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ABSTRACT 

This study analyzes the shell industry of the Hohokam, the prehistoric 
inhabitants of southern Arizona. The primary focus is upon exchange and 
utilizes the concept of spheres of exchange, derived from social anthropology. 
After first examining the problems of sources, procurement and processing of 
unworked shell, the analysis then proceeds to define the patterns of context and 
distribution characteristic of different shell artifacts, demonstrating that 
different classes of shell artifacts do exhibit different and distinctive patterns of 
context and of both intra-site and inter-site distribution. These different 
distributional patterns are shown to influence the distribution of these shell 
artifacts beyond the boundaries of Hohokam territory. 

It is shown that some shell artifacts are widely distribution both within 
and beyond Hohokam territory, and are found within a wide variety both of 
sites and contexts. Such artifacts appear to be accessible to a relatively broad 
segment of individuals and communities. Other shell artifacts, however, are 
more sharply restricted in both context and distribution, and rarely occur in 
non-Hohokam sites. This second group is more likely to be abundant mainly at 
sites which may be reigonal centers, and even there are more likely to occur in 
certain parts of such sites, often in such specialized contexts as caches or 
especially rich cemetariesln those areas, they may also be associated with 
uncommon artifacts of other materials. Some associated artifacts are of 
Mesoamerican origin. 

Based upon these data, as well as information relating to settlement 
systems an burial practices, it is concluded that this second group of Hohokam 
shell artifacts represents a distinct, prestige sphere of exchange, access to 
which is restricted, perhaps on the basis of rank or ritual ties. This phenomenon 
seems to be most clearly delineated during the late Colonial and Sedentary 
periods, but may have existed during the Classic Period as well. This prestige 
sphere seems to have involved exchange ties with Mesoamerica, at least at 
certain times, and probably operated within the region through exchange links 
and mechanisms different from those by which more widely distributed shell 
artifact types were exchanged. Thus the Hohokam can be said to have had a 
multi-tiered system of exchange spheres, the existence of which can probably 
be linked to existence of some sort of social ranking within Hohokam society. 
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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

Southwestern archaeology has, in recent years, experienced a series of 
major developments. Noteworthy among these have been first, an almost 
exponential increase in the amount of field work and publication relevant to 
Hohokam sites, including the major new excavations at Snaketown (Haury 
1976). Secondly, there has been an equally dramatic increase in interest in the 
topic of prehistoric exchange. These two trends have converged to the extent 
that there have been several major analyses of Hohokam exchange produced 
within the last decade. The Hohokam have long been considerd a major source, 
if not the major souce, of Southwestern marine shell artifacts. What would be 
more appropriate then, given the recent interest in exchange, than an analysis 
of the marine shell procurement and exchange systems of the Hohokam? 

This study is derived to a considerable degree from the author's 
dissertation (Nelson 1981 ), but also includes much newer material. First a 
discussion of the background includes both earlier or contemporary studies of 
Hohokam shell exchange and encompasses the basic theoretical concepts used 
in the analysis, most importantly that of spheres of exchange (Nelson 1981; 
1986). The methods and attendant problems, such as sampling, are discussed. 

The basic characteristics of Hohokam marine molluscan faunas are 
presented, including not only the species or genera themselves, but their 
sources and their distribution in Hohokam sites. A section is devoted to 
unworked and partly worked marine shell, their movement from the source to 
various sites where they were processed into artifacts, and the type of exchange 
involved in this movement. In addition, the possible role of adjacent non
Hohokam groups, Patayan in southwestern Arizona and Trincheras in 
northwestern Sonora, in the movement of unworked shell or artifacts to 
Hohokam sites is evaluated. It should be made clear, however, that the overall 
movement and processing of raw material is not the major focus of this work; 
those interested in these topics are referred to the work of Craig (1982), 
Howard (1938), McGuire and Schiffer (1982), or Vokes (1984) for more 
detailed discussions. 

The central part of the present work deals with the artifacts, their 
distribution and associations in time and space, including context and 
associations with non-shell artifacts, as well as overall quantity and numbers of 
sites where known. Fairly detailed data on these aspects are presented because 
it is contended that different shell artifacts exhibit different patterns of spatio
temporal distribution and contexts, and that these patterns are linked not only to 
the function of the artifact but also to the sphere of exchange by which that 
particular artifact moved and to which it belonged. Different artifacts of shell 
are linked to other materials or artifacts that appear to have comprised parts of 
similar spheres of exchange. These other artifacts are of both regional 
(Southwestern) and long-distance (Mesoamerican) origin. 
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Finally, these data are related to aspects of Hohokam organization and 
settlement system, with both regional and temporal variability being. taken into 
account. A summary of temporal changes or developments in Hohokam shell 
procurement and exchange is included. The data as a whole are summarized 
and analyzed, and certain conclusions concerning Hohokam shell exchange and 
organiation are presented. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Since the early days of Southwestern archaeology, archaeologists have 
often suggested that the prehistoric inhabitants of the Gila-Salt Valley played 
an important, if not a leading role in the distribution of marine shell and marine 
shell artifacts to the other prehistoric inhabitants of the Southwest. Stylistic 
similarities between artifacts, plus their great abundance in the Gila-Salt Valley 
led to such a conclusion. Thus, Fewkes (1904:88), referring to the artifacts 
found at the ruins of Chevelon and Chavez Pass in northern Arizona, states: 

The shells used in making these ornaments belong to the Pacific coast 
fauna1 and no doubt came through barter to the people who once 
inhabited the towns of the Little Coforado ... 

The intercourse of northern and southern peoples of Arizona through 
trading expeditions continued to quite recent times, but judging from 
the number of specimens which were found in the ruins it must have 
been considerably greater in prehistoric times than it is at present. 

Regarding the styles of these shell objects, he states elsewhere (Fewkes 
1896: 367) that. .. "the art upon them ... the symbolism with which they are 
decorated .. .is identical with that of the ancient sedentary people of southern 
Arizona." Like many of his contemporaries, however, Fewkes was primarily . 
interested in trade as an indication of historical links between different 
prehistoric populations, and between them and the modern peoples of the 
Southwest. He also used modern ethnographic materials to attempt explanations 
of the uses or functions of prehistoric shell artifacts (for example, Fewkes 1912: 
144). 

In a later period, those who described shell artifacts and their 
distributions, including Brand (1938), Colton (1941), and Tower (1945), also 
attributed a major role in Southwestern shell procurement systems to the 
prehistoric inhabitants of southern Arizona, to whom the term Hohokam was 
generally applied. By this time, considerably more field work had been carried 
out in Hohokam sites, most notably by the Gila Pueblo Foundation at Snaketown
and elsewhere, and by the Los Angeles County Museum (Van Bergen 
Expedition) in and adjacent to the Casa Grande Ruins National Monument. For 
those interested in Southwestern shell trade, therefore, it meant that there was a 
much larger body of material with which to work. Moreover, regional 
chronologies both for the Hohokam and for other Southwestern groups had been 
developed to a point no anticipated in the early days of Southwestern 
archaeology. 

Some of the later researchers, therefore, did more detailed analyses with 
shell artifacts. They were able to compile lists of molluscan species from various 
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2 Nelson 

sites or regions, and define their distributions and probable origins to a degree 
not done by Fewkes and his colleagues. Fewkes (1896) had simply described all 
Southwestern shells as belonging to the Pacific coast fauna. These later works 
went beyond that point, demonstrating that at least two major molluscan faunas 
were represented; one from the Gulf of California and southward (from which 
the bulk of Southwestern archaeological shells came), and a second fauna 
originating in the Pacific coastal waters off the state of California. Because many 
of these archaeologists were still basically oriented toward cultural-historical 
studies, their analyses tended to treat molluscan species as culture traits, and 
often ignored the variations in frequencies and quantities. 

Some researchers (Brand 1938; Tower 1945) did an outstanding job of 
reconstructing trade routes by which shells moved to and through the Southwest. 
In order to trace such routes it is important to know the possible sources for the 
shell. Work by Gifford ( 1946) revealing the presence of Hohokam buffwares and 
shells, including bracelet blanks, on sites in the area of Puerto Peiiasco and Punta 
El Cholla, Sonora, Mexico, suggested that this area near the northern end of the 
Gulf of California was one source of Hohokam shell. The discovery of large sites 
in Southwestern Arizona, characterized by the presence of large numbers of 
pieces related to the manufacture of Glycymeris bracelets, suggested to some that 
these sites were stopping off points along routes from the Gulf to the Gila River, 
where preliminary steps in artifact production could be carried out (Hayden 
1972: 79). 

Complicating the problem of source was the discovery during the 1930s 
of another shell working area in northwestern Sonora. There, large shell working 
sites such as La Playa were found, and linked to the sti~l poorly understood 
Trincheras culture of the Rio Altar Valley and perhaps other areas. This raised 
the possibility that the Trincheras shell workers provided at least some shell to 
the Hohokam. Unfortunately, very little work has been done on these sites. The 
reader is referred to the following sources: Howard (1983), Johnson (1960, 
1963), Woodward (1931). 

More recently there have been several analyses of shell procurement 
which examined the organizational and systemic aspects of marine shell 
exchange and artifact production. An important and outstanding example of this 
type of analysis is Howard's (1983) master's thesis. She analyzed the amounts 
and relative proportions of unworked and waste shell and artifacts in order to 
identify: 11 

••• various regional production loci for shell artifacts ... 11 and to 
determine whether artifact production was for local use or for regional and inter
regional exchange (Howard 1983: 1). This analysis divided the Hohokam area 
into different regions and examined the flow of raw material and artifacts on a 
regional and inter-regional basis, and over time. It also evaluated the possible 
role of non-Hohokam sources (Trincheras and Patayan) in Hohokam marine shell 
procurement. Further, it linked the changing structure of shell procurement and 
production to overall Hohokam organization and organizational changes. Similar 
analyses have been made by Craig (1982) for the Santa Cruz Valley, and 
McGuire and Schiffer (1982) for Southwestern Arizona. 

These recent studies represent a major advance over previous analyses of 
exchange in that they invoke systemic, processual models in which exchange is 
perceived as a component of more general organizations and settlement systems. 
They will be discussed again in later sections. There have also been some very 
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detailed examinations of marine shell in some recent site reports tied to Cultural 
Resource Management projects (for example, Ferg 1980; Urban 1981; Vokes 
1984). 

Also recently, in his dissertation the author (Nelson 1981) carried out an 
analysis of marine shell procurement as part of an overall analysis of Hohokam .. 
exchange systems. This involved a somewhat different approach than those taken 
in the work just described. Although the distribution of unworked shell and also 
of shell working centers was analyzed, the major focus of this work was on the 
regional and intrasite distribution of different artifacts as indicators of their 
different functions and different modes of exchange. This involved the use of a 
different model, one involving the concept of spheres of exchange or conveyance 
derived from social anthropological literature. This concept is explained below, 
as it comprises the center of this analysis of marine shell exchange and 
procurement. 

Theoretical Base 

The term "sphere of exchange" was used by Firth (1965) in his analysis 
of the economy of the Polynesian outlier of Tikopia. It denoted the existence of 
several series of exchanges in which the goods of one were not completely 
convertible into the goods of the other (Firth 1965: 345). According to Pryor 
( 1977: 389), "Exchange spheres occur when valuables belonging to one set can 
not be directly and easily exchanged for valuables belong to another set 
without the breaking of some prohibition or without the loss of prestige on the 
part of at least one of the transactors if the exchange becomes widely known." 
Bohannon (1965: 249) indicated that there could be different types of objects 
or services involved. There could be, as in fact there are in some African 
societies, a subsistence sphere involving basic subsistence materials, and a 
prestige sphere involving objects related to role, rank, status or wealth. As 
Fried points out, one implication of non-convertibility is that prestige goods 
cannot be used to procure foods or productive resources (Fried 1967: 109-110). 
Fried argues that prestige spheres may be associated with ranked societies 
which he defines as those in which " ... positions of valued status are somehow 
limited so that not all those of sufficient talent to occupy such statuses actually 
achieve them (Fried 1967: 109). 

This is not to say that luxury of prestige goods move in such restricted 
spheres in all societies, for clearly they do not. In some groups in New Guinea, 
such as the Tsembaga, certain objects, such as shell ornaments, bird-of-paradise 
features, and specialized axe blades are used in specialized contexts as bride 
price payments, but are obtained from the coast through unspecialized exchange 
channels (Rappaport 1986: 103). Such types of prestige goods might in fact 
exhibit a wide spatial distribution. It has been suggested elsewhere (Nelson 1986) 
that wealth objects, in the sense of prestige goods, and objects more closely 
related to a particular status are probably not completely separable; however, 
status objects may circulate more narrowly than other wealth objects, especially 
where the status or role so demarked is held by only a few individuals or is 
ascribed rather than achieved. 
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Finally, it is also possible that specialized or esoteric knowledge could be 
involved in prestige exchange linkages. Kaeppler (1978: 248) noted that there 
was a distinct relationship between prestige exchange and marriages involving 
high ranking individuals in Tonga, Fiji, and Samoa. Because the sisters of the Tui 
Tonga traditionally married Fijian men, Fiji " ... became a "male 'spouse giver' 
to Tonga, and with such a spouse came gocxls associated with males . . . " 
(Kaeppler 1978: 247-248). According to Kaeppler (1978: 248), these same goods 
are still given by Fijians to Tongans on ceremonial occasions. Moreover Fijian 
influence can be seen today in Tongan dances performed on formal occasions. 
While not proposing elite marriage as a part of Hohokam exchange, one can use 
this example to show the possible existence of a relationship between prestige 
exchanges and specialized ritual or other activity. It also illustrates the ways in 
which a ceremonial practice, in the Tonga-Fiji case a dance, may spread along 
with prestige exchange and this may be particularly relevant to Hohokam , 
exchange. 

Concepts similar to that of exchange spheres have been used in 
archaeology as well as social anthropology. A particularly relevant use of this 
type of model was employed by Pires-Ferreira and Flannery (1976) regarding 
types of exchange in formative Oaxaca. They suggested that there were at least 
six basic exchange types: (1.) exchanges of subsistence between villages in 
different environmental zones; (2.) reciprocal exchanges of utilitarian 
commodities, other than foodstuffs, to which every village had access; (3.) 
pooling of utilitarian commodities for greater distribution to all members of the 
community; (4.) exchanges of unworked non-utilitarian commodities for 
conversion by part-time specialists, with most villages having access to the 
finished products; (5.) conversion of exotic raw materials into even more exotic 
goods for exchanges between chiefly elites; (6.) exchanges of items operating in 
ceremonial or public ritual contexts, and in some cases considered community 
property (Pires-Ferreira and Flannery 1976: 287-289). Both their types "5" and 
"6" would seem to fit the concept of prestige spheres as used in this paper. 

The concept of exchange spheres has been used in defining the exchange 
role of both regional and Mesoamerican artifacts (Nelson 1981; 1986). It was 
suggested that an artifact's position as part of a particular exchange sphere might 
be defined in terms of context, associations, intrasite and intersite distribution, 
and overall regional distribution. More specifically, objects belonging to a 
prestige sphere associated with some ranked group or elite would tend to occur in 
special contexts, such as unusually rich burials, perhaps located in rich 
cemeteries in particular parts of certain sites, those distinguished by the presence 
of public ceremonial structures such as platform mounds (Nelson 1981: 71 ). 
Another locus for prestige artifacts would be offertory caches located in such 
sites. Moreover such artifacts would tend to be very scarce or absent further 
along regional trade routes, that is, further from the source or sources of the 
artifacts, an indication that those objects were not moving along regular 
exchange channels. 

On the other hand, objects, even if considered "nonutilitarian", might 
belong to a general exchange sphere if they exhibited wide distribution in terms 
of context and regional, intersite, and intrasite distribution (Nelson 1981: 71-72). 
This same approach to the analysis of exchange spheres is utilized in this present 
work. 
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Methods 

The use of this model has certain implications for data collection and 
methods. Quantitative data have been collected wherever possible for raw 
material, wastage, and artifacts. Sites have been assigned numbers were are 
keyed to a site list (Table 1.1) accompanied by a site location map (Fig. 1.1) 
Table 1.1 also lists the source of data for each site. 

Data on provenience and association of shell artifacts can provide 
indications of artifact function and position within a particular exchange sphere. 
In addition, and for the same reason, data are giveni where relevant, on the 
distribution of particular artifacts outside the Hohokam area, as this could also be 
a function of an artifact's function in distinct exchange spheres or networks. 

