map. 

The great house and surrounding rubble scatter covers an area of approximately 

1080 sq m. The structure alone covers approximately 470 sq m. The central row of the 

roomblock probably represents multiple stories; the rear row may be a single story. A 

total of at least 12 rectangular rooms and 5 enclosed kivas are visible on the surface of 

the great house. Andrews great house rooms have a mean area of 15.15 sq m (s.d. = 

6.50) — this is nearly 4 times the mean room area of the community structures, which 

is 4.25 sq m (s.d. = 2.05). Following the methods set forth by Lekson (1984:277-286, 

Appendix B), the amount of labor involved in the construction of the Andrews great 

house is estimated at 37,006 person-hours. 

Masonry walls are constructed of tabular sandstone. The central, northeast-

southwest wall of the roomblock is well-defined; interior room walls are more tenuous. 

Walls identified with a good degree of certainty are indicated on Figure 6.2 as solid 

lines; probable walls are indicated with dashed lines. Wall identifications were made to 

the best of the investigators' ability amid a fair amount of sandstone rubble. 

Rooms 6 and 12 and Kivas 1 and 2 are well-defined, because they were severely 

impacted by past vandals' excavations. Masonry walls were visible in all 4 of diese 

rooms during a site visit in April 1995. In Kivas 1 and 2, portions of both interior, 

circular masonry as well as enclosing, rectangular masonry walls were visible. These 

four rooms were backfilled with sterile earth by the Archaeological Conservancy in April 
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1995. With the exception of northwest and northeast exterior walls, the walls of these 

rooms were not visible at the time of the current project. Interior walls of these rooms 

incorporated into the ACAMP map using previous maps of the Andrews great house 

supplied by BLM archaeologist John Roney. 

At least 3 and possibly 4 additional enclosed kivas are visible within the great 

house. Kivas 3 and 4 are located in the northeast part of the structure in front of the 

middle row of rooms. Both kivas appear as circular depressions surrounded by 

rectangular masonry walls. A small segment of circular, interior kiva masonry is visible 

along the south edge of Kiva 4. Kiva 5 is located in the southeast part of the structure 

in front of Kivas 1 and 2. An additional possible kiva may be located in the area 

adjacent to and west of Kiva 5. The area is marked by a large, irregular, roughly 

circular depression but it is unclear whether one or two kivas are present in this area. 

No masonry walls are visible. 

It is unclear what is happening between the central row of rooms and Kivas 3 and 

4. Masonry walls appear to define a corridor or passageway that begins northeast of 

BQva 4, extends around the southeast edge of Kiva 4, turns to run northwest between 

BCivas 3 and 4, then turns southwest to run between Kiva 3 and middle row of rooms. 

The passage width varies between 2 and 4 m. The passage is clearly defined in the 

vicinity of Kiva 4 ~ what is less clear is whether the passage truly extends between Kiva 

3 and the middle row or rooms, or whether an additional row of rooms exists in this 

spot. 
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A retaining wall extends from the southwest side of the pueblo, behind Room 13, 

around the south end of the structure; the wall disappears past Kiva 5. Two additional 

rooms, Rooms 14 and 15, may exist between the retaining wall and Kiva 5. A 4 to 8 

m diameter rubble scatter immediately north of the end of the retaining wall may 

represent another room, or may be additional retaining wall materials. A small slab-lined 

hearth is visible in the midst of this rubble scatter. Fifteen m northeast of the apparent 

end of the retaining wall, the exterior wall of the passage between Kivas 3 and 4 appears. 

It is possible that the retaining wall is actually continuous across this 15 m area — 

colluvial deposition could have obscured it from sight. 

Ceramic artifacts on the midden nearest the great house indicate the latest 

occupation of the structure was during the Late Pueblo n period; however, the presence 

of early middens in the vicinity of the great house suggests that it is on the location of 

an earlier. Late Pueblo I - Early Pueblo n site. 

The Great Kiva 

The great kiva is located 50 m southeast of the great house (Figure 6.3). It has 

a diameter of 11.7 m and an interior depth of approximately 1.5 m. Sandstone masonry 

is visible along the southern interior wall of the structure. The orientation of the great 

kiva is unclear. It may be facmg the great house to the northwest. However, a possible 

ventilator shaft located to the southwest of the structure suggests that the great kiva's 

entry is upslope to the northeast. The ventilator shaft is represented by a small (1.8 sq 

m) rectangular sandstone alignment located 6.1 m southwest of the great kiva. The great 

kiva is surrounded by a 2.5 to 6.2 m wide berm topped by rubble, particularly to the 
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south and southwest. The benii contains 5 possible masonry rooms which are attached 

to the great kiva. The rooms were identified on the basis of alignments present within 

the sandstone rubble. Room area ranges between 2.56 sq m and 16.24 sq m. 

The Middens 

A total of 5 middens (Middens 1 - 5) are associated with the Andrews great house 

(Figure 6.3). All the middens are found on the colluvial slopes southeast of the great 

house. All are oblong, extending from the northeast downslope toward the southwest. 

The middens range in area from 2377 sq m (Midden 2) to 341 sq m (Midden 5). A 

rubble scatter near the north end of Midden 2 may indicate additional buried masonry 

rooms or features. Midden 1 is ceramically dated to the Late Pueblo n period. As the 

midden nearest the great house, it is probably associated with the latest occupation of that 

structure. Middens 2 - 5 are all ceramically dated to the Early Pueblo EI period. 

An additional nearby midden surrounds LA 17215, a group of terraces at the 

southernmost extent of the LA 17218 complex. LA 17215 was assigned a discrete site 

number in Marshall et al.'s (1979:117-129) original investigation, and this division was 

maintained for consistency's sake by the current project. 

Isolated Rooms 

Two isolated rooms are visible within the immediate area of the Andrews great 

house (Figure 6.3). Isolated Room 1 is located 5 m east/northeast of the end of the 

masonry passageway associated with great house Kivas 3 and 4. Isolated Room 2, 

located at the north end of the berm/Midden 1, appears to be a small, circular masonry 

structure of unknown fimction. 
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Landscape Modifications 

Although 1930s photographs reputedly show two road segments in the Andrews 

area (Nials et al. 1987:133-134), ACAMP found no trace of the segments on the ground 

during the siurey. However, the landscape in the immediate area of the great house has 

been modified. A berm is present 20-30 m across from the great house to the Southeast; 

the intervening, 10 m-wide dip might be a short road or ramps leading up to the great 

house. 

Great Kivas in the Andrews Community 

In addition to the great kiva associated with the Andrews great house, two other 

great kivas are present in the Andrews community. Both sites date to the Early Pueblo 

n period. LA 17217 is an extremely large isolated great kiva. LA 17207 is associated 

with several room blocks (LA 17209 and LA 111165); together, these 3 sites form the 

LA 17207 complex. 

LA 17217 (The "Great" Great Kiva) 

LA 17217 (Figure 6.4) is situated on the top, southwest-facing slopes of broad, 

colluvial, finger ridge 100 m southwest of the base of the sandstone escarpment. In 

addition to the great kiva, the site includes two isolated masonry rooms and an artifact 

scatter. 

The great kiva is an oval, northeast-southwest trending depression surrounded by 

a berm. This extremely large great kiva has exterior measurements of 32 m NE/SW x 

26 m NW/SE and interior measurements of 22 m NE/SW x 18 m NW/SE. From the 

uppermost (northern) edge of the berm to the base of the excavated backhoe trench, the 
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great kiva has a topographic relief of approximately 3 m. Ten angular sandstone 

masonry rooms are visible in a double arc along the west edge of the great kiva. The 

rooms are attached to the exterior masonry wall of the great kiva. Average room area 

is 5.1 sq m. Additional rooms may extend around the kiva's edge — they may be 

obscured by colluvial sediment deposits. A large juniper tree is present just inside the 

great kiva depression at the northeast edge of the feature. 

A backhoe trench, reputedly excavated in the 1970s, extends from the center of 

the great kiva through the kiva wall to the southwest. The trench was left open for 

approximately 15 years, resulting in erosion along its edges. Eroded trench width ranges 

from 75 to 90 cm. Trench depth ranges from 60 to 80 cm. In April 1995, the trench 

and surrounding eroded area was backfilled with sterile dirt by the Archaeological 

Conservancy. The Andrews community Archaeological Mapping Project placed 

Subdatum D on top of the resulting sterile backdirt pile at the southwest outer edge of 

the great kiva. 

Two isolated rooms are present on the site. Both are constructed of angular 

sandstone cobbles. An artifact scatter is located downslope to the southeast, south, and 

southwest of the great kiva. The artifact scatter is ceramically dated to the Early Pueblo 

n period. 

LA 17207 Complex 

The LA 17207 complex (Figure 6.5) is situated on colluvial slopes at the base of 

the sandstone escarpment. The site complex contains a great kiva (LA 17207) and two 
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roomblocks with associated middens (LA 17209 and LA 111165).'^ The LA 17207 

great kiva is a depression measuring 29 m NE/SW x 21 m NW/SE. The depression is 

surrounded by an earthen berm 2-4 m wide. The depression has a maximum depth of 

approximately 50 cm. The depression's position with respect to surrounding roomblocks 

and middens suggests it may be a collapsed, large pitstructure associated with the 

roomblocks. No masonry is visible. Ceramics date the site complex to the Early Pueblo 

n period. 