One point ought to be made regarding the different quantities listed in the 
tables. The totals of artifacts and of sites include not only well dated specimens 
and sites but also undated or poorly dated ones as well. The other columns 
include only specimens which can be assigned to one of the two or sometimes 
three, periods into which the sequence is divided for the purpose of this paper, 
and only those sites which have such dated specimens. Therefore, the total 
numbers of dated specimens and sites are less than the overall grand total given 
at the top, in most cases. 

In most cases, an occurrence in the table above can be considered to 
comprise a single catalogue entry. Grouping of several site numbers within 
parentheses indicates situations where the data source does not specify which of 
several sites a particular artifact came from. 

Something should be said about actual or potential sources of error. The 
quality and quantity of the data used in this study varied widely from site to site, 
which is not surprising considering that the sites were excavated between 1886 
and 1982. Efforts were made to obtain quantitative data, including length, width, 
weight, and number for some artifacts in order to see if there was variability 
between different sites or between different parts of a single site. This was not 
always possible because not all of the materials were examined and frequently 
such data were not given in published reports or other materials. 

In many cases materials were never catalogued and it was impossible to 
locate the original provenience or even to give dates or period assignments to 
artifacts. This was particularly crucial at large sites occupied during multiple 
phases. Other sources of data, such as archival materials, were not always 
available, and their quantity varied. 

Another problem that existed with regard to identification of shell species 
was that there was sometimes no way of telling the size of the sample on which 
the identification of a particular species at a particular site was based. Therefore 
the author, who is not a malacologist, frequently did the identifications of shell 
species. Errors of identification may have occurred in some cases. This would be 
particularly critical where different species of the same genus come from 
different areas, as in the case of O/ivel/a, some species of which come only from 
the Pacific and some species only from the Gulf of California. 
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Table 1.1 
Site Key and Sources of Data 

A= artifacts; B = catalogues; C = archival materials such as field notes and 
manuscripts; D = publications 

Site Number Site Sources 

1 Snaketown, AZ U:13:1 ASM ~B.C,D 

2 AZ U:13:21 ASM ~B.D 

3 AZ U:13:22 ASM ~B.D 

4 AZ U:13:24 ASM ~B.D 

5 AZ U:13:9 ASM D 

6 Sacaton Turnkey, AZ U:13:27 ASM D 

7 Grewe Site A,B,D,C 

8 Casa Grande, Compound A, AZ AA:2: 14 ASM A,B,D 

9 Casa Grande, Compound B, Az AA:2:5 ASM D 

10 Casa Grande, Compound C, AZ AA:2:6 ASM D 

11 Casa Grande, Compound D, AZ AA:2:18 ASM D 

12 AZ U:15:23 ASM D 

13 Casa Grande, Compound F B 

14 Clanhouse I, AZ AA:2:3 ASM D 

15 AZ U: 15:22 ASM D 

16 La Casitas, AZ U: 15:27 ASM D 

17 Sidewinder Ruin, AZ U:15:32 ASM D 

18 Escalante, AZ U:15:3 ASM D 

19 Buttes Dam Site, AZ U: 16:4 ASM A,B,D 

20 LosMuertos A,B,C,D 

21 Las Acequias A,B,C,D 

22 Los Guanacos A,B,D 

23 Los Homos A,B,D 
,, 

24 Pueblo de las Canopas A,B,D 

25 AZ U:9:26 ASM D 

26 Parle of Four Waters, AZ U:9:2 ASM D 

27 AZ U:9:28 ASM D 

28 Pueblo del Monte, Az U:9:39 ASU C,D 

29 Mesa Grande, AZ U :9: 5 ASU C 

31 Pueblo Grande A,B 

32 Silo Site D 

33 Las Colinas, AZ T:12:10 ASM D 
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Site Number Site Sources 

34 Red Mountain Site, AZ U: 10:2 ASU D 

35 Beardsley Canal Site, AZ T:3:3 ASU A,B,D 

36 Westwing Site, AZ T:7:27 ASU D 

37 Henderson Site, AZ N:8: 1 (P.C.) D 

38 Gatlin Site, Az 2:2: 1 ASM A,B,D 

39 Citrus Site, AZ T: 13:2 ASM A,B,D 

40 AZ T:14:14 ASM A,B,D 

41 AZ T:14:15 ASM A,B,D 
42 AZ T:14:19 ASM A,B,D 
43 AZT: 14: 10 ASM A,B,D 

44 Bartley Site, Az T:14:11 ASM A,B,D 

45 AZ T:14:12 ASM A,B,D 

46 AZ Z:1:11 ASM A,B,D 

47 Rock Ball Court, AZ T: 13:9 ASM A,B,D 

48 Fortified Hill, AZ T: 13:8 ASM A,B,C,D 

49 Ventana Cave, AZ Z:2:15 ASM D 

50 Huihikiwani, AZ Z: 11 :5 ASM D 

51 Kokotki "the Shell Site," AZZ:14:21 ASM D 

52 Shegoi, AZ 2:14:28 ASM D 

53 Bos Bosque, AZ A: 14:30 ASM D 

54 Gu Vo Waw, AZ A:14:32 ASM D 

55 Gu Vo Hiktani, AZ A:14:3 ASM D 

56 Tohbi, Az A:14:43 ASM D 

57 Totoni, Sonora C:2:15 ASM D 

58 Maiku D, Sonora C:2:20 ASM D 

59 Ge Aki, Sonora C:2:22 ASM D 

60 Ali Chuk 38, Sonora C:2:25 ASM D 

61 Al Jeg, Sonora C:2:25 ASM D 

62 Valshni Village, AZ DD:1:11 ASM A,B,C,D 

63 Jackrabbit Ruin, AZ DD:6: 1 ASM A,C 

64 AZ AA:5:43 ASM D 

65 AZ AA:5:30 ASM D 

66 FN28 D 

67 Hodges Site, AZ AA:12:18 ASM A,B,C,D 

68 Rabid Ruin A,B,C 
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Site Number Site Sources 

69 AZ BB:13:14 ASM D 

70 AZ BB: 13:50 ASM · D 

71 AZ BB: 13:43 ASM D 

72 AZ BB:13:41 ASM D 

73 AZ BB:13:16 ASM D 

74 AZ BB:13:16 ASM D 

75 Martinez Hill, AZ BB: 13: 13 ASM C 

76 University Indian Ruin, AZ BB:9:33 ASM A,B,D 

77 Whiptail Ruin, AZ BB:10:3 ASM A,B 

78 AZ BB:14:24 ASM D 

79 San Cayetano del Tumacacori (Paloparado) A,B,D 

AZ D D:8:12 Amerind 

80 Potrero Creek Site, AZ EE:9:53 A,B,C,D 

81 Cemetery Ridge Site, AZ DD:8:122 ASM D 

82 Baca Float Site, AZ DD:8:127 ASM D 

83 Tinaja Canyon Site, AZ DD:8:128 ASM D 

84 England Ranch Site, AZ DD:8:128 ASM D 

85 Alder Wash Site, AZ BB:6:9 ASM D 

86 Tres Alamos A,B,D 

87 Babocomari Village, AZ EE:7: 1 Amerind A,B,D 

88 Texas Canyon Site D 

89 Gleeson Village A,B,D 

90 Roosevelt 9:6 D 

91 Inspiration-I D 

92 Ushklish Ruin, AZ 0: 15:31 ASM A,B,D 

93 Walnut Creek Village, AZP:13:1 ASU D 

94 Calkins Ranch Site, NA2385 D 

- 95 Verde Ball Court Site, NA3528 D 

96 NA4616 D 

97 Winneman Ranch Site D 

98 Winona Villaie, NA2133, 2133b, 2133c, 2135b,D 
21341, 2644G-

99 Cashion, NA14690 D 

100 Van Liere, NA12552 D 

101 Gu Achi, AZ Z: 12: 13 ASM D 

102 Siphon Draw, AZ U:10:6 ASM D 
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Site Number Site Sources 

103 Smiley's Well, AZ U:14:73 ASM D 

104 Ellsworth Site, AZ U:15:57 ASM D 

105 Casas Pequeffas, AZ U:15:97 ASM D 

106 El Polvoron, AZ U:15:59 ASM D 

107 Chiadag Site, AZ U:15:59 ASM D 

108 Frogtown, AZ U:15:61 ASM D 

109 Rancho Sin Vacas, AZ U:15:62 ASM D 

110 Jones Ruin, Az. U: 15:48 ASM D 

111 Dust Bowl Site, AZ U:15:76 ASM D 

112 Saguaro Site, AZ U: 15:77 ASM D 

113 Junkyard Site, AZ U:15:83 ASM D 

114 Las Posas, AZ U:15:19 ASM D 

115 Gopherette Site, AZ U: 15:87 ASM D 

116 Oidag Site, AZ AA:3:20 ASM D 

117 Bumblebee Village, AZ EE:2: 113 ASM D 

118 AZ EE:2: 129 ASM D 

119 AZ EE:2:84 ASM D 

120 Gayler Ranch Site, AZ EE:2:76 ASM D 

121 AZ EE:2: 107 ASM D 

122 Ballcourt Site, AZ EE:2:105 ASM D 

123 Lightning Camp, AZ EE:2:77 ASM D 

Finally, there is the problem of comparability or standardization of 
samples from different sites. Obviously, the size of the site and the amount of 
excavation done there would influence the amount of excavation done there 
would influence the amount of material recovered. Thus a larger number of a 
particular artifact class at one site may simply reflect the relative amount of work 
done there. This is a difficult problem and one which probably cannot be entirely 
overcome within the context of this paper. However, this may be partly 
overcome perhaps by giving the relative proportions as well as absolute numbers 
of particular artifacts found in different contexts overall. In addition one can list 
not only the number of sites for each period for each artifact, but also the 
proportion of all sites containing any shell of that period which contain that 
particular artifact. In some cases, the distributions of particular artifacts are 
discussed in additional detail in the text. 

The position taken here is that such sampling problems as those just 
discussed can be sufficiently mitigated by the use of materials from large 
numbers of sites to at least allow the definition of valid regional distribution 
patterns. It has been suggested that some sort of shell/sherd ratio might be a way 
of standardizing the data. This presents several difficulties. 
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Large numbers of sherds might have been recovered at sites where 
chronology building or confirmation was a major goal, and where, consequently 
large numbers of stratigraphic tests were put in. These tests, however, are not 
necessarily in the places where most of the shell would be found. A site with a 
few burials but a lot of tests might have a rather low proportion of shell relative 
to sherds, whereas one with many burials and few tests might produce just the 
opposite result. Sampling problems in a study like this one can probably never be 
fully resolved, but it is hoped that they can be mitigated. 

In lieu of illustrations, references to good existing illustrations in other 
publications are included at the head of relevant sections in Chapter 2. 

Chronology 

There are several chronologies used to divide the Hohokam sequence into 
phases (Haury 1976; Di Peso 1956; Wilcox and Sheck 1977; Bullard 1962; 
Gladwin 1948; Teague and Crown 1984;), each one is slightly different and may 
vary by region. For this analysis some of the phases have been grouped 
differently to make consideration of the data more lucid (Table 1.2). 

The first group includes all of the Pioneer Period plus the early part of the 
Colonial Period (Gila Butte Phase or equivalent); the second division includes 
the latter part of the Colonial Period (Santa Cruz Phase or equivalent) plus the 
Sedentary Period; and the last comprises the Classic Period as generally defined 
(Table 1.2). This has been done because very few sites had any Early Colonial 
material. Also, many sites such as Buttes Dam, Potrero Creek and others 
included material belonging to the late Colonial and Sedentary periods but many 
artifacts could not be definitely attributed_ to either period. This also means that 
some material which would be called Gila Butte-Santa Cruz would have to be 
omitted, but it is felt that this constitutes a small body of materials. The earliest 
period is not covered very extensively in this analysis, there are not data from 
enough sites to conduct an analysis comparable to that possible for the two later 
periods. 

Another problem that must be considered is that there is considerable 
disagreement concerning parts of the Hohokam chronology, especially in terms 
of absolute dating. These problems mainly concern the earlier part of the 
sequence, the Pioneer and early Colonial periods. The dates that are used here are 
for the most part those used by Haury (1976). Table 1.3 presents the Hohokam 
chronology and the chronology for Casa Grande and the Anasazi and Mogollon 
cultures for future reference. 

One final chronlogical issue must be mentioned. A new phase, the 
Polvoron, has been described. The type site, El Polvoron, is located on Queen 
Creek between the Gila and Salt rivers (Crown and Sires 1984: 84). The dates 
assigned to this phase are A.D. 1350-1450, which is generally considered late 
Civano. Its defining attributes include ceramics, architecture, and settlement 
pattern (Crown and Sires 1984: 84-85). The differences between this phase and 
the two generally accepted Classic Period phases are considered sufficient by the 
archaeologists who described it to justify not only a new phase but a new period, 
Post-Classic (Teague 1984a: 147). It is also identified at other sites, such as Las 
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Colinas, Escalante and Compound Fat Casa Grande (Crown and Sires 1984: 84). 
In this paper, the El Polvoron site will be included with the Classic Period. 

Table 1.2 
Chronology for the Hohokam Area 

Period Phoenix Middle San Pedro Valley Papaguerfa Dates 
Basin Santa 

Cruz 

Tres Babocomarl Valsbnl Quijotoa 
Alamos Creek 

Valley 

Polvoron Babocomari A.D. 
1400 

Classic Civano Tucson Tucson Sells 1300 
Period 

Tanque Tanque Huachuca Sells 1200 
Verde Verde 

Soho Late Topawa 
Rincon 

? ? 1100 

Rincon Tres Topawa 1000 
Alamos 

Seden- Sacaton Vamori 900 
tary 

Period 

Colonial Santa Rillito Vamori 800 
Period 

Cruz 

Cascabel 700 

Gila Canada 600 
Butte del Oro 

Snake- Snake- 500 
town town 

Pioneer Sweet- Sweet- 400 
Period water water 

Estrella 100 

Vahki 0 

B.C. 

100 

200 

300 
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Table 1-3 
Chronologies of Southwestern Traditions 

Casas Hohokam Anasazi Mogollon Dates 
Grandes 

(Haury 1976) (Wheat 1955) 
(DiPeso 1974) 

Tardio Robles Phase Pueblo IV A.D.1400 

Classic Period 1300 

Diablo Phase Pueblo ill 1200 

Medio Paquime Phase 

Buena Fe Phase 1100 

Sedentary 
Period 

Mogollon V 

Perros Bravos 1000 
Phase 

Pueblo II Mogollon IV 

Viejo Pilon Phase 900 

Convento Phas1 Colonial Pueblo I 800 
Period 

Mogollon ID 

700 

Basketmaker m 600 

Mogollon II 500 

Basketmaker II 400 

Pioneer Mogollon I 300 
Period 

200 

100 

0 

B.C. 





Chapter 2 

HOHOKAM MOLLUSCAN FAUNAS 

In any discussion of Hohokam shell artifacts the most important data 
are the species and genera of molluscs represented at the sites. Fresh water 
shells, mainly several species of Anodonta, occur in Hohokam sites, especially 
in the Salt River Valley, but are not included in this report. A thorough 
discussion of freshwater shell in Hohokam sites can be found in Vokes's (1984) 
description of shell from the Salt-Gila Aqueduct Project. The data compiled for 
this analysis include the extant genera and species, the number of sites where 
each occurs, their origin in terms of faunal province and their temporal range, if 
known. Whenever possible all names for species from the Gulf of California 
has been made consistent with the nomenclature used by Keen (1971 ). 

Most shells found in the Southwest, except for some specimens from 
Pecos, New Mexico, originated in two major faunal areas. The Panamic 
province includes the area from the central coast of Baja California southward 
through the Gulf of California and from there southward to northern Peru. The 
California province, comprised of cool water fauna, extends from the coast of 
Baja California northward through the state of California (Table 2.1). 
Californian shells traded into the Southwest are of genera such as Haliotis that 
do not occur among the Panamic fauna. However, other genera occur 
abundantly in both provinces, and species of those genera have been recorded 
in the Southwest. This is most notably true of 0/ivella, of which such species 
as Olive/la biplicata, and 0/ivella baetica from the Californian province and 
0/ivella dama from the Panamic province have been found at Southwestern 
sites. 