Additional Community Structures 

The Andrews community contains 38 Anasazi sites in addition to the great house 

and the two great kivas. There are 23 multi-room small house or habitation sites, 8 

isolated rooms, 5 isolated middens or artifact scatters, and 2 agricultural sites (Table 

6.2). The community is laid out along the base of the talus slope; most of the sites are 

to the south/southeast of the great house. A total of 26 roomblocks are distributed 

between the 23 habitation sites. The roomblocks are C-shaped, linear, or L-shaped and 

range in size from 2 to 10 rooms. Almost all of the roomblocks face the south or east 

(Figure 6.6). Pitstructure depressions were identified between roomblocks and middens 

at two sites, and it is likely that pitstructures are present at others but are obscured by 

colluvial deposition. All of the habitation sites and all of the isolated room sites contain 

LA 17207 and LA 17209 were previously recorded by Marshall et al. (1979). Site numbers are 
assigned to maintain continuity with the features as recorded by Marshall and Stein. Marshall and 
Stein recorded LA 17207 as an isolated great kiva associated with a midden to the southwest; they 
recorded LA 17209 as a roomblock without a midden; they did not record LA 111165. This smdy 
associates Marshall's LA 17207 midden with LA 17209 and, for recording consistency's sake, 
assigns a separate site number to the roomblock and midden designated LA 11116S. 
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one or more middens, which are generally located south or east of the roomblock. In 

some cases, the isolated rooms may represent sporadically occupied field houses; in 

others, the isolated rooms appear more likely to have been intensively occupied habitation 

sites. 

Many of the sites have been impacted to some degree by pothunting. LA 17195, 

17197, 17198, 17199,17206, 111163, and 111166 have been severely damaged and were 

backfilled with sterile earth by the Archaeological Conservancy in April 1995. 

All of the sites are ceramically dated. A total of 4 Late Pueblo I period sites, 23 

Early Pueblo n period sites, 12 Late Pueblo n period sites, and 2 multicomponent. Early 

Pueblo n-Late Pueblo n period sites are present (Figure 6.2) (Table 6.2). Ridgetops 

were favored for Late Pueblo I and Early Pueblo n occupations in the Andrews 

community. Late Pueblo II sites tend to be farther south and lower down in the valley. 

Late Pueblo I Origins 

The Andrews community was founded in the Late Pueblo I period with the 

establishment of two habitation sites on the colluvial finger ridges immediately below the 

sandstone escarpment (Figure 6.1) (Table 6.3). Two sparse artifact scatters also date to 

the Late Pueblo I period (Table 6.2). 

Earfy Pueblo II Expansion 

The first half of the tenth century saw rapid community growth (Figure 6.1). 

Two great kivas (LA 17207 and LA 17217) and a possible early version of the great 

house (LA 17218) were constructed on three fmger ridges. Community sites are loosely 
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Table 6.2. Sites by ceramic group and site type. 

LA 
Number 

Ceramic Group Mean Ceramic 
Date(s) A.D. 

Site Type 

17210 Late Pueblo I 882 +/- 33 Habitation 

17213 Late Pueblo I 889 +/- 53 Habitation 

111171 Late Pueblo I - Artifact Scatter 

17216 Late Pueblo I - Artifact Scatter 

17207 Early Pueblo II 941 +/- 74 Great Kiva 

17217 Early Pueblo II 924 +/- 60 Great Kiva 

17194 Early Pueblo H 993 +/- 93 Habitation 

17196 Early Pueblo n 971 +/- 55 Habitation 

17198 Early Pueblo II 995 +/- 82 Habitation 

17201 Early Pueblo n 988 +/- 72 Habitation 

17202 Early Pueblo n 951 
971 
978 

+/-

+/-

+/-

58 
58 
65 

Habitation 

17205 Early Pueblo n 931 +/- 62 Habitation 

17208 Early Pueblo II 971 +/- 96 Habitation 

17209 Early Pueblo n 941 +/- 74 Habitation 

17214 Early Pueblo n 929 +/- 67 Habitation 

111159 Early Pueblo II 935 +/- 65 Habitation 

111165 Early Pueblo n 933 +/- 50 Habitation 

111172 Early Pueblo n 920 +/- 83 Habitation 

111156 Early Pueblo II 922 +/- 60 Isolated Room 

111157 Early Pueblo n 931 +/- 60 Isolated Room 

111160 Early Pueblo n 995 +/- 80 Isolated Room 

111166 Early Pueblo n - Isolated Room 

17215 Early Pueblo n 930 +/- 69 Agricultural 
Terraces 

111158 Early Pueblo n - Check Dam 
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LA 
Number 

Ceramic Group Mean Ceramic 
Date(s) A.D. 

Site Type 

17210 Late Pueblo I 882 +/- 33 Habitation 

17211 Early Pueblo II 948 +/- 41 Midden 

111161 Early Pueblo II 953 +/- 48 Artifact Scatter 

111170 Early Pueblo II - Artifact Scatter 

17218 Early - Late Pueblo n 919 +/- 56 
920 +/- 52 
925 +/- 60 
930 +/- 70 
1017 +/- 90 

Great House 

111167 Early - Late Pueblo H 927 +/- 59 
1057 +/- 67 

Habitation 

17195 Late Pueblo n 1029 +/- 102 Habitation 

17197 Late Pueblo II 1034 +/- 74 Habitation 

17199 Late Pueblo n 1042 +/- 75 
1049 +/- 57 
1050 +/- 54 

Habitation 

17203 Late Pueblo n 1054 +/- 72 Habitation 

17204 Late Pueblo II 1042 +/- 67 Habitation 

17206 Late Pueblo II 1056 +/- 81 Habitation 

17212 Late Pueblo n 1057 +/- 64 Habitation 

111162 Late Pueblo n 1076 +/- 40 Habitation 

111163 Late Pueblo II - Habitation 

17200 Late Pueblo n 1039 +/- 75 Isolated Room 

111168 Late Pueblo n - Isolated Room 

111169 Late Pueblo n 1016 +/- 81 Isolated Room 
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Table 6.3. Late Pueblo I habitation sites. 

LA Number Roomblock 
Area' 

Roomblock 
Shape 

Room 
Count 

Mean 
Room 
Area* 

Orient­
ation*' 

Additional 
Features 

17210 
Room 1 
Room 2 
Room 3 

5.72 
6.02 
4.34 

square 
square 
square 

1 
1 
1 

5.72 
6.02 
4.34 

150 
140 
150 

1 midden 

17213 
Roomblock 35.44 C-shaped 8 3.05 150 

1 artifact 
scatter 

Total 51.52 - 11 19.13 - -

Mean 12.88 - 2.75 4.78 148 -

Standard 
Deviation 

15.08 - 3.50 1.37 5 -

measurements are in sq m 
in degrees east of true north 

clustered around two great kivas and the great house locale. These include 13 habitation 

sites, 4 isolated room/field house sites, 3 isolated middens or artifact scatters, and 2 

agricultiural sites. The structures are summarized in Table 6.4 and the other sites are 

listed in Table 6.2. 

Late Pueblo II Sites 

At around A.D. 1000, the community is seen to shift slightly to the south (Figure 

6.1). With a few exceptions, ceramic dates do not indicate continued occupation m the 

area surrounding the great house, even though the great house itself is in use during this 

period. The two isolated great kivas were no longer in use diu±ig this period. The 

community was abandoned by around A.D. 1070. 
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Table 6.4. Early Pueblo II structures. 

LA Number Roomblock 
Area" 

Roomblock 
Shape 

Room 
Count 

Mean 
Room 
Area" 

Orient­
ation'' 

Additional 
Features 

17194 
Roomblock 1 
Roomblock 2 
Roomblock 3 

15.66 
9.65 

46.91 

C-shaped 
linear 
L-shaped 

3 
3 
8 

3.76 
2.15 
3.87 

163 
192 
125 

1 midden 

17196 
Roomblock 
Isolated Room 

40.00 
2.25 

L-shaped 
square 

5 
1 

2.37 
2.25 

145 
117 

2 pit 
structures 
I midden 

17198 
Roomblock 
Isolated Rm 1 
Isolated Rm 2 

56.00 
6.64 
2.37 

linear 
square 
square 

7 
1 
1 

6.12 
6.64 
2.37 

114 
130 
100 

1 midden 

17201 
Roomblock 27.40 linear 2 7.73 133 1 midden 

17202 
Roomblock 22.08 linear 3 2.83 148 3 middens 

17205 
Roomblock 54.00 L-shaped 6 4.73 100 1 midden 

17208 
Isolated Rm 1 
Isolated Rm 2 

4.56 
5.00 

square 
square 

1 
1 

4.56 
5.00 

150 
140 

1 midden 

17209 
Roomblock 64.00 linear 4 16.00 130 1 midden 

17214 
Roomblock 17.53 irregular 5 2.40 138 

1 artifact 
scatter 

111156 
Isolated Room 1.40 square 1 1.40 147 1 midden 

111157 
Isolated Room 2.80 square 1 2.80 180 1 midden 

111159 
Roomblock 26.70 L-shaped 6 1.46 155 

1 pit structure 
2 middens 

111160 
Isolated Room 2.25 square 1 2.25 199 

2 artifact 
scatters 
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LA Number Roomblock 
Area' 

Roomblock 
Shape 

Room 
Count 

Mean 
Room 
Area* 

Orient­
ation'' 

Additional 
Features 

17194 
Roomblock 1 
Roomblock 2 
Roomblock 3 

15.66 
9.65 

46.91 

C-shaped 
linear 
L-shaped 

3 
3 
8 

3.76 
2.15 
3.87 

163 
192 
125 

1 midden 

17196 
Roomblock 
Isolated Room 

40.00 
2.25 

L-shaped 
square 

5 
1 

2.37 
2.25 

145 
117 

2 pit 
structures 
1 midden 

111165 
Roomblock 28.00 linear 3 7.13 180 1 midden 

111166 
Isolated Room 3.63 square 1 3.63 68 1 midden 

111167= 

Roomblock 39.53 L-shaped 4 8.02 116 2 middens 

111172 
Roomblock 12.00 linear 3 4.00 90 1 midden 

Roomblock 
Total 
Mean 
Standard Dev. 

459.46 
32.82 
17.45 

62 
4.43 
1.79 

72.57 
5.18 
3.78 

1929 
138 
29 

Isolated Room 
Total 
Mean 
Standard Dev. 

30.90 
3.43 
1.68 

9 
1 
0 

30.90 
3.43 
1.68 

1231 
137 
40 

GRAND 
Total 
Mean 
Standard Dev. 

490.36 
21.32 
19.90 

71 
3.09 
2.19 

103.47 
4.50 
3.20 

3160 
137 
33 

measurements are in sq m 
degrees east of true north 
LA 111 167 is a multicomponent site. Two out of three associated middens date to Early 
Pueblo II; the third midden dates to Late Pueblo n. 
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A total of 13 sites with Late Pueblo II components include 10 habitation sites and 

3 isolated room/field house sites. The structures are summarized in Table 6.5 and the 

other sites are listed in Table 6.2. 

POPULATION ESTIMATES 

Some researchers have attempted to estimate population size through measurement 

of dwelling surface area, but this ratio varies widely cross-culturally (e.g., Naroll 1962; 

Casselberry 1974; Wiessner 1974; Yellen 1977; cf. LeBlanc 1971; Read 1978). A better 

method consists of identifying the nimiber of contemporaneous households and 

multiplying the household count by the estimated number of persons per household. 

Table 6.6 presents population estimates for each period of occupation at the 

Andrews community. Population estimates are based on the assumption that a prehistoric 

household was composed of approximately 5 people and that a household is represented 

by a room suite, or approximately 3 rooms. The assumption of five people per 

household is derived from studies of historic puebloan groups (Cameron 1991:141-142). 

Households are best identified by counting hearths (Swedlund and Sessions 1976) or 

habitation rooms (Schlanger 1986), but these measures are not available in the absence 

of excavation data. The room suite, that ubiquitous three-room Anasazi architectural 

arrangement, may be considered to represent the household because by definition it 

contains a single habitation room. Despite the fact that the Andrews habitation sites 

caimot all be divided neatly into three-room suites, the total room count for each period 
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Table 6.5. Late Pueblo n structures. 

LA Number Roomblock 
Area* 

Roomblock 
Shape 

Room 
Count 

Mean 
Room 
Area* 

Orient­
ation'' 

Features 

17195 
Roomblock 69.64 irregular 3 10.48 146 1 midden 

17197 
Roomblock 
Isolated Room 

32.32 
6.96 

L-shaped 
square 

4 
1 

6.40 
6.96 

165 
132 

1 midden 

17199 
Roomblock 1 
Roomblock 2 

23.56 
28.90 

C-shaped 
L-shaped 

4 
5 

3.59 
4.40 

140 
165 

5 middens 

17200 
Isolated Room 6.46 square 1 6.46 158 1 midden 

17203 
Roomblock 15.65 linear 3 2.07 145 1 midden 

17204 
Roomblock 9.39 linear 3 2.22 140 1 midden 

17206 
Roomblock 31.00 C-shaped 6 3.74 135 1 midden 

17212 
Roomblock 
Isolated Room 

22.72 
2.25 

square 
square 

4 
1 

4.06 
2.25 

135 
138 

1 midden 

111162 
Roomblock 38.46 L-shaped 10 3.64 165 1 midden 

111163 
Roomblock 
Isolated Room 

11.00 
2.25 

irregular 
square 

3 
1 

3.20 
2.25 

99 
99 

1 artifact 
scatter 

111167= 

Roomblock 39.53 L-shaped 4 8.02 116 1 midden 

111168 
Isolated Room I 
Isolated Room 2 

3.20 
4.80 

square 
square 

1 
1 

3.20 
4.80 

180 
190 

3 middens 

111169 
Isolated Room 5.52 square 1 5.52 154 1 midden 
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LA Number Roomblock Roomblock Room Mean Orient- Features 
Area* Shape Count Room ation*" 

Area* 

17195 
Roomblock 

17197 
Roomblock 
Isolated Room 

69.64 irregular 3 10.48 146 1 midden 

32.32 L-shaped 4 6.40 165 1 midden 
6.96 square 1 6.96 132 

Roomblock 
Total 
Mean 
Standard Dev. 

322.17 49 51.82 1551 
29.29 4.45 4.71 141 
16.80 2.07 2.58 21 

Isolated Room 
Total 
Mean 
Standard Dev. 

31.44 7 31.44 1051 
4.49 1 4.49 150 
1.95 0 1.95 31 

GRAND 
Total 
Mean 
Standard Dev. 

353.61 56 83.26 2602 
19.65 3.11 4.63 145 
17.95 2.35 2.29 25 

measurements are in sq m 
degrees east of true north 
LA 111 167 is a multicomponent site. Two out of three associated middens date to Early 
Pueblo n; the third midden dates to Late Pueblo II. 

Table 6.6. Population estimates. 

Period No. of 
Rooms 

No. of Households 
(No. of Rooms/3) 

No. of Individuals 
(No. of Household x 
5) 

Late Pueblo I 11 4 20 

Early Pueblo II 71 24 120 

Late Pueblo n 56 19 95 
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divided by three forms a reasonable basis for estimating the nnmber of habitation rooms 

and hence the number of households. 

Great house rooms were not included in the estimates to avoid inflation of 

population figures based on the a priori assxmiption that the great house was used for 

habitation. However, extensive midden deposits associated with the great house suggests 

that the structure was, in fact, a locus of habitation. This possible source of conservative 

error may be mitigated by the inclusion of isolated rooms in the total room count for 

each period. Some isolated rooms are associated with substantial middens. This 

suggests that at least some of these rooms may have served as habitations or may be 

associated with additional rooms buried by colluvial deposits. 

SUMMARY 

The Andrews community is the final outlier community included in the smdy. 

Andrews is located in the Red Mesa Valley (Region 3). The Andrews great house is 

assigned to the Early Bonito phase. Either the great house itself or a precedent strucmre 

in the same locale was probably constructed during the early tenth century. Two great 

kivas also date from this time period. The surrounding community was established 

during the late ninth century, reached its largest size during the tenth century, and was 

abandoned before the end of the eleventh century. Andrews has been discussed 

separately from the others in order to report the results of independent fieldwork 

conducted in the Andrews community by the author. However, simimary statistics for 

Andrews are included with those for the 12 other commimities in Chapter V, above. 
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CHAPTER Vn 

THE ANALYSIS 

In Chapter IV, the structure of the current investigation into power and the 

reasons behind the appearance of Bonito style architecture in outlier communities were 

delineated. In Chapters V and VI, the outlier great house and community data bases 

used in the analysis were described. In Chapter Vn, the analysis is presented. Like 

Chapter IV, Chapter Vn is organized into three sections. In the first section, the general 

patterning of Bonito style architectural attributes across the Chacoan world is assessed. 

In the second section, internal architectural variables are analyzed in an attempt to 

determine whether Bonito style architecture was constructed at outliers as a result of local 

or directed Chacoan influences. In the third section, five variables are used to evaluate 

the role of Bonito style architecture in power strategies within outlier community 

contexts. 

GENERAL PATTERNING 

Canyon great houses are characterized by a number of external, or easily visible 

attributes. Classic Bonito phase canyon great houses cover two-dimensional areas in 

excess of 2000 sq m and are oriented to face the southeast. Many, but not all, are 

associated with great kivas, road segments, and earthworks. How widespread are these 

attributes at outlier communities across the greater San Juan Basin? Here, the 

disuibution of these characteristics within outlier communities is explored. 
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Data availability necessitates the use of two separate data bases in this endeavor. 

Great house area, and presence/absence of great kivas, road segments, and earthworks 

are examined for the 62 outliers contained in the great house data base described in the 

first half of Chapter V. Great kiva area and great house orientation are assessed for the 

13 outliers included in the community data base described in the second half of Chapter 

V. The community data base is a subset of the great house data base that contains more 

detailed information. 