After grouping the same types from various sites there are fifty genera 
and seventy-seven species represented in Hohokam sites (Table 2.2). Eleven 
species and one genus, Saxidomus, come exclusively from California waters. 
Another six species, plus three other genera with no specific identifications 
belong either to the California and Panamic provinces. All other species are 
exclusively Panamic in distribution which, for the purposes of this report, 
means that they exist within the Gulf of California and southward. Panamic 
molluscs not only make up the vast majority of species on the list, but also 
make up in numbers and bulk the vast majority of all shell found at all sites. 

At least two Panamic species Scurria mesoleuca and Notocmea 
fascicularis, exist only from Mazatlan southward, in tropical Mexico, while a 
third, Glycymeris strigilata, occurs only from Guaymas south. If these 
identifications are correct, then there is a possibility that a few Hohokam shells 
came from much further south in the Panamic province. However, it should be 
pointed out that all these species are represented by only one or two specimens 
each. 

15 
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Table 2-1 

Species List by Faunal Area 

Faunal Area Genus 

California Fauna! Province Only Saxidomus 

Dona:x, 

Haliotis 

Polinices 

Cerithidea 

Olivella 

Nassarius 

Protothaca 

Californian and Panamic Fauna! Laevicardiwn 
Provinces 

Panamic Province Only 

Trigoniocardia 

Pteria 

Tage/us 

Chama 

Crucibulum 

Trivia 

Ostrea 

Chlamys 

Ostrea 
Glycymeris 

Argopecten 

Pecten 

Lyropecten 

Atrina 

Dosinia 

Spondylus 

Species 

sp 

gouldii 

cracherodii 
fulgens 
corrugata 

rufescens 

lewissii 

calif ornica 

biplicata 

baetica 

tegulus 

staminea 

elatum 

biangulata 

sterna 

calif ornianus 

sp. 

sp. 

solandri 

sp. 

lowei 

corteziensis 

gigantea 

maculata 

multicostata 
strigilata 

circularis 

vogdesi 

subnodosus 

maura or tuberculosa 

ponderosa 

princeps 



Hohokam Molluscan Faunas 17 

Faunal Area Genus Species 

Spondylus calcifer 
Trachycardium panamense 
Codakia distinguenda 
Pinctada nazatkabuca 

sp. 
Olive/la dama 

gracilis Broderip 
tergina 
jletcherae 
volute/la 

Oliva incrassata 
Agaronia propatula 

testacea 
Conus regularis 

perplexus 
ximenes 
princeps 
fergusoni 

Turri tel/a leucostoma 
gonostoma, 
anactor 

Co/umbel/a strombif ormis 
(Pyrene) 

ma,jor 
fuscata 

Turbo fluctuosus 
Polinices recluzianus 
(Neverita) 
Melongena panda 
Strombus galeatus 

gracilior 
Co/lisella stanf ordiana 
Scurria mesoleuca 
Notoacmea fascicularis 
Nassarius angulicostis 

moestus 
iodes 
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Faunal Area Genus 

Cerithium 

M uricanthus 
Cerithidea 

Nerita 

M egapitaria 

Theodoxus 
Tripsycha 

Anachis 
Cypraea 
(Zonaria) 

Vermetus 
Trivia 

Gulf of Mexico (Very Doubtful) Alectrion 

(=Nassarius) 

Pecten 

Species 

stercusmuscarum 
menkei 
nigritus 
mazatlanica 

albonodosa 

montagnei 
funi.culata 

scabricosta 

squalid.a 
luteof asciatus 

centiquadra 
tripsycha 
coronata 

annettae 

spp. 

radians 

vibex 

exasperatus 

Glycymeris shells have been found at the most Hohokam sites followed 
in order by Laevicardium, Olive/la, Conus, Pecten, Turrite/la, and Haliotis 
shells. Both Californian and Panamic shells were found in the earliest horizons 
at Hohokam sites. Haliotis shells, a California genus, were at Snaketown 
during the Vahki Phase. All the main genera except Conus were found in early 
Pioneer Period assemblages. 

Later in the Pioneer Period, Cerithidea, Conus, Columbella, Vermetus, 
and Cerithium were at Snaketown. Genera found for the first time in Colonial 
Period assemblages included Turritella, Theodoxus, Pteria, Nassarius, 
Agaronia and possibly Strombus. A number of minor species or genera was 
included in assemblages from the Sacaton Phase. Oliva appeared for the first 
time with artifacts from the Soho Phase. Conus, represented by rare single 
specimens in earlier assemblages, was one of the dominant genera of the 
Classic Period. Dosinia shells also became more common at this time, although 
occasional specimens occurred in earlier contents. Most of the minor genera 
first appeared in Santa Cruz or later assemblages. This may simply be due to 
the generally larger samples of shell objects that date from those phases, as 
most of these minor specimens or genera are presented by only one or two 
specimens. Another temporal trend is suggested by Vokes (1984: 470) who 
notes that while bivalves predominated through much of the sequence, the shell 
forms at the late site, El Polvor6n, indicate a shirt toward higher proportions of 
gastropods. 
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Table 2-2 

Marine Shell Spatial and Temporal Distributions 

Genus Species Number of Temporal Range 
Sites 

Glycymeris spp. 96 Vahki-Civano (or 
equivalent) 

gigantea 11 

maculata 13 
other species 3 

Laevicardium elatum + spp. 71 Vahki-Civano 

Conus spp. 46 Sweetwater?-Civano 
(Polvor6n) 

O/ivella spp. 53 Vahki-Civano (possibly 
to contact) 

Panamic 29 
species 

Californian 7 
species 

Turritella spp. 28 Snaketown-Civano 
(possibly to contact) 

Argopecten circular is 27 Santa Cruz?-Civano 
Pecten vogdesi 24 Vahki-Civano 

Haliotis spp. ~25 Vahki-Civano (Polvor6n) 

Ju/gens 5 
cracherodii 2 
corrugata 1 

rufescens 2 
"Vermetids" 18 Sweetwater-contact 

(including 
Vermetus, 

Vermicularia, 
Tripsycha, 

Aletes) 

Co/umbel/a spp. ~16 Estrella-Civano 
(Pyrene) 

major 5 
strombif ormis 4 

fuscata 2 
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Genus Species Number of Temporal Range 
Sites 

Oliva incrassata 13? Classic Period 
(angulata) 

Strom.bus spp. 11 Colonial-Classic, 
possibly to contact 

galeatus 7 
gracilior 3 

Pecten unspecified ~11 

Cerithidea spp. 13 Estrella-Civano 

albonodosa 7 

mazatlanica 4 

montaguei 1 

calif ornica 1 

Nassarius spp. 13 Santa Cruz?-Civano 

angulicostis 2 

iodes 1 

moestus 11 

tegulus 1 

Cerithium spp. ~9 Sweetwater-Civano 

stercusmuscaru 6 
m 

menkei 1 

Spondylus spp. 14 Vahki-Civano 

calcifer 5 

princeps 2-3 

chama 4 

Dosinia ponderosa 7 at least Colonial-Classic 

Theodoxus lute of asciata ~7 Santa Cruz-Civano 
(Neritina) 

Lyropecten subnodosus 5 at least Sacaton-Civano 

Pteria sterna ~9 Gila Butte-Civano 

Trivia spp. ~5 V ahki-Civano 

Trivia solandri 3 

solandril cali- 1 
forniana 

radians 1 



Genus Species 

Trachycardium panamense 
Polinices spp. 

recluzianus 
lewisii 

Agaronia spp. 
Melongena patula 

Limpets 
(Notoacmaea fascicu/aris 

Scurria mesoleuca 
Collisel/a stanf ordiana 

M uricanthus nigritis 
Codakia distinguenda 
Ostrea spp. 

Trigoniocardia biangu/ata 
Nerita spp. 

Anachis coronata 
Donax gouldii 

Tagelus calif ornianus 
Protothaca staminea 

M egapitaria squalida 
Turbo fluctuosus 

(opercula only) 
Cypraea annetae 
Pinctada mazatlanica 

spp. 
Pinna!Atrina maura or 

tuberculosa 
Crucibulum sp. 

Chama sp. 
Chlamys lowei 
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Number of 
Sites 

5-6 

3 
2 
1 

~4 
5 
3 

1 

2 
2 
2 
2 
1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 
1 

~1 

1 

1 
1 

Temporal Range 

? 
?-Civano 

Santa Cruz?-Civano 
Santa Cruz-Civano 
Santa Cruz-Civano 

Sells Phase 
?-Civano 

? 
Sedentary-Classic 

? 
? 

Civano 

? 
Classic Period 

? 
Santa Cruz or Sacaton 

Sacaton 

Rillito 
Polvor6n 

The vast majority of shell objects from all of the sites in the sample are 
assignable to the Santa Cruz or later phases. Most shell material that dates to 
the Pioneer Period seems to have come from stratigraphic tests in trash deposits 
and it is entirely possible that these tests, where screening was frequently 
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carried out, represent a form of sampling error in that there may be a more 
complete sample than there is from other contexts. 

The minor species include some Californian species or genera such as 
Donax gouldii, Polinices lewissii, Saxidomus, and Tagelus californianus; 
however, most of the other minor species were Panamic. The presence of some 
Californian forms among the minor species suggests that the California coast 
was a source of shell for the Hohokam throughout time although not to the 
same extent that it seems to have been for some of the Anasazi. Of equal 
interest concerning accessibility is the fact that while some of the most 
widespread genera, especially Laevicardium, Olivella and Conus, are found in 
the intertidal zone, along with less important genera, such as Nassarius and 
Cerithium, and so should have been easily accessible, others, particularly 
Glycymeris, are restricted to deeper waters, and thus would have been available 
primarily as beach drift or as fossils from pleistocene raised beaches. 

As Glycymeris was the genus of shell most commonly found in 
Hohokam sites, it is possible that intense searching along present and fossil 
beaches may have been necessary to procure such quantities. One alternate 
source to beach drift seems to have been Glycymeris shell from Pleistocene 
fossil deposits in the Puerto Pefiasco area. Haury (1976: 307) points out that 
fossil shell tends to be brittle, less workable than modem shell, and that it 
occurs, at least at Snaketown, mostly during the Sedentary Period when shell 
utilization was most intense. The use of an inferior quality of Glycymeris shell 
could have been a response to shortages, or unreliable transport of modem 
Glycymeris shell, and might reflect on intensified need for the shell, indicating 
both the importance and changing nature of Hohokam marine shell 
procurement. 

Shell Artifact Classes and Their Distributions 

Unworked and Waste Shell 
Figures 2.1-2.4 

Although this study deals primarily with finished artifacts, the 
occurrence of unworked shells must also be discussed because of the 
information they may provide on trade routes, exchange links, and the 
problems of production localization and craft specialization, which should be 
regarded as essential parts of any analysis of exchange. Several classes of 
materials are included in the category of unworked shell: complete unworked 
shells, fragments of unworked shells, and waste and rejected pieces left over 
from the production of shell artifacts. This last category includes well defined 
waste and fragments that show some signs of having been worked but cannot 
confidently be identified as part of a finished artifact. Aside from material from 
bracelet or ring production, which leaves a very well defined and distinctive 
type of debris, with some waste shell is difficult to determine what type of 
artifact was being made. 

The sample used in the analysis includes only those sites for which 
there are complete data, not only on the genera of unworked shell present, but 
also data on the quantities of each genus present (Fig. 2.2). Thus, while there 
seems to have been considerable amounts of unworked shell at the Punta del 
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Agua sites and at some of the Santa Rosa sites, these materials are not included 
in the sample because the relevant data were lacking. One problem that has 
been discussed with Randy McGuire is that indeterminate quantities of 
nonartifactual shell from the excavations at Snaketown were thrown away. 

The sample is dominated by three genera, Laevicardiwn, Glycymeris, 
and Olivella which are first, second and fourth, respectively, in terms of 
numbers of sites at which they occur in waste or unworked form (Tables 2.3 
and 2.4). It should be noted that while Laevicardiwn appears to be the most 
abundant genus, with Glycymeris second, this order may be somewhat 
deceptive. Cardiwn valves are much more gracile than Glycymeris valves, and 
consequently they break or shatter more easily and more frequently, a factor 
which may greatly skew the proportion of Cardium fragments. Glycymeris 
occurred in the Vahki Phase at Snaketown, while Olivella and Laevicardium 
shells occurred in desert archaic components. No other marine molluscan genus 
was represented by more than about 50 unequivocal pieces as opposed, for 
example, to possible fragments of whole shell pendants. 

A second characteristic of the unworked shell is a heavy concentration 
in the Sacaton and subsequent phases. Of all specimens actually examined, 
only 14 can be assigned to earlier phases although it is possible that some 
earlier material was missed (Fig. 2.4 and Fig. 2.5). However, it might be noted 
that 17 of the 23 datable reaming tools, believed to have been used to work 
shell, found at Snaketown in 1934-1935, belonged to the Sacaton Phase, with 4 
Santa Cruz, and 2 Snaketown Phase specimens (Gladwin and others 1937: 
Plate 38), while of the 1964-1965 material from Snaketown, 17 out of 34 stone 
files, also believed to have been used for working shell, came from the Sacaton 
Phase, with no other phase producing more than two. Likewise, of the reamers 
found in 1964-1965, five out of the twelve were of Sacaton Phase age (Haury 
1976: 284). This is in contrast to other categories of stone implements which 
were well distributed throughout the entire sequence. 

These data on the high concentration of shell, debitage, unworked shell 
and shell working implements may reflect in part the large portion of material 
from Snaketown which may well have been a shell working center, however, 
other Sacaton or later sites have also yielded large quantities of raw material or 
debitage. 

Another characteristic of the distribution of the unworked or waste shell 
in the Phoenix Basin at least was a concentration in a relatively small number 
of sites, such as Snaketown, while many other sites had little or none. 
U nworked shell was abundant in many shell sites in the central and western 
Papagueria, however. 

U nworked or waste shell was found in a variety of contexts, including 
trash, house floors and with two cremations in association with shell working 
implements. Such mortuary occurrences could be an indication of some degree 
of individual specialization in shell working. This, along with the occurrence of 
high quantities of unworked or partly worked shell at Snaketown, might be an 
indication of village and individual specialization with certain sites functioning 
as shell working centers. Howard (1983: 86) suggests that prior to the Classic 
Period, certain types of artifacts such as bracelets in Gila-Salt sites came from 
Papaguerian, sites, with a shift to more local production in the core area during 
the Classic Period. Snaketown may have primarily produced specialized elite 
anifacts such as carved bracelets (Howard 1983: 82). 
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Figure 2.1 
Total Unworked, Waste or Reject Shell 
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Unworked/Waste Shell: Pioneer-Early Colonial Periods 
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Unworked/Waste Shell: Late Colonial-Sedentary Periods 
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Table 2-3 

Art if acts: Specimen and Site Totals 

(Period 1 = Pioneer-Early Coloniai[;eriod 2 = Late Colonial-Sedentary, Period 3= 
C sic) 

• Includes undated as well as dated specimens 

Artifacts Specimens Sites 
Period Period 

Total* 1 2 3 Total* 1 2 3 

Unworked/Waste 2318 4 677 957 48 1 13 25 
Shell - Glycymeris (including or 

270 / 14 
complete 
valves) 

Unworked/Waste 3408 4 245 568 44 2 15 21 
Shell - Cardium = (including 0 or 
Laevicardium 84 complete 16 

valves) 
Unworked/Waste 1668 804 855 14 2 9 
Shell - Olive/la 
Un worked/Waste 229, 2 202 17 1 17 
Shell - Conus including 

177 whole 
shells 

Glycymeris Bracelets est. 5190 see 93+ 9 39 33 
- Plain text 
Glycymeris Bracelets est. 270 est. est. est. 34 2 14 8 
- Decorated 14 152 25 
Glycymeris Rings - est. 323 11 est. 65 52+ 2 21 17 
Plain 191 
Glycymeris Rings- 25 1 17 6 1 5 
Decorated 
Conus Rings - Plain 78-79 78- 12 12 

79 
Conus Rings - 13 13 6 6 
Decorated 
Pecten Rings 59 38 14 1 6 1 2 1 
Whole Shell Pendants est. 76-80 4 ~53 8 22 1 16 4 
- Argopecten 
circularis 
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Artifacts Specimens Sites 
Period Period 

Total* 1 2 3 Total* 1 2 · 3 
Whole Shell Pendants est. 872-972 est. 22+ 
- Pecten vogdesi + about 47 872-

unworked 972 
fragments . +47 

from 
Cashion 

Whole Shell Pendants 72-82 est. 23- 35 17 9 8 
- Turrite Ila 29 
Whole Shell Pendants 15-16 10 8 6 
-Oliva 
Whole Shell Pendants 6-8 2 2-4 1 
-Agaronia 
Whole Shell Pendants 29-30 5 23+ 13+ 4 8 
- Glycymeris 
Whole Shell Pendants 29 2 21 4 8 1 5 3 
- Cerithidea 
Glycymeris frog 52 38 15+ 12+ 
effigy pendants 
Cut Shell Pendants - est. 449-464 20 241- 82 58+ 2 25+ 13 
All Materials 256 
Haliotis only 32+ 1+ 15 9+ 19 1 8 6 
C onus Tinklers - 197 2 4 183 28+ 1 3 22 
Plain 
Conus Tinklers - 1 1 1 
Decorated 
Whole Shell Beads - 828 1 53 772 29 1 8 20 
Glycymeris 
Whole Shell Beads - 527+ 249 266 13 4 10 
Nassarius + 
Whole Shell Beads - 24 3 10 7+ 9 1 5 5 
Columbella 
Whole Shell Beads - 6 2 2 3 1 1 
Trivia 

Whole Shell Beads - 18 2 14 2 4 1 3 1 
Theodoxus 
"Vermetus" Beads 70+ 1 29 42+ 16 1 7 6 
Olive/la Beads - spire ~1098 39 ~67 ~34 ~33 3 ~17 17 
lopped 3 7 
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Artifacts Specimens Sites 
Period Period 

Total* 1 2 3 Total* 1 2 
Olive/la Beads- cut 4460 251 181 11 4 
(barrel) 5 6 
Shell Disk Beads ca.65597 245 ca. ca. ~43 2 18 

+ 148 470 
63 86 

Shell Disk Beads ca.65597 245 ca. ca. ~43 2 18 
+ 148 470 

63 86 
Bilobed Beads ~740 (60 5 39+ 11 12 1 10 

occurrences) occ. ~ occ. occ. 

Spondylus - Irregular ~ 408 beads 1 35 11 12 1 5 
Beads (Bead- (59 occur.) occ. occ. 
Pendants) 
Shell Overlay ca. 525-526 496- 9 9 or 10 2 or 

+ 3 possible 497 3 
pieces 

Shell Trumpets (see 
Table 2-7) 

Gly_cy_meris 

Glycymeris shell is frequently found as unworked valves, and as 
wastage or rejects from bracelet or ring manufacture. It was also used for beads 
and pendants. Two species, G. maculata and G. gigantea, were used 
consistently. Glycymeris is about the only genus for which there is a distinctive 
and unmistakable type of wastage or reject. 

At least three different methods of valve reduction for making bracelets 
have been described. Each method leaves a different and distinctive form of 
waste; one of which is characteristic of the Hohokam, one primarily of the 
Papagueria, and one of the Trincheras culture of northwestern Sonora (Huckell 
and Huckell 1979: 161). 

It is a matter fo~ further investigation as to what degree it is possible to 
consistently distinguish bracelets manufactured by the different techniques. 
The techniques differ primarily in the method used for reduction or excision for 
the center of the valve, either by grinding or by incision and removal of the 
core, or some combination of these methods. 

Outside of the Hohokam area, unworked or waste Glycymeris shells 
were apparently rare. Whole shells were found in small numbers at Chavez 
Pass and Chevelon, in northern Arizona, both P IV sites (Fewkes 1904: 89), 
and in larger numbers at Casas Grandes (Di Peso and others 1974: 550). 
Glycymeris debitage has been .found at Allantown in eastern Arizona, a site 
with two clusters of dates in the mid-ninth and early eleventh centuries (Roberts 1940: 131 ). 

3 

5 

~18 

~18 

2 

4 

5 
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Table 2.4 

Site Numbers for All Specimens 

Artifact Classes 
Unworked/Waste Shell - Glycymeris 

Unworked/Waste Shell - Laevicardium 

Unworked/Waste Shell - Olivella 

Unworked/Waste Shell - Conus 

Glycymeris Bracelets - Plain 

Glycymeris Bracelets - Decorated 

Glycymeris Rings - Plain 

Glycymeris Rings - Decorated 

Conus Rings - Plain 

Conus Rings - Decorated 

Pecten Rings 
Whole Shell Pendants - Argopecten 
circularis 

Whole Shell Pendants - Pecten vogdesi 

Site Numbers (See Table 1.1) 
1,5,7 ,8,13,17,20,21,22,23,24,28,29,31,36,38,39,41, 
44,45,46,48A49,50,51,52,53,54,55,62,67,68, 
76, 77, 78, 7':J, 99, 100, 101, 102, 105, 106, 107, 
108, 109, 110, 113, 115 

1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 13, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 32, 25, 
38, 39, 44.,, 46, 49;.JO, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55ri 62, 67, 68, 
77, 79, 80, 99, lw, 101, 102, 106, lOlS, 109, 110, 
113, 114, 115, 117 

1,2,6, 7,8, 13,18, 19,20,21,22,23,4,66,67, 79, 
108, 113, 114 

1,2,5,8, 13,20,28,29,44,68, 76,101,106,108, 
113 

1, 3, 5, 7, 8, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 
24,26,27,28,29,31,32,33,34,35,36,37,38,39, 
43,44,45,46,47~48,49,50,51,52,53,54,55,62, 
63, 64, 65, 67, 6l5, (70-74), 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 
81, 82, 83, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 93, (84-96), 
97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 108, 
109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 1 15, 116, 117, 118, 
119,120,121,122,123 

1,5, 7, 12,20,21,22,23,24,32,35,36,38,47,62, 
64,66,67, 77, 79,80,87,89,91,98,99, 102,106, 
108, 110, 111, 114, 117, 120 

1, 3, 5, 6, 7, 16, 17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 28, 31, 
32,38,39,45,46,51,52,53,55,62,64,67,(70-
74), 76, 77, 79, 80, 81, 83, 86, 91, 93, (94-96), 98, 
99, 100, 101, 102, 108, 112, 114, 115, 119, 120, 
121,122 

1, 7, 62, 64, 67, 108 

2,5,8, 18,20,23,63, 76, 79,86, 106,114 

8, 18,20,23, 79 

1,20,35,49, 101,108 
1, 7, 8, 20, 38, (50-55), 62, 67, 76, 79, 80, 81, 83, 
86,88,89,99, 100,108,109,110,117 

1, 7, 8, 13, 16, 20, 21, 23, 24, 38, 39, 49, (50-55), 
62,67, 76,80,88,99, 101,108,110 
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Artifacts 

Whole Shell Pendants - Turritella 

Whole Shell Pendants - Cerithium 

Whole Shell Pendants - Oliva 

Whole Shell Pendants - Agaronia 

Whole Shell Pendants - Glycymeris 

Whole Shell Pendants - Cerithidea 

G/ycymeris Frog Effigy Pendants 

Cut Shell Pendants - All Materials 

Cut Shell Pendants - Haliotis 

Conus Tinklers - Plain 

Conus Tinklers - Decorated 

Whole Shell Beads - Glycymeris 

Whole Shell Beads - Nassarius 

Whole Shell Beads - Co/umbella 

Whole Shell Beads - Trivia 

Whole Shell Beads - Theodoxus 

"Vermetus" Beads 

Site Numbers 

1, 7, 10,20,35,48,49,67,68, 79,86,87,90,98, 
102, 108, 117 

1,8,20,23,48,62,87, 100 

20, 32, 49, 63, 67, 79, 86, plus C. G. N.M. 

1, 20?, 49, 87? 

3,5,6,20,21, 18,44, 76,79,87,106, 114,121 

1,20,62,66,67, 101,102,108 

1,8,20,21,35,44,46,48,67,68, 76, 77, 78,114 

1,5,6, 7, 16,20,22,24,31,32,33,35,38,39,41, 
48,49,(50-55),62,64,66,67, 70, 73, 74, 76, 77, 
79, 80, 81, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, (94-96), 98, 
99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 105, 106, 108, 111, 112, 
114, 115, 117, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123 

1,5,20,23,32,38,49, 70, 74, 76,88,92, 102,105, 
106, 108, 114, 115, 123 

1,2,8, 13, 16, 17, 18,20,21,23,25,28,48,62,63, 
67,68,(70-74), 76, 79,86, 101,105,106,111,114, 
115 

20 

1,20,38,39,44,45,48,50,51,52,53,54,55,62, 
63, 67, 68, 76, 77, 79, 80, 87, 89, 106, 108, 109, 
113, 114, 121 

1, 8, 16, 18, 20, 77, 79, 89, 105, 106, 108, 113, 114 

1, 5, 7, 13, 20, 38, 39, 108, 114 

1, 20, 67 

1, 80, 89, 114 

1, 18,20,21,22,23,24,38,62,67, 79,81,83,87, 
89, 110, plus one protohistoric (?) site 



Artifacts 
Olivella Beads - spire lopped 

Olivella Beads - cut (barrel) 

Shell Disk Beads 

Bilobed Beads 
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Site Numbers 
1,2,5,8, 10,20,21,36,38,39,43,44,48,67,68 
(70-74), 79, 80, 81, 86, 87, 89, 98, 99, 100, 101, 
102, 106, 108, 109, 113, 114 . 

1,5,48,68,77,98,99, 104,111,114,120 

1, 5,. 7, 8, 13~ 16~ 1J1 18, 20, 21, 28, 29, 31, 32, 35, 
38,~9,46,4a,6~,oc+,67,68,72,77, 79,80,81,83, 
85,86,87,92,(94-%),98,99, 103,105,108,113, 
114,120,123 

1,6,67, 77, 79,83,86,89,98,99, 109,110 

Spondylus Irregular Beads, Bead Pendants 1, 20, 21, 22, 67, 79, 81, 83, 89, 102, 114, 120 

Shell Overlay 

Shell Trumpets 

Cardium 

1,8, 17,20,21,24,38?,66,67,108 

(see Table 2.6) 

The unworked or waste shell identified as cardium is primarily 
Laevicardium elatum with other species of cardium, such as Trachycardium 
panamense, occurring rarely, and only at a few sites. Unworked valves were 
apparently used as artifacts by Hohokam so that the presence of Cardium 
valves or fragments in a site is not necessarily an indication that shell working 
was practiced there. At some sites, such as Los Muertos, caches of these valves 
were found, containing various types of pigment or paint, and fragments of 
shells from other sites with some pigment smears on them suggest that this may 
have been a function elsewhere as well. Nine valves were associated with 
burials or cremations. Possibly their occasional association with pigments at 
some sites might be related to ritual usage by way of storage of pigments or 
paints used for ritual purposes. 

Cardium valves have been found at four non-Hohokam sites in Arizona. 
One valve was found in a grave at Brazaletes Pueblo, a southern Sinagua site in 
the Verde Valley dating to about A.D. 1100 to 1300 (Valehrach and Valehrach 
1971: 34). Five Cardium valves were with Burial 16 (magician's burial) at 
Ridge Ruin near Flagstaff, an Elden focus site, post-dating A.D. 1120 
(McGregor 1943: 284). Two valves were in a burial at Fitzmaurice Ruin near 
Prescott that dates about A.D. 1050-1300 (Spicer and Caywood 1936: 101). 
One valve was on a floor at Pecos, in association with ceremonial equipment 
(Kidder 1932: 184). 

Olive/la 

Most of the unworked Olive/la shell came from three sites, Snaketown, 
Los Muenos, and San Cayentano (Paloparado). Eight-hundred of these were 
found in Sacaton Phase contexts that date to then at Snaketown, within one of 
the cremation mounds (6G:12). These letters and numbers refer to units in the 
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grid layout at Snaketown as originally established in the Gila Pueblo 
excavations there in 1934-35. Since repeated references will be made to such 
units during the course of this discussion, they should be briefly described. 

The site of Snaketown was divided into large squares 60 meters on a 
side, each square being designated on the east-west axis by a letter, the letters 
running alphabetically from east to west, and on the north-south axis by a 
number, the number running upward from north to south. Each square was 
divided into smaller squares, each of which was designated by a nmber. Thus 
6G: 12 represents small unit #12, within the large square 6G, located more or 
less in the norttral part of the site according to its number-letter coordinates. 
This square, incidentally, is also close to platform mound 16, a fact that is of 
considerable importance to this discussion. 

6G: 12 has yielded a large quantity of shell fragments, complete 
unworked Glycymeris valves, as well as artifacts of bone, obsidian, chert, and 
other materials. Most of the other unworked shells from the other sites 
mentioned were from floors or fill. Olive/la shells were found at the Allantown 
Ruin (Roberts 1940: 131 ). 

Conus 

Conus shells rank third in terms of the number of sites where they 
occur, but fourth in terms of actual numbers. There are few data on contexts or 
proveniences beyond ruin group or site, and none suggesting any concentration 
in burials, cremations or caches. Rather surprisingly, given the wide 
distribution of Conus tinklers, a common type of ornament produced from 
Conus shells, there are few references of unworked Conus shells outside the 
Hohokam area. At Casas Grandes, however, more than 83,000 unworked 
Conus shells of four species were found in Medio Period contexts, most 
secular, while nine specimens of cut or ground Conus from the same period 
were considered to be workshop material (Di Peso and others 1976: 524, 525, 
551 ). This hugh quantity certainly suggests that Casas Grandes rather than, or 
as well as, the Hohokam could have been a major supplier of Conus artifacts to 
southwestern communities. 

Dosinia 

Dosinia ponderosa, is a very robust pelecypod. Most of the 25 
unworked or waste fragment were found in sites in the Salt River Valley that 
date to the Classic Period. This species is apparently unrecorded from post
archaic sites in the rest of the southwest, except for Casas Grandes (Di Peso 
and others 1976: 550). 

Nacreous Shell 

The nacreous marine genera that are of concern here are Haliotis and 
Pteria. Haliotis is exclusively a Californian genus, while Pteria sterna occurs 
throughout the Panamic zone but also in southern California waters. Haliotis 
thus must have been brought into the Southwest from a greater distance than 
Pteria, which could be obtained in the Gulf of California. However, Haliotis is 
much more widely distributed both through time (Vahki-Civano) and across 
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space (at least 20 sites) than Pteria sterna (eight sites; Gila Butte-Civano, but 
mainly Santa Cruz-Sacaton). Haliotis tends to occur as small numbers of ·. 
fragments without any apparent site concentrations. Only two complete 
Haliotis shells have been reported, both from Classic Period sites: Casa 
Grande, compounds C or Dor Clanhouse 1; and Paloparado (Fewkes 1912: 
171; Di Peso 1956: 94). Complete shells in the southwest tend to be late, and to 
be concentrated in northern areas, mainly from Sinagua and Anasazi sites. 

Only two Hohokam sites have yielded numerous unworked or waste 
Pteria shell. Snaketown and Grewe together produced at least 47. Most seem to 
have been in contexts that date to the Sacaton and probably the Santa Cruz 
phases, although Howard has indicated to the author that significant amounts of 
Pteria were found in relatively early contexts at a site located in the northern 
Santa Rosa Wash. Assuming that Pteria shell has not been misidentified by 
archaeologists as Haliotis, the distribution of Pteria is quite interesting. The 
natural ranges of these genera, are such that it seems Pteria would be more 
widespread than Haliotis. Instead the rather diffuse distribution of Haliotis may 
be related to widespread interaction networks linking the Hohokam either 
directly to California or to the northern southwest, where it was common. 

Snaketown and Grewe were both distinguished by unusual numbers of 
specialized artifacts, both local and imported, while the bulk of Snaketown 
Pteria specimens come from a part of the site distinguished by a special 
concentration of such objects. Perhaps Snaketown was a major producer of 
specialized elite artifacts (Howard 1983: 86). Conceivably Pteria could have 
been obtained from Mexico by exchange through channels entirely separate 
from those by which other types of shell were obtained. In such a case it could 
have comprised part of a prestige sphere of exchange. This might account for 
its scarcity or absence in most other Hohokam sites. Howard's report of early 
occurrences of Pteria in the Santa Rosa Wash area might require reevaluation 
of this idea however. 