As discussed in Chapter V, outliers are subdivided by time period, north/south 

location, and region (Appendix A, Table A.l). A total of four outliers are included in 

the Early Bonito phase, 52 are included in the Classic Bonito phase, and eight are 

included in both phases. The regional subdivision includes a north/south partition and 

a tripartite partition that separates the Red Mesa Valley and points farther south, east, 

and west from the central San Juan Basin (Figure 5.1). For the north/south division, 

categorical variables (1 = north, 2 = south) were assigned to the members of each 

group. For the regional division, categorical variables were assigned to correspond with 

Regions 1, 2, and 3. 

Great house area, and presence/absence of great kivas, roads, and earthworks 

(Appendix A, Table A.l) were compared against each other and against north/south 

location, region, and distance in km from Chaco Canyon. Although multiple great 

houses are present at some outliers, this portion of the analysis did not consider them 

separately, because large-scale features such as roads and great kivas could be considered 

to be associated with multiple great houses in a community, and because counting the 
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same feature several times in association with the different great houses in the same 

community would skew the results. 

Dichotomous comparisons of categorical variables were made using Fisher's exact 

test, polytomous comparisons of categorical variables were made using Pearson's chi-

square test, and comparisons of metric variables were made using the Mann-Whitney li­

test and Kruskal Wallis one-way analysis of variance. Probabilities resulting from these 

comparisons are presented in Tables 7.1 and 7.2. A value less than 0.05 is considered 

statistically significant and is discussed in the following interpretive section. 

Table 7.1 presents the results of the cross-tabulation for 12 sites occupied during 

the Early Bonito phase. These comparisons utilized only the outlier great house data 

base. Great kiva area and great house orientation (found in the outlier community data 

base) were no*; used, because the Early Bonito phase community sample for which this 

information is available is too small (n = 4) for comparisons to be meaningful. 

Significant results were found for road segment presence/absence compared with 

north/south location for the Early Bonito phase outliers. 

Table 7.2 presents the results of the cross-tabulation for sites occupied during the 

Classic Bonito phase. These comparisons utilized the outlier great house data base 

(Appendix A, Table A. 1) for great house area, great kiva presence/absence, and road 

segment presence/absence, and the outlier community data base (Appendix B) for great 

kiva area and great house orientation. Significant results were found for great kiva 

presence/absence compared with distance and for great house orientation compared with 

north/south location for the Classic Bonito phase outliers. 
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Table 7.1. Probability values for tests of cross-tabulated variables for Early Bonito 
phase outliers in the great house data base (n = 12). 

Variable N/S Region Distance Great 
House Area 

Great Kiva 
P/A 

Great House Area 0.637= 0.695= 0.440* . . 

Great Kiva P/A 0.236' 0.223" 0.865= 0.307= 

Road Segment P/A 0.045* 0.054" 0.29 r 0.850= 0.222* 

a probability value for Fisher's exact test 
b probability value for Pearson's chi-square test 
c probability value for Mann-Whitney U-test 
d probability value for Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA 

Table 7.2. Probability values for tests of cross-tabulated variables for Classic Bonito 
phase outliers. All tests used the great house data base (n = 58) unless otherwise 
indicated. 

Variable N/S Reg. Dist. Great 
House 
Area 

Great 
Kiva 
P/A 

Great 
Kiva 
Area= 

Road 
Segment 
P/A 

Area 0.430= 0.665" 0.446" . . . . 

Great BCiva 
P/A 

0.774' 0.280" 0.038= 0.125= 
• • -

Great BCiva 
Area= 

0.629= 0.722" 0.440" 0.440" f 
• • 

Road Seg. 

P/A 

0.063* O.IOl" 0.320= 0.393= 0.163* 0.090= 
• 

Great House 
Orientation® 

0.030= 0.065" 0.446" 0.446" 0.592= 0.283" 0.199= 

a probability value for Fisher's exact test 
b probability value for Pearson's chi-square test 
c probability value for Mann-Whitney U-test 
d probability value for Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA 
e variables from community data base (n = 13) only 
f variables are defined as not independent 
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Great House Area 

Outlier great house areas used in the analysis are listed in Appendix A, Table 

A.l. Outlier great house area ranges between 240 sq m (Pierre's House A) and 3360 sq 

m (Kin Bineola). No relationship was found between outlier great house area and any 

other variable. 

Great Kiva Presence/Absence 

Great kivas are present at 38 out of 55 Classic Bonito phase outliers where this 

information is available. The null hypothesis of no relationship between great kiva 

presence/absence and distance from Chaco Canyon is rejected, with a probability value 

of 0.038. This reflects the fact that outliers lacking great kivas tend to be located 

relatively close to Chaco Canyon. Of the 17 cases where great kivas are absent, 53% 

(n = 9) are within a 50 km radius of Chaco Canyon; only 33% (n = 18) of the 55 

outliers are within this same area (Table 7.3). One possible explanation for this pattern 

is that the occupants of communities near Chaco Canyon traveled to the canyon for rimal 

activities and hence did not need great kivas in their own commimities. The pattern 

suggests that relationships between Chaco Canyon and outlier communities changed as 

distance increases from Chaco Canyon. 

A similar pattern does not appear for the Early Bonito phase outiiers, where the 

null hypothesis of no relationship between distance and great kiva presence/absence is 

accepted at a probability value of 1.00. 
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Table 7.3. Relationship between distance from Pueblo Bonito and absence of great 
kivas. 

Distance from 
Pueblo Bonito (km) 

Percent of outliers in Percent of outliers where 
sample (n = 55) great kiva is absent (n = 17) 

< 20 0.12 0.24 

< 30 0.16 0.35 

< 40 0.22 0.41 

< 50 0.33 0.52 

< 75 0.51 0.71 

< 100 0.73 0.82 

< 150 0.89 0.88 

< 200 1.00 1.00 

Great Kiva Area 

Great Idva area ranges between 108 sq m (Andrews) and 346 sq m (Casamero) 

but does not appear to vary in a patterned manner. Several communities (Andrews, 

Casamero, Skunk Springs) contain multiple great kivas, but only the great kiva nearest 

the great house is included here, because additional great kivas are not necessarily 

contemporaneous with the great house. Most great kivas fall within the 15 to 17 m 

diameter range (177 to 277 sq m). The variability may be related to differences in 

population or differences in great kiva fimction. However, nearly all the great kivas in 

the sample are unexcavated, so size estimates are based on the size of the depression. 

Because depositional environments differ between the sites, the estimates are likely to 

vary from reality in ways that are difficult to correct for in a consistent manner. 
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Furthermore, 15 m is a commonly mentioned estimate of great kiva diameter in part 

perhaps because it is a round figure. 

Roads and Earthworks 

Stein and Lekson (1992) have suggested that modifications such as roads and 

earthworks are ubiquitous to outliers and represent a ritual Chacoan landscape focused 

on great houses. Fisher's exact test found that road segments are not independent of 

north/south location at p = 0.045 for Early Bonito phase outliers (phi = 0.683). For 

Classic Bonito phase outliers, roads and north/south location are not independent at p = 

0.063, just above the 0.05 alpha level used here. 

Insufficient data exists to cross-tabulate earthworks with the other variables. This 

is a problem with the nature of the data base, much of which is derived from work done 

in the 1970s and early 1980s (Marshall et al. 1979; Powers et al. 1983). These works 

predate the systematic recognition and recording of outlier earthworks. In most cases, 

descriptions of earthworks are limited to those outliers reported by Fowler et al. (1987) 

or Marshall and Sofaer (1988). It is likely that earthworks exist in an indeterminate 

number of other cases. However, because of this inconsistency, earthworks could only 

be coded as "present," not as "absent." 

Earthworks are positively identified at two Early Bonito phase and eight Classic 

Bonito phase sites. All are associated with great kivas and road segments. All but one 

instance (Bluff) are in the south. This may well be a function of the fact that much of 

the research that has recognized berms and earthworks (i.e., Fowler et al. 1987) has 

taken place in the southern part of the San Juan Basin. 
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The fact that roads and earthworks are more likely to appear in the south may 

indicate that Stein and Lekson's ritual landscape idea is predominantly a southern (or 

Cibolan, in Vivian's terminology) manifestation. However, roads and earthworks 

throughout the San Juan Basin continue to be subject to intensive scrutiny. Updated 

information, particularly with respect to earthworks, could change this picture 

considerably in the future. 

Great House Orientation 

Great house orientation was compared for 13 oudiers. As explained above, where 

multiple great houses are present, they were not considered separately. Rather, the 

average orientation was used in this comparison. The null hypothesis of no relationship 

between great house orientation and north/south location is rejected with a probability 

value of 0.030. Only two out of 13 cases (Cove and Lowry) are located in the north. 

Cove and Lowry are also the two most easterly-facing in the sample, with orientations 

of 90° and 99°, respectively. Figure 5.2 depicts 11 northern great houses, including 

Lowry. Although orientations were not measured for the other northern great houses, 

it is clear firom a perusal of Figure 5.2 that an eastern orientation does not characterize 

the great houses of the north. Therefore this statistically significant finding is likely to 

be the result of coincidence coupled with small sample size. 

Summary: General Patterning 

Great house area, great kiva presence/absence, great kiva area, road and 

earthwork presence/absence, and orientation were compared to each other and to 

north/south location, region, and distance in km from Pueblo Bonito in a search for 



220 

general patterning among large-scale, external variables. Findings are summarized in 

Table 7.4, below. The picture that emerges is one of tremendous variability with little 

patterning evident. Great kivas are more likely to be absent in outliers within 40 or 50 

km of Chaco Canyon. Roads and earthworks occur more commonly in the south, but 

this may well be a function of the fact that, within the confines of the sample data base, 

road and earthwork-related research has been concentrated in the south. A statistically 

significant relationship between great house orientation and north/south location is not 

meaningful. 

Table 7.4. Summary of findings for general great house and community variables. 

Variable Findings 

great house area 

great kiva presence/absence 

great kiva area 

road and earthwork presence/absence 

great house orientation 

no relationship with other variables 

absence more likely near Chaco Canyon 

no relationship with other variables; 
not much variability 

more common in the south 

no meaningful relationship with other 
variables 

DIRECTED V. LOCAL CONSTRUCTION 

Bonito style architecture in outlier communities could be the result of directed, 

Chacoan construction, or it could have been built under local auspices. Although the 

external characteristics examined above could have been emulated by locals, specific 

internal architectural attributes could not. In the following pages, the internal variables 
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presented in Chapter IV are cross-tabulated with each other and with north/south 

location, region, distance, and structure area in an attempt to identify spatial patterning 

among great house attributes. If outlier Bonito style architecture is a result of directed, 

canyon influences, then these variables should be similar in their distribution across 

space. They should co-occur in a majority of cases. If the converse is true, and outlier 

Bonito style architecture is a result of local emulation, then these variables should exhibit 

great disparity. Little patterning or co-occurrence should be evident. 

The variables used for the comparisons are listed in Appendix A. North/south 

location and region are categorical variables described in Chapter V. Distance is a 

metric variable measured in km from each great house to Pueblo Bonito. Canyon great 

houses are at the large end of the great house size continuum, so comparison with 

structure area will help determine if any categorical variables are common only to very 

large great houses. Area refers to two-dimensional roofed area in square meters. 

Seven internal variables used in the analysis include core-and-veneer construction, 

banded veneers, kiva/room ratio, kiva position, elevated kivas, symmetry, and Chaco 

units. Sandstone was not included in the cross-tabulations, because this material was 

used in the construction of all the Classic Bonito phase great houses in the data base. 

However, the universal selection of sandstone as a building material is discussed below. 

Early Bonito phase great houses were not included in this portion of the analysis 

because the sample size is too small to yield meaningful or significant results. 

Furthermore, it is very difficult, if not impossible, to tease out Early Bonito phase 

components of canyon great houses for comparison. 
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Internal variables were cross-tabulated with each other and with north/south 

location, region, and distance in km from Pueblo Bonito. Comparisons of dichotomous 

categorical variables, including north/south location and presence/absence of core-and-

veneer masonry, banding, elevated kivas, and symmetry, were made using Fisher's exact 

test. Comparisons of polytomous categorical variables, including region and kiva 

position, were made using Pearson's chi-square test. Comparisons of metric variables, 

which include distance, great house area, and kiva/room ratio, were made using the 

Mann-Whitney U-test and Kruskal Wallis one-way analysis of variance. Probabilities 

resulting from these comparisons are presented in Table 7.5. Then, results for each 

variable are discussed in sequence. 

Core-and-Veneer Construction 

Core-and-veneer construction is present at all seven Classic Bonito phase canyon 

great houses. The presence/absence of core-and-veneer construction was tabulated for 

the great house data base (Appendix A, Table A.2). Core-and-veneer construction is 

recorded at all but four great houses: Cove, El Rito, Ft. Wingate, and Wallace (Figure 

7.1). El Rito exhibits masonry similar to Hawley's (1934, 1938) Type 1 found at Una 

Vida (Powers et al. 1983: 216, 222-224), suggesting that the structure actually dates to 

the Early Bonito phase. The only visible masonry at Fort Wingate is compound 

(Marshall et al. 1979:155), but the reduced state of the rubble mound makes it impossible 

to say with certainty that core-and-veneer masonry is absent. Both Cove and Wallace 



Table 7.5. Probability values for tests of cross-tabulated variables for outlier great houses (n = 64). 

N/S Region Distance Area Core-and-
veneer 

Banding Kiva/Room 
Ratio 

Kiva 
Position 

Elev. 
Kiva 

Sym­
metry 

Area 0.117 0.101" 0.326" . . . . 

Core-and-veneer 0.200" 0.115" 0.034' 0.961' . 

Banding l.OOC 0.602" 0.743' 0.911' 0.233* . 

Kiva/Room Ratio 0.042' 0.125'' 0.488" 0.383" 0.652' 0.309' . 

Kiva Position 0.767" 0.054" 0.020" 0.003" 0.074" 0.746" 0.027" . 

Elevated Kiva 0.226' 0.322" 0.312' 0.021' 1.000* 0.730* 0.525' e 

Synunetry 0.783* 0.454" 0.298' 0.620' 1.000* 0.327* 0.889' 0.849" 0.523* 

Chaco Units 0.084' 0.005" 0.011" 0.004" 0.568" 0.388" 0.706" 0.162" 0.855" 0.005" 

a probability value for Fisher's exact test 
b probability value for Pearson's chi-square test 
c probability value for Mann-Whitney U-test 
d probability value for Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA 
e variables are defined as not independent 



224 

i "Jl-

h^' 

/  -

••• ! 

ox 

• \  

UTAH K COLORADO 
•^izoNA ~prp^~iRE»'NfE)?iCcr 

I 
034 

I J 

/ / 
__i 

r yn 

/ 
010 

/ 

jIz 
112 

• V— 
029 

O o 
s« " 

osa \ 

REGipN_]_ 
"region 2 S10 • 

;0 
lo 

043 

, O S 3  

If 
-(0 
•3-

®^19 

t62 
230 31® 

\ 

140 

^S^ 

RJG]0[^2 I / _o_ _ K0_ 
"region 3 o 

rW47 

021 

oy 
1 I 

...oSS X 
\ 
o-

V«7 N 

; 
Im 
•o 
•vt 

r 
.••<3 

026 V 

I 
V 

\ 
SCALE 

50 km 

LECPNTi 
60 o great house included in study (see Rgure 5.1 for key) 

A „ • core-and—veneer absent 
A Chaco Canyon ^ 

— C h a c o a n  r o a d  o  g r e a t  h o u s e  n o t  i n c l u d e d  i n  s t u d y  

Figure 7.1. Distribution of core-and-veneer masonry and elevated kivas at outlier great 

houses. 



225 

seem firmly dated to the Classic Bonito phase and appear definitely to lack core-and-

veneer masonry. At Cove, the rubble mound is reduced, but Reed (1997:4) nevertheless 

was able to identify compound masonry. Excavations at Wallace have determined that 

Early Pueblo II rooms were built of simple. Type 1 slab masonry, and Late Pueblo II 

construction utilized compound masonry (Bradley 1974; Powers et al. 1983:163). 

It is possible that the use of core-and-veneer construction is related to fimctional 

rather than to stylistic concerns. The technique enabled the creation of load-bearing 

walls for multiple-story structures. However, Wallace, El Rito, and Ft. Wingate are all 

considered multiple-story structures. If core-and-veneer construction is considered 

evidence of a relationship with Chaco, then the presence of this technique at nearly all 

of the outlier great houses in the sample constitutes support for directed, Chacoan 

construction. 

A Mann-Whitney U-test indicates that the dependent variable distance is 

significantly related to the presence/absence of core-and-veneer (Table 7.5). This reflects 

the fact that the four cases where core-and-veneer is absent fall between 93.9 km (El 

Rito) and 163.6 km (Wallace) from Pueblo Bonito. No other significant associations 

were found between core-and-veneer masonry and other variables. 

Sandstone 

Sandstone was used for construction of all the great houses in the outlier data 

base. Because sandstone is never absent, statistical comparisons between sandstone and 

the other internal variables could not be conducted. However, the internal variable 

"sandstone" is discussed here in the order in which it was presented in Chapter IV. 



226 

In Chaco Canyon and in many outlier locations, tabular or soft, blocky sandstone 

is locally available in the form of Tertiary or Cretaceous sedimentary exposures. 

However, in at least three instances, sandstone was not the most expedient building 

material at hand. Builders went out of their way to procure sandstone for great house 

construction at Guadalupe, Aztec, and Morris 39. At Guadalupe (see Chapter V), the 

great house and the Eleanor site, a Bonito style structure in the surrounding community, 

are constructed of tabular sandstone procured from a source in Guadalupe Canyon several 

miles to the south (Durand, personal communication, August 1997). Sandstone was also 

at a premium at Aztec, where it was used more extensively during the earlier, Chacoan 

component than in the later. Mesa Verdean component (Morris 1928:125). At Aztec, 

the great kiva was faced with sandstone, but river cobbles were used for the core (Morris 

1928:124). The retaining wall on the south side of the plaza was faced with sandstone 

on the exterior but backed with river cobbles (Morris 1928:416, Figxire 27). Some 

interior walls were built of river cobbles or irregular sandstone concretions (Morris 

1928:294). At Morris 39 tabular sandstone "obtained from croppings in the broken 

coimtry to the northwest" (Morris 1939:50) was used for the exterior walls of the great 

house, and interior walls are "relatively poorly constructed of mixed sandstones and 

cobblestones" (Morris 1939:52). Cobbles were expediently available "on the slope of 

the hill within 40 m" (Morris 1939:52). These examples indicate that sandstone was 

important to great house construction, especially with respect to the facade. 