Discussion 

The distribution of unworked and waste shell is important to the 
consideration of spheres of exchange. Most obvious is the apparent scarcity of 
unworked and waste shell during pre-classic period in Phoenix Basin sites, 
except for Snaketown. Snaketown raises some problems because because much 
of the unworked or waste shell was apparently discarded after it was excavated. 

There are, however, several ways to discern the role of Snaketown in 
shell artifact production. First, as already indicated, large numbers of reamers 
and other possible shell-working implements were found there. If one includes 
not only reamers, but files and abrasive blocks, from both the 1934-1935 and 
the 1964-1965 excavations, the total number of shell working tools from 
Snaketown is over 80 more than have been found at most other sites. Most 
dated specimens are assignable to the Sacaton Phase. Secondly, close to 1,000 
complete, unworked shells from the 1934-1935 excavations (principally 
Olive/la and Glycymeris), have been dated almost entirely to the Sacaton 
Phase. Thus, during the Sacaton Phase, large quantities of unworked shell were 
entering the site where there were tools available to work it. Most specimens 
came from the cremation mound in 60: 12, but some were from other loci. 
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Significantly, among the unworked shells found during the 1964- 1965 
excavations at Snaketown there were over 20 fragments of Pteria sterna, a 
species not found at most Hohokam sites. Many of the Pteria sterna .fragments 
represented individual valves. All these things taken together together at least 
strongly suggest that Snaketown was a major shell processing site for the 
Phoenix Basin, at least during the Sacaton Phase, but probably no earlier than 
that. 

In all probability, Grewe may also have been a shell working site of 
some importance at this time. 

More sites. in the Phoenix Basin were major producers of shell artifacts 
during the Classic Period than in earlier periods (Figs. 2. 7, 2.8 and 2.9). Large 
Classic Period sites, such as Casa Grande and Los Muertos, were characterized 
by relatively large amounts of unworked or waste shell. Significantly both of 
these sites (certainly Casa Grande and Los Muertos as well), were the loci of 
platform mounds, something which should be regarded as an important aspect 
of regional exchange networks. Equally significant, Snaketown also had a 
platform mound during the Sacaton phases, the time when shell working was 
most important there. This relationship, if indeed it is valid, is discussed in the 
analysis section. 

Another aspect of distribution that seems important is the location of 
many shell working sites outside the Hohokam core area, especially in the 
central and western Papagueria. 

The maps indicate that this was certainly true of the latter area during 
both the late Colonial and Sedentary periods and the Classic Period. This role 
may have been important even before the late Colonial Period. Work by 
Northland Research under the direction of Rick Martynec has revealed very 
large among of manufacturing debris in sites located on the northern part of the 
Santa Rosa Wash. These sites date partly to the Snaketown and Gila Butte 
phases. Ann Howard has told me that large quantities of unworked or waste 
shell, primarily Glycymeris, but including other genera as well, were found, 
along with large numbers of reamers~ Production of Glycymeris bracelets 
seems to have been of major importance. The number of Hohokam-type shell 
artifacts, such as bracelets, found in contemporary non-Hohokam sites is low, 
thus, it is possible that the items produced at the Santa Rosa Wash sites were 
going to other Hohokam sites in the Papagueria or the Phoenix Basin. 

Another area with important shell artifacts, especially bracelet 
production, was in southwestern Arizona. The presence of large shell working 
sites with Hohokam buffwares in this area, such as Lost City, has _been 
recognized for many years (Fontana 1965, Hayden 1972). 

Other sites containing bracelet manufacturing debris and associated 
with Hohokam buffware and plainwares have been found in the Gila Bend area 
(Teague 1981 ). At least some of these sites were occupied during the late 
Colonial and Sedentary periods. Of equal interest is evidence of similar shell 
working activities associated with a non-Hohokam culture in the same general 
region. These sites, such as Ariz. Y :8:3 ASM, the Lago Seco site, are 
associated primarily with buffwares of the Patayan Culture of southwestern 
Arizona and adjoining regions. The Lago Seco site, excavated by Bruce 
Huckell, is located on Luke Air Force Bombing and Gunnery Range, an area 
about 18 miles northwest of Ajo. It proved to be major shell working site. 
Much of the shell recovered proved to be associated with the manufacture of 
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Glycymeris bracelets. A series of production steps seems to have been carried 
out at the site. However, with the exception of one fragment, there were no 
pieces showing the final polishing (Huckell and Huckell 1979: 158-159). While 
the dating of the site is not really secure the presence of some sherds of Tanque 
Verde Red-on-Brown and Sells Red suggests a Classic Period date for at least 
part of the occupation (Huckell 1979: 97-98). The presence of several Conus 
shells at the site (Huckell and Huckell 1979: 154) might also suggest such a 
date. 

A third area in southern Arizona where there was shell artifact 
production is the middle Santa Cruz Valley-Tucson Basin region. While the 
quantitative data from this region is incomplete there is enough evidence to 
suggest that shell working was important here during the Classic Period. One 
Tanque Verde Phase house at Hodges Ruin (house 22) produced more than 40 
Glycymeris valves, along with some Laevicardium valves. 

Craig (1982: 5-6) has suggested that shell was traded northward 
through the valley from Sonora during the late Colonial-Sedentary periods 
(Rillito-Rincon phases) by means of a system called down-the- line attenuation, 
with quantity being primarily a function of distance from the source. He notes 
however that the Hodges Ruin shell inventory differs from that of other 
contemporary sites in the area in terms of shell work. On the basis of these 
differences, he suggests that in terms of shell procurement, the Hodges Ruin 
had closer ties with the Phoenix Basin than with other sites in the middle Santa 
Cruz Valley, and that it may have served as a production and distribution 
center for other Tucson Basin sites (Craig 1982: 4-5). , 

Two shell working areas in northern Mexico must also be considered 
possible or potential sources of raw material or, less likely, artifacts, for the 
Hohokam. One of these is the Trincheras culture of northwestern Sonora. The 
temporal and other aspects of this culture are poorly understood, and 
considerable work is required for clarification. The diagnostic ceramics, such 
as Trincheras Purple-on- red, occur regularly in parts of southern Arizona, and 
occasionally in the Phoenix Basin. In southern Arizona they seem to be 
associated with buffwares or red-on-browns, diagnostic of the late Colonial and 
Sedentary periods. At Snaketown, however, they were found in contexts as 
early as the Vahki Phase (Haury 1976: 328), but always in small numbers. 

The importance of the Trincheras culture to a study of Hohokam shell 
procurement lies in the existence of major shell working centers such as La 
Playa, located about 27 miles west of the town of Santa Ana in Sonora, 
Mexico. The site is large, about 2 miles by 1.5 miles, but may have been only 
seasonally inhabited, judging from the apparent absence of houses (Johnson 
1960: 221). What it did have in large quantities, was shell. While Johnson 
(1960: 166) reported 27 species, the inventory was dominated by Glycymeris 
spp. and bracelet manufacturing debris comprised a large portion of the total 
shell sample. 

Craig (1982: 2) suggested that sites like La Playa may have been 
supplying shell in some form to sites in the Middle Santa Cruz Valley during 
the late Colonial-Sedentary periods. Vokes (1984: 549) suggests that increased 
Trincheras-Hohokam shell exchange in later periods might explain the 
increased importance of gastropods in later Hohokam sites, because practically 
all species of Hohokam gastropods are represented at La Playa. Howard ( 1983: 
81) notes that some species of molluscs used first or at least more intensively 
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during the Classic Period have more southern ranges than many of those used 
in earlier periods, and therefore may have come from further south. These 
species include Glycymeris gigantea, and several species of Conus, such as C. 
princeps, C. regularis and C. perplexus (Howard 1983: 18). Howard does not 
suggest a Trincheras source for the new species. 

However, there are problems with the identification of shell found in 
archaeological contexts. The two species are differentiated primarily on the 
basis of color, rarely found in archaeological specimens, and maximum size. 
While G. gigantea is on the average bigger, reaching a maximum diameter of 
around 100 mm., Vokes has told me that G. maculata might reach maximum 
sizes approaching 80 mm. Thus, if there is no color left to help differentiate, 
size might also be an inadequate char.1cteristic. Species identification is further 
complicated by the probability that shells were selected for use because of 
valve size. During the Classic Period large numbers of juvenile Glycymeris 
valves, with diameters of 25 mm or less, were collected and used as pendants 
or beads. In the absence of color patterns, it is difficult to determine the species 
of such specimens. 

Finally, Conus and other gastropods coudl have been brought from 
another source. This is the very large and complex site of Casas Grandes. Casas 
Grandes, located in northwestern Chihuahua, Mexico, about 70 miles south of 
the international border, has provided as much controversy as any other site in 
the greater Southwest. The controversies are in part concerned with the 
absolute dating of its sequence, and in part concerned with the nature of its 
relationship to other southwestern societies, the Hohokam not the least. 

More comprehensive discussions of these controversies and related 
issues can be found elsewhere (Doyel 1976; Nelson 1981; Wilcox and Shenk 
1977). What is important to the present discussion is the fact that Casas 
Grandes contained the greatest concentration of marine shell, worked or 
unworked, reported from the region, including about 3.9 million shells from the 
Medio Period alone. If there is any consensus among archaeologists concerning 
the temporal placement of the period, it is that the Medio Period was probably 
more or less contemporaneous with the Hohokam Classic Period, at least in 
part. 

Di Peso and others (1974: 8-168) contended that the Medio Period 
occupation represented an intrusion by a Mexican pochteca trading group that, 
among other things, turned Casas Grandes into a major shell trade center. They 
competed with the Hohokam for Southwestern shell markets and eventually 
took them away. This hypotheses, however, may not be tenable (Nelson 1981). 
Although there are some differences at Casas Grandes how most of the shell 
species found also been found at Hohokam sites. 

The primary differences between Casas Grandes and Hohokam shell 
faunas are in the percentages of different genera at Casas Grandes and 
Hohokam sites. 'Generally, the dominant genera found at Hohokam sites were 
Glycymeris, Laevicardium, and Olivel/a. At Casas Grandes, most were 
Nassarius, represented by over 3.7 million worked or unworked shells, and 
Conus, represented by over 105,000 worked or unworked specimens (Di Peso 
and others 1974: 550-551). Among these are some of the species listed by 
Howard (1983), including Conus regularis and C. perplexus (Di Peso and 
others 1974: 551 ). While the exact nature of the relationship between the 
Hohokam and Casas Grandes remains to be resolved, it is possible that some 
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Classic Period Hohokam may have obtained their raw shell from Casas 
Grandes as well as from Trincheras. This could account in part at least, for the 
late increase in gastropods noted by Vokes (1984: 549). It might be noted 
though that one possible hint of such a link lies in the presence at Casas 
Grandes and at a few Phoenix Basin Classic Period Hohokam sites, of the large 
bivalve, Dosinia ponderosa. This species has been reported from nowhere else 
in the American Southwest other than in Hohokam sites, primarily of the 
Classic Period. In northern Mexico, it occurs at Casas Grandes and elsewhere, 
but significantly, is not listed from the Trincheras site of La Playa (Johnson 
1960). 

There is another major difference between shell artifacts from Casas 
Grandes and shell artifacts at Hohokam sites. At Casas Grandes, the majority 
of artifacts were either whole shell beads or tinklers and are modified only by 
perforation, spire lopping, or both. These modifications probably required less 
time and energy expenditure than such characteristic Hohokam artifacts as 
bracelets. Glycymeris bracelets were found at Casas Grandes, but comprised 
only a tiny part of the entire inventory. 

Most current models of Hohokam shell procurement, exchange and 
artifact production, emphasize the apparent scarcity of unworked shell and 
manufacturing debris in pre-classic sites in the Phoenix Basin and other 
Hohokam area, and the probable importance of Papaguerian populations as 
sources of finished artifacts (for example Howard 1983: 116). Howard (1983: 
117) suggests that during the Classic Period, shell artifact production increased 
in areas where it had been relatively unimportant previously (for example the 
Phoenix Basin) and that shell was brought in to maintain supplies for the local 
production of shell items to be used by the local inhabitants. This would have 
been a contrast with what occurred in earlier periods when the central and 
western Papaguerian shell workers supplied finished items to the Hohokam. 

Howard notes (1983: 110-111) that some of the Phoenix Basin Classic 
Period sites with evidence of extensive shell artifact production, also had 
platform mounds that may have been the dwelling places of elite individuals 
who were able to concentrate part-time shell working specialists. However, as 
noted above, Snaketown, at least during the Sedentary Period, also had a 
platform mound and was a major shell working center for the Phoenix Basin. 
Thus at least some of the characteristics attributed by Howard to Classic Period 
shell production in the Phoenix Basin already existed during the Sacaton Phase. 
It also seems probable that Howard's model is valid for the Pioneer and 
Colonial periods, at least for the core area. Shell procurement trips to the Gulf 
might always have been a method of bringing raw material into the Phoenix 
Basin, even when exchange was being practiced. 

Vokes (1984: 549) sees a Classic Period intensification in shell 
exchange between the core area and the Tucson Basin, at a time or following a 
time when disruptions of populations in the Gila Bend region had occurred. 
Teague (1984b: 207-209), like Howard, sees intensification of shell artifact 
production in the core area during the Classic Period, with a significant part of 
this production occurring at platform mound sites. This is seen as part of a 
concentration of craft specialization at Classic Period mound sites. Here, once 
again, the position is taken that such concentration probably existed already 
during the Sedentary Period. Finally, McGuire and Schiffer (1982: 251) have 
suggested that shell trade in the Papagueria was possibly a form of buffering 
against crop failures, with shell being traded for subsistence goods from the 
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Phoenix Basin. If so, this would suggest that shell exchange between the 
Papagueria and the Phoenix Basin was not part of a distinctive prestige sphere, 
but rather a component of a broad, subsistence based exchange linkage. Craig's 
(1982) suggestion that shell moved northward through a simple down-the-line 
mode would fit this general model also. However, the patterns of distribution 
of finished artifacts throughout and beyond the Phoenix Basin suggest more 
complex systems. · 

Artifacts 

Regardless of where the shell came from and how they got there, the 
Hohokam left behind many examples of finished artifacts (Table 2.3). These 
artifacts exhibit distinct patterns of intersite and intrasite distribution, contexts 
and associations, that can be explained in terms of different functions, modes 
of exchange and accessibility. 

Bracelets and Armlets 

Plain Glycymeris Bracelets 

Plain Glycymeris bracelets are probably one of the most common shell 
artifacts of the Hohokam, and indeed of the Southwest as a whole. A number of 
taxonomic systems have been developed for bracelets that use as criteria the 
presence or absence of decoration, band width, band thickness, band cross 
section, umbo treatment and margin treatment (Haury 1976: 313; Di Peso and 
others 1974: 387). For the purpose of this analysis, however, only two 
categories are distinguished, plain and decorated. Because most bracelets are 
represented only by fragments, it is very difficult to get any idea of the total 
number of bracelets present or to compare the number of fragments to the 
number of complete bracelets. The most accurate estimates can be made . by 
separately counting umbo fragments. There is a possibility that many plain 
bracelet fragments were not kept or else not catalogued at some sites. For 
example, almost all fragments from Valshni Village had umbos, a highly 
suspect situation. Therefore, other figures, such as total number and proportion 
of sites in which artifact classes occur (Table 2.4) and proportion of an artifact 
class occurring in cremations or inhumations (Table 2.5) must suffice. 

Plain bracelets have been found throughout the entire Hohokam 
sequence. They were, however, scarce or absence in some very late sites that 
also contained historic material. This fact, along with the absence of many 
other shell artifacts characteristic of earlier sites, may indicate changes in the 
exchange systems of the region, at the time of, or shortly before contact. 