The preferential use of sandstone for great house construction and particularly 

great house exteriors has several possible explanations. Sandstone's malleability and 
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stackability renders it especially well-suited for the construction of tall, multiple-story 

walls. However, functionai reasons do not seem sufficient to explain why great house 

builders went out of their way to use sandstone at Guadalupe, Aztec, and Morris 39 

where other materials were more readily available. The Guadalupe great house was only 

one story tall, yet sandstone was carried for several miles and hauled up the steep sides 

of the butte to the great house's location. 

Another possibility is that sandstone was important for the creation of a smooth 

or a banded exterior. This possibility seems likely at Aztec and Morris 39, where 

sandstone is used on exterior walls, but the more expediently available river cobbles are 

used on interior walls. However, although sandstone facades would have lent themselves 

readily to plaster, walls built of cobbles or irregular stones could have been plastered just 

as easily to create a smooth facade. The builders of Aztec covered "jagged masonry" 

resulting from the use of irregular sandstone concretions in some interior walls with thick 

adobe plaster, creating a smooth appearance (Morris 1928:294). 

A more reasonable explanation is that the builders of these sandstone structures 

shared learning frameworks. Whether a smooth facade, a banded facade, multiple 

stories, or all of the above were part of the goal, sandstone was simply the material the 

builders had learned to use. If construction information and learning frameworks were 

shared among the builders of all outlier great houses, this supports a directed, Chacoan 

origin for the structures. 
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Banding 

The presence/absence of banded veneers was tabulated for 41 outliers where 

masonry is exposed. Type 2 or Type 3 masonry was considered synonymous with 

handing. However, data sources do not consistently assign veneer styles; sometimes 

facings are described as "coursed" or "Chaco-style," and sometimes "banded Chacoan 

masonry" is used to denote Type 4. When textual descriptions were ambiguous, I 

resorted to pictures, if available. If ambiguity could not be resolved, I excluded the great 

house from the analysis. 

In several situations where tabular and blocky sandstone were not readily 

available, outlier masons created banding from other materials at hand. For example, 

at Casamero (Sigleo 1981:3), limestone blocks and chinking were used to produce 

banding. At Aztec, dark green sandstone was used in juxtaposition with brown sandstone 

to create a green band running through the west wall of Room 74 (Morris 1928:316). 

In these situations, banding was counted as present. Banding is present at a total of 21 

and absent at a total of 20 outlier great houses (Figure 7.2). 

Banding is neither ubiquitous nor patterned in distribution. No significant 

associations were found between banding and other internal variables. This diversity 

could be argued to support a local origin for outlier great houses. However, other 

mitigating factors must be considered. 

Although banding does not exhibit discernible locational patterning, it is likely 

that banding did have symbolic value at the sites where it is found. At Aztec and 

Casamero, great house builders went out of their way to create banding when tabular 
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sandstone was not readily available. This supports the contention that banding had a 

symbolic meaning even if it lay hidden behind exterior plaster. It further suggests that 

the builders of structures exhibiting banding shared information and learning frameworks 

— in short, it supports a directed, Chacoan origin for the great houses where banding is 

present. The absence of banding at roughly half the outliers in the sample might be 

explained by a lack of suitable tabular sandstone, and fine-grained temporal variability. 

The first explanation could be tested by an examination of the surrounding area for 

tabular sandstone sources suitable for banding. The second explanation could be tested 

by collection of more temporal data from the outliers, either in the form of an intensive 

examination of siuface ceramics or, better yet, in the form of ceramic and absolute 

dating data collected through excavation. 

Kiva/Room Ratio 

The kiva/room ratio is the number of kivas (excluding great kivas) compared 

against the total number of rooms within the structure. Unlike the calculation of total 

roofed area, this measure included second story room counts, where available. 

Kiva/room ratios were calculated for 60 outlying and seven canyon Classic Bonito phase 

great houses (Appendix A, Table A.2). This metric variable was compared against the 

other variables in the analysis using nonparametric tests. The Mann-Whitoey U-test was 

used to compare kiva/room ratio to the categorical variables north/south, core-and-

veneer, banding, elevated kivas, and symmetry. The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis 

of variance was used to compare the kiva/room ratio to the categorical variables region, 
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kiva position, and Chaco units and to the metric variables area and distance. Probability 

values for all of these are found in Table 7.5. 

The Mann-Whitney U-test indicates that the dependent variable kiva/room ratio 

is significantly different in the north and south with a probability value of 0.042. This 

result reflects the fact that great houses located in the south (n = 48) have an average 

of one kiva for every 10 rooms (median kiva/room ratio = 0.100), whereas great houses 

located in the north (n = 12) have an average of one kiva for every 17 rooms (median 

kiva/room ratio = 0.059) (Figures 7.3 - 7.4). If kiva/room ratio is linked with social 

organization, as suggested in Chapter IV, this pattern indicates that kivas in the south 

were used by smaller, possibly more independent groups than kivas in the north during 

the Classic Bonito phase. 

Significant differences in kiva/room ratios between northern and southern outliers 

may reflect differences in social organization, kiva function, and/or relationship with 

Chaco Canyon. The median kiva/room ratio for northern Classic Bonito phase outlier 

great houses (0.059) is closer to the median kiva/room ratio for Classic Bonito phase 

canyon great houses (0.038) than are the southern Classic Bonito phase great houses 

(0.100). This is interesting, because patterning evident for other variables links the south 

more firmly to the canyon than the north. In contrast, the kiva/room ratio findings 

suggest that Classic Bonito phase great houses may have had more of an integrative 

communis function in the north than in the south. 

The 1:17 kiva/room ratio figure for northern great houses are similar to those 

obtained by Lipe (1989:56, Table 1), who estimates a kiva/room ratio of 1:15.2 for nine 
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Figure 7.3. Stem-and-leaf plot of kiva/room ratios for great houses in the north. 

Figure 7.4. Stem-and-leaf plot of kiva/room ratios for great houses in the south. 
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Chacoan great houses in the Mesa Verde area." Interestingly, Lipe (1989:56, Table 

1) estimates that contemporaneous, local "Mesa Verde Anasazi" pueblos exhibit 

kiva/room ratios of 1:6.5. This pattern is interpreted by Lipe (1989:59) to suggest that 

Chacoan great house kivas functioned at a large-scale, integrative level, whereas kivas 

in local pueblos were more likely used by households or extended families (Lipe 

1989:64). Post-Chacoan pueblos (A.D. 1150-1300) in the Mesa Verde area have 

similarly high numbers of kivas per room, with an average kiva/room ratio of 1:9 (Lipe 

1989:56, Table 1) and individual sites with kiva/room ratios as high as 1:4 for Sand 

Canyon pueblo (Lipe 1995:157). Lipe speculates that this shift may represent more 

independence among local sites, in contrast to the situation during the earlier, Chacoan 

era (Lipe 1995:154). 

Overall Classic Bonito phase canyon great house and outlier great house mean 

kiva/room ratios also are strikingly different. These differences are discussed further in 

the context of a comparison of great house and small house kiva/room ratios in the 

"power" section of the analysis. 

Kiva Position 

The presence/absence of three kiva positions were included in the analysis. 

Exterior kivas are located in the plaza or outside the great house altogether. Enclosed 

kivas are located inside rooms inside the great house. The latter category includes 

Whereas my kiva/room ratio figures are for kivas per room, Lipe's (1989, 1995) figxires as 
published represent rooms per kiva. I have inverted Lipe's figures in this discussion to avoid 
confusion and to make the two sets of information comparable. 
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elevated kivas, discussed separately below. The presence/absence of exterior and 

enclosed kivas was tabulated for canyon and outlier great houses (Appendix A, Table 

A. 2). A categorical variable (0-3) was assigned to each case to represent one of four 

possible configurations: 0 = no documented kivas; 1 = only exterior kivas are present; 

2 = only enclosed kivas are present; and 3 = both enclosed and exterior kivas are 

present. The information is simmiarized in Table 7.6. 

Comparisons with the other variables were run using these four categories; 

additional comparisons were run for all exterior kivas (categories 1 and 3) and all 

enclosed kivas (categories 2 and 3). Mann-Whitoey U-tests resulted in statistically 

significant associations between kiva position and the respective dependent variables 

distance, area, and kiva/room ratio (Table 7.5). 

Upon closer examination, the association between kiva position and kiva/room 

ratio was found to be because all great houses lacking kivas (category 0) have kiva/room 

ratios of 0. When these cases are removed from the analysis, no significant association 

is present between kiva position and kiva/room ratio (p = 0.792). The association 

between kiva position and distance reflects the fact that no kivas (category 0) and exterior 

kivas (category 1) are most likely to be found in the central San Juan Basin near Chaco 

Canyon, and both enclosed and exterior kivas (category 3) are most likely to be foimd 

in the southern part of the study area. The association between kiva position and great 

house area reflects the fact that no kivas (category 0) and exterior kivas (category 1) are 

all found at small great houses with areas equal to or less than 500 sq m. Both enclosed 

and exterior kivas (category 3) are more likely to occur at large great houses; 78% of 
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Table 7.6. Exterior and enclosed kivas at great houses. 

Enclosed Kivas Enclosed Kivas Present 
Absent 

Category 0 Category 2 
Indian Creek: Abajo* Bee Burrow Kin Ya'a 
Padilla Well Bis sa'ani East Morris 39 
Sanostee House 2 Bis sa'ani West Muddy Water 10959 

Bluff Muddy Water 17257 
Casa Escondida Newcomb 
Cerro Prieto Peach Springs 
Chimney Rock Pierre's House A 

Exterior Cuatro Payasos Pierre's House B 
Kivas Dzil Nda Kai' Red Willow n = 40 
Absent Escalante Salmon 

Gonzales Well Sanostee House 1 
Hogback" Section 8 
Ida Jean Sterling 
Indian Creek: Cielc^ Toh La Kai 
Kin Bineola Twin Angels 
Kin Hocho'i Upper Kin Klizhin 
Kin Klizhin Village of the GK 
Upper Kin Nizhoni Whirlwind 
Lower Kin Nizhoni 

Category 1 Category 3 
Escalon Allentown Hungo Pavi*" 
Greenlee Andrews* Las Ventanas 
Guadalupe Aztec Lowry 
Hinkson Ranch Casamero Morris 41 

Exterior Muddy Water 10716 Chetro Ketl*" Navajo Springs 
Kivas Pierre's El Faro Coolidge Penasco Blanco" n = 36 
Present Squaw Springs Coyotes Sing Here Pueblo Alto*" 

Standing Rock Dalton Pass Pueblo Bonito'' 
El Rito Pueblo del Arroyo" 
Ft. Wingate Pueblo Pintado 
Great Bend San Mateo 
Great Bend West* Skunk Springs 
Grey Hill Spring Una Vida" 
Haystack Wallace 

n = 11 n = 65 n = 76 

a Early Bonito phase great house, not included in analysis 
b canyon great house 
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this category is found at great houses with areas greater than 500 sq m. Enclosed kivas 

only (category 2) are ubiquitous throughout all great house sizes. This pattern is 

probably related to the fact that larger great houses, by virtue of their size, contain more 

possibilities for variability. It also may reflect the fact that larger great houses were 

probably built and occupied over a longer period of time than smaller great houses ~ at 

some large great houses, enclosed and exterior kivas may not be contemporaneous, but 

siurvey information does not allow the resolution of such fine temporal differences. 

Enclosed kivas (categories 2 and 3) are considered a hallmark of Bonito style 

architecture. Like banding, enclosed kivas exhibited no patterned distribution. Rather, 

enclosed kivas were found at great houses throughout all regions in approximately 85 % 

of the cases. The lack of patterning and lack of ubiquity for this variable could be used 

to support local great house origins. However, although enclosed kivas are not 

ubiquitous, they are very common, so the results might also be used to argue for directed 

great house origins. Furthermore, because most of the great houses in the sample are 

unexcavated, it is possible that unidentified enclosed kivas do exist at the remaining 

structures. 

Elevated Kivas 

Elevated kivas are a subset of enclosed kivas constructed in a second story or 

higher. As discussed in Chapter IV, this category includes four true tower kivas 

documented at Kin Klizhin, Kin Ya'a, Haystack, and possibly Upper Kin Klizhin 

(Marshall et al. 1979:15-16). In addition to the four true tower kivas, elevated kivas are 

documented at 10 outlier great houses (Figure 7.1). 
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A Mann-Whitney U-test found the presence/absence of elevated kivas to be 

significantly associated with area at a probability level of 0.021 (Table 7.5). Elevated 

kivas are more common at larger sites. A total of 60 cases where both elevated kiva 

presence/absence and great house area are available were ranked by great house area. 

The median area is 427 sq m. A total of 69% of the elevated kivas occur in the upper 

half of the great house sample (area > 427 sq m). A total of 46% of the elevated kivas 

occur in the upper quarter (area > 818 sq m). 

Larger great houses are more likely to contain elevated kivas. Although no 

statistically significant association was found between elevated kivas and location, all 

except one elevated kiva (Salmon) are found in the south (Figure 7.1). Elevated kivas 

also are associated with road segments. A Pearson's chi-square test found that elevated 

great kivas and road segments are not independent at a probability level of 0.046, 

although the association between the two variables is weak (phi = 0.264). 

Symmetry 

Architecmral information permitted the examination of all seven Classic Bonito 

phase canyon great houses and 50 Classic Bonito phase outlier great houses for the 

presence of symmetry (Appendix A, Table A.2). Great houses (e.g.. Peach Springs) 

were discarded from the data base if their plans were too ambiguous or too obscured by 

rubble to make an assessment. Symmetry is present at 25 outlier great houses and absent 

at 25 outlier cases (Figure 7.5). 
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Symmetry is independent when compared with north/south location, region, and 

distance. Symmetry is equally likely to be present or absent at outlier great houses in 

any region at any distance from Chaco Canyon. Like banding and elevated kivas, 

symmetry is neither ubiquitous nor patterned in distribution. Diversity among these 

variables could be argued to support a local origin for Bonito style architecture. 

However, symmetry may not be a good measure of architectural similarity and shared 

information. Rather, this variable seems to be a fimction of the use of Chaco units in 

oudier great house construction. 

Pearson's chi-square test determined that symmetry is not independent of Chaco 

units (Table 7.5). This is related to the way in which these variables are defined. When 

two Chaco units are present, in many (but not all) instances the two units form mirror 

images that can be divided along an axis so that symmetry is present. The association 

between symmetry and Chaco units is weak (Cramer's V = 0.469, see Table 7.8). The 

relationship between symmetry and Chaco units is discussed further under "Chaco units," 

below. 

Chaco Units 

Chaco units are readily identifiable in most great houses throughout the canyon 

and the San Juan Basin. Great houses were classified as containing one, two, or three 

or more Chaco units (Appendix A, Table A.2). Five out of six Early Bonito phase 

outlier great houses are comprised of one unit. However, single-unit great houses are 

not uncommon in the Classic Bonito phase data base. Totals of 16, 27, and 13 Classic 
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Bonito phase outliers are comprised of one, two, and three or more units, respectively 

(Table 7.7). Good examples of each class are illustrated in Figure 7.6. 

Pearson's chi-square tests found that Chaco units are not independent of region 

and symmetry. Kruskal-Wallis one-way analyses of variance found that Chaco units are 

significantly associated with distance and great house area (Table 7.5). Cramer's V 

indicates that associations between Chaco units and the two categorical variables are 

weak (Table 7.8.) 

The statistically significant association between Chaco units and great house area 

is not surprising, because Chaco units are not independent of size. Very small great 

houses generally have only one Chaco imit, whereas very large great houses often have 

three or more. The relationships between Chaco units and region and distance reflect the 

patterned distribution of the three unit classes across the smdy area. However, this 

pattern is also related to great house size. Small great houses with one Chaco unit tend 

to be located in the central San Juan Basin. Large great houses with three or more units 

tend to be located in the central or southern regions. 

An interesting aspect of the associations with region and distance is that great 

houses with two units tend to be evenly distributed across the sample universe (see 

Figure 7.6 for examples). Like the results for symmetry discussed above, this indicates 

that great houses exhibiting "dual" construction are found throughout the Chacoan world 

and are not primarily confined to one discrete area or to Chaco Canyon. 

The fact that a design template — the Chaco unit -- can be recognized in the 

layout of most outlier great houses could be argued to support a central, Chacoan origin 
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Table 7.7. Chaco units. 

No. of Units Great Houses 

1 Bis sa'ani West Grey Hill Spring Muddy Water 10716 
Casa Escondida Hogback* Muddy Water 17257 
Cuatro Payasos Hungo Pavi*" Newcomb 
Dzil Nda JCai* Indian Creek: Abajo* Pierre's House A 

n = 22 Escalante Indian Creek: Cielo' Sanostee House 2 
Escalon Lower Kin Nizhoni Upper Kin Klizhin 
Great Bend Wesf Muddy Water 10959 Whirlwind 
Greenlee 

2 Bee Burrow Kin Klizhin San Mateo 
Bluff Upper Kin Nizhoni Sanostee House 1 
Chimney Rock Kin Ya'a Section 8 
Coolidge Las Ventanas Skunk Springs 

n = 28 Coyotes Sing Here Lowry Squaw Springs 
Dalton Pass Morris 39 Toh La Kai 
Guadalupe Morris 41 Twin Angels 
Haystack Padilla Well Wallace 
Hinkson Ranch Pueblo Alto" 
Ida Jean Red WUlow 

3+ Allentown Fort Wingate Pueblo del Arroyo*' 
Andrews Great Bend Pueblo Pintado 
Aztec Kin Bmeola Salmon 
Bis sa'ani East Kin Hocho'i Una Vida*" 

n = 19 Casamero Pehasco Blanco Village of the GK 
Cerro Prieto Pierre's House B 
Chetro Ketl'' Pueblo Bonito'' 

a Early Bonito phase great house 
b canyon great house 

Table 7.8. Variables that Pearson's tests determined are not independent of Chaco 
units at an alpha of 0.05 or above. 