Plain bracelets were widespread, occurring in all parts of Hohokam 
territory, as well as in Sonora, parts of Chihuahua, and much of the Southwest. 
Moreover, they also occurred in a variety of site types. 
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Table 2.5 
Proportions of Artifact Classes in Mortuary and Offertory Contexts 

Type Specific Class Late Col.- Classic Period 
Sedentary 

Non-Bead Glycymeris Bracelets 
Plain see text see text 
Decorated see text see text 

Glycymeris Rings 
Plain 3.1% 4.6% 
Decorated unknown 

Conus Rings 
Plain est. 63.3-64.1 % 
Decorated 53.8% 

P ecten Rings 7.1% 
Whole Shell Pendants 

Argopecten est. <25% 0 
circularis 

Pecten vogdesi ~88% 10% 
Turritella est. 10.3-13% 0 
Cerithium 0 0 
Oliva 20% 

Glycymeris 40% (n=2) 4.3% (n=l) 
Cerithidea 0 0 

Glycymeris 
Frog Effigy Pendants 28.2% 
Cut Shell Pendants est. 39.5-48.1 % 4.9% 

Conus Tinklers Plain 0 0 
Shell Overlay est. 98% 11.1 % (n=l) 
Shell Trumpets see Table 2.6 

Bead Whole Shell Beads 
Glycymeris 0 81.7% 
Nassarius 99.2% 82.0% 
Columbella 0 0 
Trivia 0 0 
Theodoxus 0 0 

"Vermetus" Beads 69.0% 69.5% 
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Type Specific Cla~ 

Olivella Beads 
Spire Lopped 
Cut (Barrel) 

Shell Disk Beads 
Bilobed Beads 

Spondylus Irregular 
Beads (Bead-Pendants) 

Late Col.-
Sedentary 

38.2% 
62.2% 
95.4% 
87.2% 

77.1% 

Classic Period 

99.8% 
99.5% 
97.6% 

50.0% (1 
occurrence) 

63.6% 

Vokes' data (1984: 538-541) from sites between the Salt and Gila rivers 
southeast of Phoenix indicate that bracelets occurred in farmsteads and 
fieldhouses as well as in villages and, in fact, dominated the shell inventory of 
small fieldhouse sites. Plain bracelets had a long time span, comprising the 
entire Hohokam sequence. They were relatively abundant in non- mortuary or 
non-offertory contexts (Table 2.3) in some areas, and frequently occurred in 
trash, or in house fill. In fact, at many sites, even at those with many 
cremations, a majority of the specimens came from non-mortuary contexts. The 
only sites where the majority of specimens definitely came from inhumations 
or cremations were the late village at Paloparado, at Gleeson Village, and at 
Rabid Ruin. 

In contrast, at the Gatlin site, where more than 200 fragments were 
found, apparently none were from cremations. Only about 8% of the examined 
umbo fragments from the 1934-1935 excavations at Snaketown , and about 
21 % of those from the 1964-1965 excavations were from mortuary or offertory 
contexts. It seems likely that a similar situation existed in the Phoenix Basin 
throughout time, and to some extent in neighboring areas such as the Tucson 
Basin. 

There is a wide distribution of Glycymeris bracelets in non-Hohokam 
sites in Arizona and New Mexico, particularly around Flagstaff, the Verde 
Valley, the Upper Salt River, the Tonto Basin, the Mimbres drainage, and 
Chaco Canyon. Plain Glycymeris bracelets have been found in at least 81 sites 
in the American Southwest, and possibly in as many as 100, if one includes 
data from groups of sites where specific site provenience data are lacking. It 
has been noted that plain Glycymeris bracelets have been found in California 
sites (Ruby 1970: 293). 

In some non-Hohokam sites where bracelets occurred, they seemed to 
be concentrated in inhumations. In many areas, sites that had few or no 
inhumations had only a few bracelets, and sites that had a lot of inhumations 
had many bracelets. This is stated only as an impression, not based upon 
absolute quantities. One exception to this may be in the Chaco Canyon area 
where they were found on room floors and in rubble. A lot of bracelets were 
found in Mimbres burials and in late Sinagua sites in the Verde Valley. Of 
non-Hohokam sites with plain bracelets, perhaps eight or nine predate A.D. 
700. Three of these may predate A.D. 500, with perhaps an additional eight 
sites occupied between 700 and 900. Possibly 18 sites might have had 
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occupations dating within the period A.O. 900-1150, and 32 from 1150 to 1350 . 
or 1400. 

While this distribution may be skewed in part by relative numbers of 
, excavated sites, it is worth noting that most of the sites with large numbers of 
\bracelets postdate A.O. 900. Few bracelets came from occupations that could 
be contemporaneous with the Hohokam Pioneer Period. The first real increase 
seems to have been around A.O. 700, with the major increases being in sites 
postdating A.O. 900, and thus contemporaneous with Sacaton or later phases. 
Archaeologists working in Mogollon sites have frequently noted an increase of 
marine shell artifacts in late sites, particularly of the Tularosa Phase, about 
A.O. 1150 to 1350. 

As will be discussed later, there is a large quantity of unworked or 
waste Glycymeris in Sedentary and Classic Period sites in the Hohokam 
heartland. This may reflect on intensification of exchange or procurement 
relationships occurring around or after A.O. 800-900. One problem in assessing 
whether there was the exchange of whole bracelets from the Hohokam area to 
other areas is a general lack of data on the amount, if any, of unworked or 
waste shell in non-Hohokam areas and sites. Plain bracelets were so widely 
distributed, even in small sites, throughout such a variety of contexts, that it 
seems unlikely that they comprised part of a restricted prestige sphere. Instead, 
it would seem that plain bracelets were available to a variety of people. Given 
these data, one must again consider the phenomenom of the major bracelet 
producing sites in the Santa Rosa Wash area, dated to the late Pioneer and early 
Colonial periods. It would appear, given the data just presented on non
Hohokam distributions, that most of their production was for other Hohokam 
communities. Consequently, it is likely that bracelet production expanded 
dramatically around A.O. 800 or 900, as bracelets began to appear in greater 
numbers and frequencies in other parts of the Southwest. 

Decorated Glycymeris Bracelets 

See Jernigan 1978: figs. 22, 23, 24 
Bracelets were decorated in a variety of ways, including incision, 

carving, inlaying, and painting, or a combination thereof. Incised bracelets had 
generally geometric or abstract designs incised in the form of zigzag, parallel 
lines (possibly stylized snakes), or dots on the outside of the band. Carved 
bracelets had zoomorphic motifs, including frogs, rattlesnakes running the 
length of the band, or bird- rattlesnake combinations, a probable variant of a 
motif well known in Mesoamerica. The third and rarest type of decorated 
bracelet is painted, incised and inlaid with turquoise, and is found only in 
contexts that date to the Classic Period. Carved and incised bracelets occur 
throughout the sequence (Table 2.3). It is certainly intriguing, and may be 
significant in terms of function, that the major motifs are, as Haury (1976: Fig. 
15.28) indicates, all of Mesoamerican origin. 

Decorated bracelets are less common than plain ones (Table 2.3). More 
than half of the sites where they occur are in the Gila Basin or near Gila Bend. 
Unlike plain bracelets, decorated bracelets were comparatively scarce prior to 
the late Colonial and Sedentary periods. Only four sites are recorded as having 
more than 10 specimens, and just two, Snaketown and Grewe, as having 
produced more than 20. both Snaketown and Grewe have more than 40 
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decorated bracelets. It is also notable that decorated bracelets are rare or absent 
at the shell working sites of the central Papagueria. 

The distribution of decorated bracelets from the 1934-1935 Snaketown 
material is interesting. Fifty-one pieces were described enough to conclude that 
19 came from block 6F, including specimens from five cremations, and two 
were recorded from 6G: 12 (conceivably from the cremation mound). Thus, 
almost half of all the specimens for which there are data came from these two 
blocks. No other part of the site had such a concentration. All dated specimens 
in this part of the site belonged to the Santa Cruz and Sacaton phases. This 
concentration of material from the 1934-1935 excavations in these two squares 
is found repeatedly in a whole series of artifact classes of both imported and 
local materials, as will become evident from data on other artifacts. It is 
possible that this type of distribution may be responsible for the relatively 
small number of decorated specimens found at Snaketown in the 1964-1965 
excavations. About 1/6 of the specimens with provenience data were 
apparently from mortuary or offertory contexts, and this figure may actually be 
too low. In other words, compared to plain bracelets, a generally higher 
proportion of decorated bracelets came from such contexts. 

A similar situation may have existed at the Grewe site. There, according 
to archival material at the Arizona State Museum, the bulk of the decorated 
bracelets show signs of burning, probably in crematory fires. Interestingly, one 
group of carved bracelets was recovered, in fragmentary condition, from a pit 
within Cremation Area II, where they were associated with vessels, a palette 
and a mosaic mirror back, an artifact of Mesoamerican origin. Cremation Area 
II, according to Woodward (1931: 13), was richer in goods than the other burial 
areas found at the site. 

Unlike plain bracelets, decorated bracelets were rare outside the 
Hohokam area. Incised bracelets occurred at 11 sites. These included one 
southern Sinagua site, three northern Sinagua sites, one Prescott Branch site, 
one Western Anasazi site, and five Mogollon sites, including two each from the 
Black River and Mimbres Branches, and one from the Cibola Branch. At least 
eight of these sites were occupied mostly or completely after A.D. 1100, and at 
least three after 1200. Three of the sites had major occupations between A.D. 
1000 and 1150. At Casas Grandes there were 46 incised armlets or bracelets 
(Di Peso and others 1974: 496-508). 

Carved bracelets were much rarer than were incised bracelets. One 
bracelet from Kiatuthlanna eastern Arizona (Roberts 1931: 162) dates to about 
A.D. 700-900. Two other specimens from Cameron Creek Ruin were 
considered to be virtually identical to the carved bracelets from the Grewe site 
(Bradfield 1931: 58-59). There are about six specimens in the collections of the 
Museum of the American Indian, Heye Foundation, without site provenience, 
but identified as from Apache County, Arizona. 

The highly standardized, Mesoamerican motifs on some of these 
bracelets, their relative scarcity, the more restricted distribution, and the 
indication both of more specialized contexts, and of concentrations at some 
sites, all suggest a higher value or a more restricted function for the carved 
bracelets than for the plain ones at least for the Period A.D. 700-1150. They 
suggest that carved bracelets constituted part of a prestige sphere of exchange. 

One specialized class of decorated bracelets must be mentioned, namely 
those inlaid with turquoise tesserae, sometimes iJJ. combination with incising 
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and painting. This type is restricted to the Classic Period. Three specimens 
were found in three different compounds at Los Muertos, while a single 
specimen was recovered from an unknown location in Cochise County, 
southeastern Arizona. This last specimen is undated, the other three are all 
Civano Phase in age. 

Cardium Armlets 

Certain Laevicardium valves, with a large portion of the center 
removed, may have been used as a broad-banded armlet or bracelet. Most are 
fragments and for the most part, undecorated, although one specimen at 
Snaketown had some sort of sand-tempered stucco-like material on the inner 
face (Haury 1976: 316). The majority of the Cardium valve artifacts date to the 
Sacaton or later phases, though some might be assigned to the Colonial Period. 
There are data on about 64, mostly fragmentary, specimens from 10 sites. They 
do not appear to be concentrated in any particular context, however, Vokes 
(9184: 541) notes that, unlike bracelets, Cardium valve artifacts from the SGA 
project were found in Medio Period contexts, all but four of these from profane 
contexts. One specimen was decorated with pseudo-cloisonne decoration, a 
very specialized type of decoration characteristic of Mesoamerica (Di Peso and 
others 1974: 494-499). This is the only example of a shell artifact covered with 
this type of material reported from the greater Southwest. 

Rings 

Shell rings can be classified into several types based upon shell genus, 
band width, and presence or absence of decoration. The most commonly used 
genera were Glycymeris, Conus and Pecten, although a few rings may have 
been Cardium. 

Plain Glycymeris Rings 

Glycymeris rings were made from valves in much the same way as 
bracelets. They were either plain or decorated, and were wide or narrow 
banded. While a few plain Glycymeris rings have been dated to the Pioneer and 
early Colonial Period, most date to the late Colonial, Sedentary and Classic 
periods, especially the Sedentary Period. 

As with bracelets, plain rings were much more abundant and 
widespread than decorated rings. Less than 5% of the specimens were from 
mortuary or offertory contexts. However, the sample includes a considerable 
number of specimens without provenience data, and it is possible that some of 
these also came from cremations or offertory areas. 

Outside the Hohokam area, at least 61 plain Glycymeris rings have been 
found. These include 11 rings from one northern Sinagua site, 8 from one 
southern Sinagua site, 30 complete rings and many fragments from several 
western Anasazi sites in the Little Colorado drainage, 11 rings from a burial at 
a site near Young, Arizona, and one ring from a Mogollon site in Southwestern 
Arizona. Thirteen of the Glycymeris rings date to about A.D. 900-1100, 9 to 
about A.D.1100-1200, and 35 could postdate A.D.1200, 30 of which might 
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postdate A.D.1300. It appears that Glycymeris rings were more common in 
mortuary contexts in non-Hohokam sites than in the Hohokam heartland, thus 
offering an apparent parallel to plain bracelets. 

Decorated Glycymeris Rings 

As with bracelets, decorated rings were much rarer than plain rings, 
with the largest number of recorded specimens being from Snaketown. Two of 
the six rings reported from the 1934-1935 excavations at Snaketown date to the 
Sacaton Phase and came from house 66:8, a large storage structure in the 
middle of special area of the site characterized by an unusual abundance of 
imported artifacts. Likewise, at the Grewe site, several carved rings were found 
in Cremation Area II, already indicated to be richer in goods than other 
cemeteries in the site. The only carved, or otherwise decorated, Glycymeris 
ring reported from outside the Hohokam area, is a single incised ring found at 
NA5497, a Sinagua site near Mt. Elden, northern Arizona, which was probably 
occupied from around A.D. 950 to around A.D. 1050 (Bretemitz 1957: 65). 

ConusRings 

Another type of broad-banded ring was made from various species of 
Conus by removing the aperture and spire and smoothing the edges. These 
rings were either plain or decorated, decorations consisting of incised lines, 
sometimes combined with painting and turquoise inlay. At Paloparado, these 
were also worn as beads in a necklace (DiPeso 1956: 95). Conus rings have 
been found only in Classic Period (Table 2.3). Almost two-thirds of all 
specimens came from inhumations, actually a higher proportion of the total 
than is true of the decorated variety, unlike Glycymeris rings. 

Decorated rings, many of which were found in mortuary contexts, were 
much rarer than the plain rings. Most were simply incised. One inlaid and 
painted ring came from Los Muertos, from within one of the ruins, and an 
incised, inlaid and painted specimen lacking provenience is recorded from Los 
Homos. The Los Muertos specimen probably dated to the Civano Phase, while 
the Los Homos specimen was from a site which had Colonial and Sedentary, as 
well as Classic Period materials present. Because both Conus rings and the use 
of turquoise in inlaying shell artifacts were largely confined to the Classic 
Period, a Classic Period date seems likely for the Los Homos specimen as well. 
Outside the Hohokam area, the only site that seems to have had Conus rings 
was Casas Grandes, Chihuahua. 

Pecten Rings 

These objects, made from either Pecten vogdesi or Argopecten 
circu/aris, consisted of the complete, convex valve, with a central perforation 
large enough to fit a finger. Data from Snaketown suggest that these rings were 
relatively abundant during the Pioneer Period at Snaketown (Haury 1976: 316). 
These are rarely found in Hohokam burials or caches. 
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Pendants 

Shell pendants include whole shells, cut shells, and Glycymeris frog 
effigies. The only alteration on a whole shell pendant is a single perforation. 
Occasionally, a whole Pecten shell may have the ear removed, and certain 
gastropods may be ground across the shell in longitudinal cross-section. Major 
genera used include Pecten, Argopecten, Glycymeris, Turritella, Oliva, 
Agaronia, Cerithium, and Cerithidea. Less frequently used genera include 
Spondylus, Cypraea, Polinices, Protothaca, Scurria, Chlamys, Acmaea, and 
Anachis, each represented by one or two specimens. 

Whole Pecten Pendants 

Flgure2.5 
See Gladwin and others 1937: Plate CXIV, d (forclrcularis type pendants) 
and e (for vogdesl type pendants 

Two major types of whole Pecten shell pendants occurred. One type, 
perhaps the more widespread, was made of the convex valve of species such as 
Argopecten circularis or perhaps Pecten vogdesi, which has one concave and 
one convex valve. These were generally characterized by a relatively large 
ground perforation ( diameter 6 to 10 mm) on or near the hinge. The other type, 
made of the flat concave valve of Pecten vogdesi, had a small (1 to 4 mm 
diameter) drilled perforation at the hinge or sometimes near one ear. Because 
only Pecten vogdesi had this concave valve this second type will be referred to 
hereafter as the vogdesi type of pendant, while those pendants made from the 
convex valve will be referred to as the circularis type, whether or not they were 
actually made from that species. 

There are curious contrasts between the two types of pendants (Tables 
2.3 and 2.5). First of all, circularis pendants are somewhat more widespread 
outside of the Hohokam area. Those recovered from non-Hohokam sites 
include three pendants from northern Sinagua sites (McGregor 1941: 202); 
three from Mimbres sites including one each from Cameron Creek (Bradfield 
1931: 123) and Swartz Ruin (not mentioned by the excavators (Cosgrove and 
Cosgrove 1932); four pendants from sites in the Reserve district, New Mexico 
(Martin and others 1956: 110; Nesbitt 1938: 108); and one from near 
Roosevelt, Gila County, Arizona. In contrast, there are only three vogdesi 
pendants from Mimbres sites: one from Cameron Creek (Bradfield 1931: 123), 
and two unpublished specimens from the Swartz and NAN ruins. 

A second area of contrast between circularis and vogdesi pendants is 
context within Hohokam sites. Only a small number, less than 25% of the 
circularis pendants, came from mortuary or offertory contexts, while in the 
Phoenix Basin the majority of vogdesi pendants came from such contexts. 

At the Grewe site several hundred specimens were recovered from the 
offertory areas and from Cremation Area II, the richest of several cemeteries 
found at the site (Woodward 1931: 19). At Snaketown, such artifacts were 
concentrated in squares 6F and 6G, where they were recovered from several 
cremations, and a crematorium in what was without doubt the richest cemetery 
in the site; from a feature, in grid unit 60:12 probably the cremation mound, 
and from a very large storehouse, house 6G #8. 
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Only a few specimens came from other parts of the site, mainly grid 
square 11M. In 6F and 6G dated specimens were assignable to the Sacaton 
Phase. They could have been associated with mosaic mirrors in the offertory 
areas at Grewe (which could be likely either Sacaton or late Colonial) and in 
6G: 12 at Snaketown, and in a sense also with copper bells at the latter site, 
because that storehouse yielded all the bells found at Snaketown. 

At Cashion, where out of 82 vogdesi pendants or "unworked" fragments 
found, 63 came from one Sacaton Phase cremation, #41 ( one of the richest 
cremations located by the excavators (Antieau 1981: 224 ). This burial is from 
the same area as another rich Sacaton Phase cremation, #52, that contained an 
intrusive tripod vessel from Mexico. Ann Howard has reported to the author 
another association of vogdesi pendants with a cremation at a site in Tempe. 

The data from the Salt-Gila Aqueduct Project (SGA) also are relevant. 
All but one of the vogdesi pendants found came from just one site, Frogtown, a 
village located near Queen Creek between the Salt and Gila rivers. The same 
type of concentration is indicated for those vogdesi fragments described as 
worked or unworked. This same degree of concentration is not matched by 
many other shell artifacts from SGA. Frogtown has a large shell inventory, 
almost 1400 pieces, yet even this site had only 14, mostly broken, pendants, 
slightly over 1 % of the total. By contrast, they were more common at Cashion 
which actually had considerably less shell than Frogtown, and where vogdesi 
pendants made up about 8 % of the total inventory. All of these things, a 
repeated pattern of concentration at certain sites and in special areas, within 
rich cemeteries, offertory features and a large storehouse, and repeated 
associations with or in close proximity to artifacts from Mexico, plus their 
scarcity outside the Hohokam area, strongly suggest an association with special 
status, role, or rank as part of a restricted prestige sphere, at least in the 
Phoenix Basin, primarily during the Sedentary Period. It is notable that while 
vogdesi pendants are common and widespread in areas south of the Phoenix 
Basin, no such distinctive pattern seems to exist there, and the same seems to 
be true of the Classic Period examples from the Phoenix Basin. 

Turritella Pendants 

Figure2.6 
Turritella pendants were made by perforating the shell near the lip. 

Turritella leucostoma was the most commonly used species. 
Because of minimal modification of the shell, it is frequently difficult to 

tell whether a Turritella fragment is part of a pendant or of an unworked shell, 
unless the lip portion with the perforation is present. For that reason, only 
complete specimens or basal fragments that can be definitely shown to be parts 
of pendants are included here, with the addition of those specifically listed as 
pendants in catalogues or other sources. Even so, the exact numbers of 
uncertain. The distributional pattern of these pendants resembles that of 
circularis pendants, in their relative scarcity in mortuary contexts and in having 
a relatively wide distribution beyond the boundary of Hohokam territory. 
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Turritella pendants have been found in at least 11 sites in Arizona and 
New Mexico: three at northern Sinagua sites; four in western Anasazi sites in 
the middle and upper Little Colorado drainage; two in eastern Anasazi sites in 
the northern Rio Grande and upper Pecos districts in New Mexico; and two at 
Mogollon sites in eastern Arizona. Two of these non-Hohokam sites were 
occupied between A.D. 900 and 1100; nine sites were occupied largely or 
completely after 1100; five sites were at least partly occupied after 1200, and 
two sites had substantial occupations after 1300. 

At Casas Grandes, 326 Turritella pendants were associated with Medio 
Period features, mainly in secular, architectural contexts (Di Peso and others 
1974: 407,434). This, plus the late age of most southwestern specimens, could 
be interpreted as indicating that Casas Grandes was the source of most of the 
Turritella pendants in the Southwest. However, the fact that Turritella 
pendants were already occurring before the Medio Period, both in the 
Hohokam area and in other parts of the Southwest, would suggest that any 
material coming into Anasazi or Mogollon sites could just as well have come 1 

from the Hohokam. This idea is perhaps supported by an apparent increase in 
the number of Turritella pendants found in Classic Period Hohokam sites, that 
coincides with increased numbers of the pendants found outside the Hohokam 
area. Alternatively, it is possible that the Hohokam were getting unworked 
Turritella from the Casas Grandes area and then trading worked artifacts into 
other parts of the Southwest. At any rate, nothing about the artifacts suggests a 
specialized or restricted role similar to that of vogdesi pendants. 

Oliva and Agaronia Pendants 

Species of Oliva and Agaronia, particularly O. incrassata and Agaronia 
testacea, were sometimes worked into pendants by removal of the spire tip. 
Table 2.3 contains the basic data. These pendants are scarce, rather late in the 
Hohokam sequence, and generaJly not found in mortuary contexts. 0 Iiva 
incrassata pendants had a sparse but wide distribution, but have been found in 
contexts that date to the Classic Period. They are not confined to any type of 
special contexts, and in fact were scarce in cremations. 

Agaronia pendants from non-Hohokam sites had not been definitely 
reported when this thesis was written. However, some Oliva pendants reported 
from Basketmaker sites in northern Arizona, New Mexico, and Colorado may 
have been Agaronia pendants, judging from illustrations. One specimen 
identified as being from the Mimbres Valley is in the collection of the Museum 
of the American Indian. The distribution of Oliva pendants tended to be late in 
non-Hohokam sites. Two Oliva spicata shells, at least one of them spired 
lopped, were found in the late occupation at Cameron Creek (Bradfield 1931: 
62). These pendants probably postdate A.D. 1000. 

The temporal distribution of Oliva incrassata pendants and shells in 
other parts of the Southwest is similar to that of Hohokam specimens. 0. 
incrassata pendants have been found at four western Anasazi sites in the Little 
Colorado and Hopi Buttes districts in northeastern Arizona, and at Pecos 
Pueblo, New Mexico. Single unprovenienced pendants were found at Ganado, 
Arizona, and at Tularosa Canyon, New Mexico. All the sites had major 
occupations after A.D. 1300. The number of Oliva incrassata pendants found 
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at Pecos Pueblo exceeded the total number found at all Hohokam sites (Kidder 
1932: 190) similar pendants are reported as being numerous at some northern 
Arizona sites (Fewkes 1896: 366). At Casas Grandes, there were 619 0. 
incrassata tinklers, and 30 0. incrassata strand dividers, all assigned to the 
Medio Period (Di Peso and others 1974: 551). 0. incrassata appears to have 
been · a horizon- marker shell species, occurring primarily after A.D. 1200 
throughout the southwest, and its greater abundance at Casas Grandes could be 
an indication that this site was either a major source of the pendants, or of the 
shells from which the pendants were made, including those found in Hohokam 
sites. This does not rule out a middleman role for the Hohokam however. 

Cerithium Pendants 

Shells of the small gastropod Cerithium were made into pendants or 
beads by the insertion of one or more perforations in the side of the shell. 
These, like Agaronia pendants, are relatively uncommon and are absent from 
mortuary contexts. 

Glycymeris Pendants 

Glycymeris values were worked into pendants or beads of two different 
types. In one type, a small suspension hole was drilled through the umbo of the 
shell. The other type has a larger perforation through or near the center of the 
shell. A problem with these artifacts is that they are similar in morphology to 
Glycymeris beads (see Nelson 1981: 165-180). For the purposes of this 
analysis, specimens with diameters larger than 25 mm are classified as 
pendants along with Glycymeris pendants reported in the literature that may not 
have adhered to the same size distinctions. One pendant is known to have come 
from an inhumation. 

Glycymeris pendants have been reported from more than 14 non
Hohokam locations, and it is possible that some of these are actually beads 
according to the present classification. Pendants with perforated umbos occur 
-at nine sites in the central and northern parts of the southwest, from around 
Prescott and Flagstaff, Arizona, eastward to the northern Rio Grande Valley 
and south to the Tonto Basin. Four of the sites can be called eastern Anasazi, 
one western Anasazi, and the remainder northern Sinagua, Prescott Branch, 
Salado Branch and Mogollon. Two sites had major occupations after A.D. 
1000, six were occupied after 1100, five after 1200, and four after 1300. The 
pendants with central perforations have been found in five sites; three of them 
being western Anasazi sites in the Little Colorado drainage, one an eastern 
Anasazi site in northern New Mexico, and one a late Mogollon(?) site in east
central Arizona. All were occupied after A.D. 1100, and four mainly after 
1300. Pendants of uncertain variety occurred at three other sites. In addition, 
there are in the collections of the Museum of the American Indian, 25 
unprovenienced specimens from southern or southwestern New Mexico, and 
northeastern and central Arizona. Both types of pendants, or very similar ones, 
occurred at Casas Grandes in the Medio Period (Di Peso and others 1974: 442). 

One common factor in most of these occurrences outside the Hohokam 
area is that, with the exception of the specimens from two sites, all specimens 
postdate A.D. 1100, and in many cases date later than 1200. The sites with the 
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centrally perforated pendants postdate A.D. 1200 for the most part Four of the 
14 sites with one or more types of pendants are in northern New Mexico. Given 
this eastern distribution, plus the fact that over 200 Glycymeris pendants of 
various types were found at Casas Grandes, it is possible that the latter site 
could have been the source for some of these specimens. Because these 
artifacts were not uncommon in Hohokam sites, however, the Hohokam area 
cannot be ruled out as a point of origin. 

Cerithidea Pendants 

Species of Cerithidea, including C. albonodosa or C. montagnei, were 
perforated in the lip and used as ornaments variously described as beads, 
pendants or bead-pendants. These were found throughtout the sequence, but 
especially in the late Colonial and the Sedentary periods. Most specimens seem 
to have come from trash, although one specimen was from a house floor. There 
are no available data on the presence of these pendants in non-Hohokam sites. 

Glycymeris Frog Effigy Pendants 

See Haury 2945: Fig.93, a-h 

These pendants made from Glycymeris valves were carved to represent 
a frog or toad similar to those depicted on carved bracelets. Glycymeris valves 
or possibly those of other bivalve genera were also occasionally covered with 
turquoise overlay, with a red argillite inlay piece placed near the center of the 
pendant, to form a possible stylized frog motif. 

Most frog pendants were found in contexts assigned to the Classic 
Period. Almost 30% came from burials and cremations, the rest were found in 
fill or on floors. 

Virtually identical specimens have been reported from three Anasazi 
sites in northeastern Arizona and northern New Mexico and two Mogollon sites 
in eastern Arizona. All but one of these sites were occupied mainly after A.D. 
1200; the one probably was occupied after 1100. In addition, nine 
unprovenienced frog pendants from Tularosa Canyon and the Mimbres Valley, 
New Mexico, and from Gila, Apache and Coconino counties, Arizona, are now 
located at the Heye Foundations collections. Overlaid frog effigy pendants 
have been found in the Pinkley Cache in Compound A, Casa Grande; at Mesa 
Grande; at an unnamed Civano Phase site near Gila Bend; and possibly at Los 
Muertos. The Mesa Grande example was from an infant inhumation. They are 
also limited to the Classic Period. 

Three apparent Glycymeris frog or turtle effigy pendants were found in 
Medio Period contexts, and at least one was covered in turquoise mosaic (Di 
Peso and others 197 4: 459). Specimens recovered north or northeast of the 
Phoenix Basin most likely originated there rather than at Casas Grandes, 
because of the greater abundance of Glycymeris frog pendants in Hohokam 
sites. Overlaid Glycymeris frog pendants have been found in sites to the north 
and northeast of the Phoenix Basin, including Tuzigoot, Gila Pueblo, 
Grasshopper and Chavez Pass, all occupied around or after A.D. 1200 (Fewkes 
1896: 362; Jernigan 1978: 142-143). 
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Cut Shell Pendants 

See Haury 1945: Flg.94; Haury 1976: Flg.15.17 

Cut shell pendants are described by Haury (1976: 311) as flat pieces of 
shell carved into a variety of shapes, either geometric or zoomorphic, generally 
perforated, and occasionally incised. Laevicardium elatum was most 
commonly used by Glycymeris, Spondylus, Pecten, Argopecten, Haliotis, 
Pteria, Pinctada, and occasionally fresh water shells such as Anodonta and 
possibly Unio were also utilized. At Snaketown, a rough 3: 1 ratio of non
nacreous to nacreous shell was reported from both the 1934-1935 and 1964-
1965 excavations (Haury 1976: 311; Gladwin and others 1937:141). Because 
of some gaps in the data, it is impossible to specify the exact number of cut 
shell pendants from the sites in this sample. 

These objects occurred in a wide variety of motifs, both geometric and 
zoomorphic: disks, rings, diamonds, stars, squares, birds, mammals, lizards, 
humans, and other life forms, including a possible rendition of the 
Mesoamerican cipactli. Some of these motifs were found at only one site, 
while others, such as stylized birds and lizards, were widespread. Stylized birds 
were represented by more than 30 examples. Some of the human effigies are of 
particular interest because they are virtually identical to specimens from 
western Mesoamerica (Wasley and Johnson 1965: 99). Most of these came 
from a cache found by an amateur at the Sacaton Phase, Citrus Site near Gila 
Bend. This cache included 70 shell pendants or effigies, two chunks of 
obsidian, arrow points of styles usually associated with cremations in the Gila 
Bend area. Similar effigies were found at Snaketown, Paloparedo and 
Beardsley Canal. Vokes (1984: 533) has noted a temporal change is motifs, 
with a tendency over time toward more abstraction and more geometric 
elements. 

Cut shell pendants were very widespread both in space and time, 
occurring through the entire sequence and at about 47% of the sites. Moreover, 
this impression is certainly confirmed by the data from non- Hohokam sites 
were cut shell pendants of styles common in Hohokam sites were often found. 
Stylized lizard pendants have been found at 11 sites in northern, central and 
eastern Arizona: 4 Sinagua, 2 Salado, 1 Prescott Branch, 1 Mogollon and 3 
western Anasazi sites. None of these sites was occupied prior to A.D. 900. 
Similarly, stylized bird pendants were found at four sites in northern Arizona 
and southwestern New Mexico, all of them occupied after A.D. 1000. 

Cut Haliotis pendants found in Hohokam sites were either of simple 
geometric forms, similar to ones from California, or were of definite Hohokam 
styles, suggesting that both finished or partly finished artifacts and raw 
materials were coming into the region. 

A rather high proportion of pendants from the Period A.D. 700- 1100 
were from mortuary or offertory contexts (Table 2.5). These figures are 
somewhat skewed by the 70 pieces from the Citrus Site Cache perhaps. At 
most sites, less than 25% were from such features. It is worth nothing however,_ 
that among the 1934-1935 materials from Snaketown, 11 of the 17 cremations 
or crematory pits that contained cut shell pendants were in squares 6F and 6G, 
an area characterized by rich cemeteries and other concentrations of artifacts. 
These artifacts when dated belonged to the Santa Cruz or Sacaton phases. One 
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may argue, therefore, that these artifacts were highly valued but apparently not 
especially restricted as far as exchange was concerned. 