Variable Pearson's Cramer's V Contingency 
Prob. Value* Coefficient 

Region 0.005 0.362 0.455 

Symmetry 0.005 0.469 0.425 

a from Table 7.5 
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for the structures. Unlike core-and-veneer masonry or sandstone material, the use of a 

design template suggests that information was shared among outliers and implies that the 

information had a Chacoan origin. However, the resolution of this variable may be 

clouded by temporal variability. Chaco units may be identified at virtually any great 

house, but they are clearer and easier to see at some structures than others. In Chaco 

Canyon, the most uniform and the easiest to recognize units are found in the form of 

later, McElmo structures such as New Alto and Casa Chiquita. McElmo structures were 

not the focus of the current study (although in retrospect perhaps they should have been); 

great houses characterized as "McElmo" were omitted from the data base. It is possible 

that the McElmo structures represent the ultimate development of the Chaco unit form 

that is less clearly expressed in earlier great houses. Conversely, it is possible that 

variability among various representations of the Chaco unit represents variable learning 

frameworks or information networks. The current study lacks the temporal resolution 

necessary to address this problem. Fine-grained temporal resolution obtained through 

either intensive examination of surface ceramics or, more ideally, through absolute dates 

gleaned from excavation data would help clarify whether or not temporal variability is 

a factor in the expression of Chaco units at outlier great houses. 

The nimiber of Chaco units may be related to great house date, because larger 

great houses occur later in the Chacoan temporal sequence. Although temporal 

resolution is coarse, in order to test this possibility, outlier great houses were grouped 

by date into three categories: Early Bonito phase (A.D. 900-1040), Classic Bonito phase 

(A.D. 1040-1100), and Classic Bonito phase with occupations extending into the twelfth 



244 

century (no Late Bonito phase sites, i.e., outliers founded after A.D. 1100, are included 

in the data base). A Pearson's chi-square test found that the number of Chaco units was 

not independent of temporal group with a probability value of 0.000. Most outlier great 

houses are dated to the Classic Bonito phase and contain one or two Chaco units. As 

suspected. Early Bonito phase outlier great houses tend to contain one Chaco unit, and 

Classic Bonito phase outlier great houses with occupations extending into the twelfth 

century tend to contain three or more Chaco units. Cramer's V = 0.426, however, so 

the association between temporal group and Chaco units is not a strong one. 

The association between Chaco units and synmietry demonstrates that symmetry 

is indicated by the presence of two (or four, or six) Chaco units, although Cramer's V 

indicates that associations between Chaco units and symmetry are weak (Table 7.8). Most 

Classic Bonito phase outlier great houses contain two Chaco units, but this is related to 

the overall size of the strucmre which in turn is linked to the structure's date. Thus, 

"synmietry" may be merely expressing a particular temporal or dimensional echelon 

rather than any specific sort of social organization. There is no statistically significant 

association between syrrmietry and great house area, however. 

Summary and Discussion: Directed v. Local Construction 

Great house internal variables were examined to see whether or not these 

characteristics share ubiquitous or patterned distributions among 64 outlier great houses. 

A strong Chacoan involvement in outlier great house construction should be reflected by 

ubiquitous distributions among these internal variables, whereas local construction or 

emulation should be evidenced by heterogenous, unpattemed distributions. Regionally 
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patterned distributions may indicate the existence of diverse, regionally discrete 

relationships between outliers and the canyon. Findings have been discussed for each 

variable above and are summarized in Table 7.9, below. 

Two variables — core-and-veneer and sandstone ~ are present at all or nearly all 

the outlier great houses in the sample. The fact that these two variables are ubiquitous 

supports a directed, Chacoan construction of outlier Bonito style architecture. However, 

for both of these variables, alternative, fimctional explanations can be invoked to explain 

their widespread occurrence. 

Banding, symmetry, and enclosed kivas are neither ubiquitous nor patterned in 

distribution. No discernible patterning was found in the locational distribution of these 

variables or in terms of association with great house size or other internal variables. 

This diversity could be argued to support a local origin for outlier great houses where 

the variables, particularly banding, are absent. Symmetry may not be a good measure 

of architectural similarity, however. 

Four internal variables — kiva/room ratio, kiva position, elevated kivas, and 

Chaco units ~ are not ubiquitous, but do exhibit some regional patterning. The 

conclusions supported by these variables are ambiguous. Where regional patterning 

exists, it suggests that some outlier groups shared information with each other and with 

Chaco, but other groups did not. 

With the exception of kiva/room ratio, no statistically significant patterns were 

identified in the north (Region 1), but this may be in part because the sample from the 

north is small (n = 12). Kiva/room ratios in the north are significantly lower (i.e., 



Table 7.9. Summary of findings for outlier great house internal variables. 

Internal 
Variable 

Statistically 
Significant 
Associations 

Meaningful 
Findings 

Ubiquitous 
Distribution? 

Patterned 
Distribution? 

Directed or 
Local 
Construction? 

core-and-veneer distance more likely to be absent when 
distance from Pueblo Bonito is great 

yes yes directed 

sandstone n/a always present, sometimes procured 
at great effort 

yes yes directed 

banding none equally likely to be present or absent 
in any region, sometimes created by 
alternative means 

no no local 

kiva/room ratio north/south 
kiva position 

higher kiva/room ratio (fewer rooms 
per kiva) in the south 

no yes ambiguous 

kiva position distance 
area 
kiva/room ratio 

no kivas and exterior kivas most 
likely at small great houses in the 
central San Juan Basin; enclosed and 
exterior kivas most likely at large 
great houses in the south 

no yes local/ 
ambiguous 

elevated kiva area more likely at large great houses no yes ambiguous 

symmetry Chaco units symmetry usually coincides with two 

Chaco units; equally likely to be 
present or absent in any region 

no no local 

Chaco units region 
distance 
area 
symmetry 

one unit most common in Region 2; 
three or more units most common in 
Region 3; two units usually coincides 
with symmetry 

no yes ambiguous 

S) 

C3^ 
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fewer Idvas per room, or more rooms per kiva) than those in the south, suggesting 

differences in social organization, great house function, and/or relationships with Chaco 

Canyon between the two areas. Northern median kiva/room ratios are nearer the canyon 

median than southern kiva/room ratios, which might imply a closer relationship between 

the canyon and the northern great houses. However, most other evidence links the 

canyon with the south (Regions 2 and 3). 

Where patterning was present, it was most often present in the south (Regions 2 

and 3). The central San Juan Basin (Region 2) contains most of the smaller great houses. 

This is why the central San Juan Basin contains most of the great houses that lack kivas 

or have only exterior kivas as well as most of the great houses consisting of one Chaco 

unit. Most of the larger great houses were found in the south. Larger great houses are 

more likely to contain both enclosed and exterior kivas, elevated kivas, and three or 

more Chaco units. These variables therefore are more common in the south. Elevated 

kivas are associated with road segments. As discussed under "general patterning," 

above, most roads and earthworks are found in the south. Southern great houses exhibit 

a statistically significant higher kiva/room ratio (i.e., more kivas per room, or fewer 

rooms per kiva) than great houses in the north but bear less resemblance to canyon 

kiva/room ratios. 

The diverse results obtained by analysis of the internal variables are best 

interpreted as indicating a variety of outlier relationships with each other and with Chaco. 

In some instances, information seems to have been widely shared. In others, information 

was shared on more a limited basis. The patterns underlying information sharing are 
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suggested by regional associations for some variables; the south seems particularly well-

defined in this regard. 

The Chacoan outliers found across the San Juan Basin and in adjacent areas 

clearly should not be viewed as one homogenous entity. Some outlier great houses bear 

close resemblance to canyon great houses and probably were built under canyon mfluence 

or direction, but others are probably local. Figure 7.7 illustrates an attempt to arrange 

36 outlier great houses along a continuum between local and directed, Chacoan extremes. 

An index of Chacoanness was devised using distance from Chaco Canyon, great house 

area, core-and-veneer masonry, banding, kiva/room ratio, and enclosed kivas. Great 

houses were included only if data for all six of these variables were available. Each 

variable was assigned a maximum value of one point according to the scale presented in 

Table 7.10. A maximum total score of six points characterizes great houses in the 

canyon. Classic Bonito phase canyon great houses are characterized by the presence of 

core-and-veneer masonry, banding, and enclosed kivas. Metric values used for the 

distance, area, and kiva/room ratio assignments are found in Appendix A, Table A.2. 

A 30 km distance subdivision was developed on the basis of natural breaks in the 

distance data. Classic Bonito phase canyon great houses exceed 2000 sq m in area; the 

500-2000 sq m category was created on the basis of a natural break in the great house 

area data at 500 sq m. Kiva/room ratios within 1.24 standard deviations of the mean 

canyon great house kiva/room ratio of 0.046 were assigned a value of "1." 

Outlier great houses received scores ranging from 1.25 (Squaw Springs) to 5.5 

(Bis sa'ani, Pierre's, and Salmon). The low end of the continuum can be considered 