Tinklers 

Tinklers are cone shaped objects made from Conus shells. The spire of 
the shell is removed at the point of maximum width, and sometimes the base is 
modified or the side is perforated. Tinklers have been described as pendants or 
ornaments (for example Haury 1945: 149; Di Peso 1974: 482), and as rattles, 
shaking instruments, or idiophones (Di Peso 1974: 583-584). 

Where identified, Conus species used to make these primarily include 
Panamic species such as Conus princeps, C. ximens, C. perplexus, C. regularis, 
and C. purpurascens, and C. Californicus from the Pacific. 

Hohokam tinklers were late, post A.D. 1150 for the most part, as was 
the case generally in the Southwest. Very few specimens were from burials. 
One inlaid tinkler was found at Los Muertos. 

Conus tinklers or pendants have been reported at two northern Sinagua 
sites; six Anasazi sites in the middle or upper Little Colorado drainage and one 
in the Hopi Buttes district in northern Arizona; three eastern Anasazi sites in 
the Zuni, Rio Grande, and San Juan districts in New Mexico; a Salado site; a 
Mogollon site in central Arizona; a Mogollon site near Reserve, New Mexico; 
and two Jornada Branch Mogollon sites in southeastern New Mexico. In 
addition, the Heye Foundation collections include 70 tinklers without site 
provenience from southwestern New Mexico. 

Virtually all dated specimens came from sites occupied after A.D. 1100, 
11 of which were occupied mostly or completely after A.D.1300. In addition, 
Conus pendants, which may or may not be tinklers, were recovered from an 
additional five sites in Arizona and New Mexico, all but one of them occupied 
after A.D. 1100 and three or four after 1200. These last dates are rather 
important, given the enormous quantity of tinklers found at Casas Grandes, 
Chihuahua (Di Peso and others 1974: 469-550). Casas Grandes might have 
been the distributors of tinklers throughout the Southwest, especially because 
some northern sites had more tinklers than were found in most Hohokam sites. 
On the other hand, both tinklers and unworked Conus shells were abundant at 
some Hohokam sites, suggesting that the Hohokam may have been middlemen 
in the movement of some Conus shells. At any rate, neither their use nor their 
procurement seems to have been restricted. 

Beads 

Shells beads are the most abundant shell artifacts and are classified here 
as follows: whole shells beads, Vermetus beads, Olivella beads (disk beads), 
bilobed beads, irregular beads or ~ad-pendants and tubular beads. Most beads 
recovered, regardless of variety, are from burials or cremations, with a few 
exceptions. Frequently, beads have simply been regarded as ornaments or 
decorations. However, ceremonial uses have also been suggested, on the basis 
of ethnographic data (for example, Ruby 1970: 339-340). This problem of 
function is important in that how artifacts were used may be closely related to 
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their role in exchange. Certain characteristics of beads may be valuable in 
analyzing their function. First, most beads were found in cremations and 
inhumations to a far greater degree than plain bracelets or certain pendants. 
Secondly, shell beads had a wide spatial distribution in spite of their relatively 
narrow range of contexts. 

According to Frisbie (1978: 226), among Southwestern Indians the 
accumulation of shell or stone beads was related to concepts of wealth. Wealth 
objects of this sort, including shell beads, have been used for specialized 
purposes such as bride wealth payments in various parts of the world. 

Drawing from Rappaport's (1968) work in Papua-New Guinea, Pires
Ferreira and Flannery (197 6: 290) pointed out that in various parts of the 
world, so-called non-utilitarian values may operate along with utilitarian goods 
within a single sphere of conveyance and thereby help to facilitate the 
distribution of utilitarian goods. The term "systematic regulator" has been used 
to describe the way in which these exotic materials might function to 
perpetuate trade in subsistence objects. This might explain the differences in 
distribution between beads and vogdesi pendants. 

Whole Shell Beads 

Whole shell beads were made out of a variety of shells including 
Glycymeris, Nassarius, Co/umbel/a, Theodoxus and Trivia. As the last three 
types generally are as single specimens they could as easily be classified as 
pendants as beads. 

Glycymeris Beads 

Perforated Glycymeris valves with diameters less than 25 mm are here 
defined as beads. Most Glycymeris beads can confidently be assigned to the 
Classic Period (Table 2.3 ). While these artifacts are widespread, occurring in 
many parts of Hohokam territory, more than half the sites containing them are 
south of the Phoenix Basin. There are records of such Glycymeris beads from 
four non-Hohokam sites: a northern Sinagua site near Flagstaff; two Anasazi 
sites in the upper Little Colorado drainage; and one site in the Vosberg district 
of east-central Arizona. Most of these sites probably postdate A.D. 900, and 
three were occupied after 1100. In addition, there are unprovenienced groups of 
beads from Ganado in northeastern Arizona, from Roosevelt in Gila County, 
Arizona, and from Catron County and the Mimbres Valley in southwestern 
New Mexico. 

Nassarius Beads 

Small gastropods of the genus Nassarius, particularly Nassarius iodes 
and Nassarius moestus, were perforated through one whorl and used as beads 
or pendants. These were one of the less common, Hohokam bead types, and -
more than half of these beads used in this analysis were found at one site. As 
with the Glycymeris beads, the majority belonged to the Classic Period, with no 
dated specimens earlier than the Santa Cruz Phase. 
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Nassarius or Alectrion (a synonym for Nassarius) beads were reported 
from a few sites in both Arizona and New Mexico, outside the Hohokam area. 
In some cases, these were identified as Alectrion vibex, an Atlantic species, but 
Tower (1945: 18) questioned the validity of some of these identifications and 
believed these were probably actually Panamic rather than Atlantic species. 
Alectrion shell found at Pecos Pueblo, however, may have come from the 
Atlantic because other Atlantic molluscan species were found at that site. Six 
of the eight sites for which there are data are in New Mexico: two at Chaco 
Canyon, three Mimbres sites, and one site in Hidalgo County. All of the sites 
were occupied after A.D. 1000, although some of them had earlier occupations 
as well, and at least two were occupied as late as the mid-14th century. At 
Casas Grandes roughly 3,725,000 Medio Period Nassarius beads were 
recorded (Di Peso 1974: 420-422). Considering the vast quantities found here, 
plus the apparent concentration of these beads in New Mexico, it might be 
logical to assume that Casas Grandes was a distribution center for Nassarius 
beads. If this is the case, however, their scarcity elsewhere is rather surprising. 

Uncommon Whole Shell Beads 

A few uncommon beads were made from small gastropods of the 
genera Columbella (Pyrene), Trivia, and Theodoxus (Neritina). All three shell 
types are also uncommon in non-Hohokam parts of the southwest, none being 
reported from more than one or two sites apiece. Columbella beads have been 
found at two sites in the Upper Gila River and upper Little Colorado River 
drainages, and from Casas Grandes (Di Peso and others 1974: 551). Trivia 
beads have been found only at the FitzMaurice Ruin, near Prescott, and at 
Aztec Ruin in New Mexico, both sites were occupied after A.D. 1050 (Spicer 
and Caywood 1936: 114; Morris 1919: 94). Theodoxus beads have been found 
at the Mineral Creek site in the upper Little Colorado River drainage, a site 
occupied between A.D. 1000 and 1200 (Martin and others 1961: 88, Fig. 58). 

Both Trivia and Columbella beads have almost always been found as 
single specimens, and almost never occur in mortuary contexts, at least in 
Hohokam sites. In these ways they differ sharply from all other bead types and 
perhaps should be characterized as pendants rather than be.ads. In fact, in their 
comparative overall scarcity and their absence from mortuary contexts they 
resemble Agaronia, Cerithium and Cerithidea pendants. 

Vermetus Beads 

Vermetus beads were made from sections of Vemietus, or similar shells, 
by breaking off sections of the shell and smoothing the ends. Most Vermetus 
beads have been found in sites that date to the Sacaton or later phases, and 
come from definite or possible mortuary, or offertory, contexts. The Vermetus 
beads from the 1934-1935 Snaketown excavations were mostly found in 
6G: 12, the cremation mound. There are reports of such beads from four 
Mogollon sites in southern or western New Mexico, ranging in age from the 
eighth century possibly to the fourteenth century. Nine Vermetus beads, most 
of them from burials, were found in the Viejo Period occupation, pre-A.D. 
1060, at Casas Grandes (Di Peso and others 1974: 394), and more than 10,000 
plain Vermetus beads from the Medio Period, only two identified as occurring 
with burials (Di Peso and others 1974: 414-416). In spite of this Medio Period 
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abundance, they were rare in general in Southwestern sites and probably were 
neither important nor specialized parts of either Hohokam or Casas Grandes 
exchange systems. 

Olive/la Beads 

O/ivella beads were among the most widespread Southwestern shell 
artifacts. Both Panamic species such as O. dama and Californian species, 
especially 0. biplicata and 0. baetica, were used. Three types of Olivella 
beads occurred in the Southwest generally, and in Hohokam sites specifically. 
These were spire-lopped, cut or barrel-shaped, and saucer-shaped beads. Spire
lopped beads are Olivella shells from which the spire tip has been removed. 
Cut O/ivel/a or barrel-shaped beads are those in which not only the spire tip but 
also the aperture end is modified or removed. Saucer shaped beads are disks 
cut from the wall of the shell. Basic data on occurrence of the two most 
common types of beads are given in Table 2-3. 

Spire-Lopped Olive/la Beads 

Spire-lopped beads occurred at more Hohokam site than other Olivella 
beads but actually number less than the barrel-shaped beads. Less than half of 
the spire-lopped beads from mortuary or offertory contexts. All other 
specimens came from house floors, surf ace or other contexts. 

Olive/la Barrel Beads 

All of the barrel-shaped were found at sites that date to the Santa Cruz 
or later phases, unlike spire-lopped beads (Tables 2.3 and 2.4). Barrel beads 
have been found at 11 sites. 

More than 99% of the barrel beads have been found in mortuary 
contexts, including some possibly from 60: 12 at Snaketown, possibly from the 
cremation mound there. One cremation in the rich cremation area in block 6F 
at Snaketown contained 1,853 barrel beads. In some Classic Period sites, 
barrel-shaped beads occurred in a rather large percentage of all cremations, 
including about one-third of those at Fortified Hill, a Tanque Verde Phase site 
near Gila Bend, and about one-half of the cremations at Rabid Ruin, a Tanque 
Verde Phase site in the Tucson Basin. In general, there were greater numbers 
and proportions of cremations and inhumations containing barrel beads during 
the Classic Period, at least in the Middle Santa Cruz Valley and perhaps around 
Gila Bend too. 

Olive/la Saucer-Shaped Beads 

O/ivella saucer-shaped beads were abundant in California, and fairly 
common in some sites in the northern part of the Southwest, but were 
extremely rare in southern Arizona. Six or seven beads have been found at 
three sites (Escalante Ruin, Los Muertos, and Babocomari Village), all 
occupied after A.D.1250. This late distribution might possibly be an indication 
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of more materials or artifacts coming from California during the Classic 
Period. 

Olivella beads of various sorts were quite widespread in the southwest 
where they occurred in at least 77 and maybe as many as 92 sites, not counting 
additional sites in the Lost City area near Las Vegas, Nevada: They were used 
from Basketmaker II to Pueblo .IV. Unfortunately, because neither the exact 
type of Olivella bead nor the species of Olivella is given in many reports, little 
can be said about the role of the Hohokam in the procurement or exchange of 
these artifacts. Because Olive/la beads become most widespread in southern 
Arizona after A.D. 1150-1200 a growing importance in regional exchange 
seems indicated, but there is no reason to believe that they were part of a 
prestige sphere. · -

Disk Beads 

Figure 2. 7 and Figure 2.8 

Disk beads are the most common shell artifact found at Hohokam sites, 
in some individual cremations and inhumations numbering in the thousands. In 
the Hohokam area as a whole, shell disk beads constitute the commonest shell 
artifacts. It is not always possible to determine the specimens of shell burned 
with cremations. However, judging from the thickness and from the color of 
many unburned beads, it would appear that such pelecypods as Laevicardium 
e/atum and Glycymeris sp were used. The red, orange, or purple color of other 
unburned beads suggest that such genera as Spondylus or Chama were used. 
Disk beads range from 2 mm to 35 mm in diameter although beads with 
diameters of more than 7 or 8 mm were uncommon, and beads with diameters 
of 15 mm or more were found only at one or two sites. Large disk beads from 
the Hodges Ruin were probably made from chunks of a massive red or orange 
pelecypod, probably a species of Chama native to the Gulf of California (Kelly 
1978: 113). 

Disk beads are found most frequently in association with burials or 
cremations (Table 2.5). Figures 2.7 and 2.8 illustrate where and in what 
quantities disk shell beads have been found at Hohokam sites. In general, 50-
7 5% of the burials or cremations had less than 200 beads, while no site had 
more than four or five burials/cremations with 1000 or more beads. Probably 
about 10 cremations and inhumations would account for half or more of the 
total sample of beads. At sites with many cremations or burials, 14-20% 
contained disk beads. 

Cremation data for the 1934-1935 Snaketown material indicate that 
square 6F had a much higher proportion of cremations with disk beads than 
cremations in any other grid unit with 10 or more cremations. However, disk 
beads were present in cremations in at least six other grid units among those 
excavated during 1934 and 1935. 
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Data from Classic Period cemeteries suggest less intrasite variability, 
yet a considerable amount of intersite variability. Shell disk beads found in 
both Classic and earlier period contexts are frequently associated with stone 
disk beads or other types of beads. Within Classic Period inhumations at 
Paloparado 82% of the shell beads, including shell disk beads, were associated 
with adult males, 13.7% with adult females, 2.2% with infants and 2.1 % 
unplaced (Di Peso 1956: 90). 

Disk beads have been found at prehistoric sites throughout the 
Southwest, including much of Arizona, New Mexico, West Texas and 
southwestern Colorado. While practically every period from Basketmaker 
onward was represented, at least 26 sites largely or completely postdated A.D. 
900; some of them were occupied as late as A.D. 1400 or 1450, and Pecos until 
1818. Four sites, including one each in the Mesa Verde, Reserve, Mimbres and 
Puerco River areas, had red shell disk beads. At least 13 sites had disk beads 
concentrated or located in mortuary contexts, and three sites had disk beads in 
some numbers in special offertory contexts such as caches. 

Bilobed Beads 

Bilobed beads are cut out of flat shell, shaped somewhat like a figure 8 
and perforated in one lobe. White beads are probably made from Laevicardium 
shell and red beads are probably made from Spondylus shell. In Hohokam sites, 
and perhaps elsewhere, there were two sizes, the larger size was most common 
in later phases contexts while the smaller size beads were found in contexts that 
date through the entire Snaketown sequence, from the V ahki Phase through the 
Civano Phase (Haury 1976: 310). Bilobed beads were found as necklaces or 
bracelets strung either in pure groups or mixed with other types of shell beads, 
particularly disk beads. Bilobed beads occurred both in fewer sites and in 
smaller numbers than disk beads. Similar to disk beads, however, bilobed 
beads were most numerous in mortuary contexts. The largest number recorded 
from any single cremation in the sample was 81. Also, 94 beads were found at 
Snaketown, in ajar placed within a pit, a feature which conceivably could have 
been some sort of cache. This pit was located in square 5G, close to squares 6F 
and 6G. 

Bilobed beads have been reported from at least 31 non-Hohokam sites: 
four northern Sinagua sites, two western Anasazi sites in eastern Arizona; three 
other Anasazi sites in Chaco Canyon, on the Animas River in New Mexico, 
and at Mesa Verde, Colorado; two sites near Young, east-central Arizona; one 
near Bylas, Arizona; four Mimbres Mogollon sites in southwestern New 
Mexico; and three Cibola Branch Mogollon sites near Reserve, New Mexico. 
Two sites could date as early as A.D. 700, but examples from 13 sites date 
between 900 and 1150. Three sites could have been late as A.D. 1200. This 
agrees with the ages of material from Hohokam sites, and suggests that they 
could have come from the Phoenix Basin. 

Bilobed beads have also been found at one site in northern Mexico, 
Guasave, Sinaloa (Ekholm 1942: 109), a site occupied after A.D. 1000. It is not 
impossible that these also came from the Hohokam. Only two bilobed beads 
were recovered from Medio Period contexts at Casas Grandes, both from room 
or plaza floors (Di Peso and others 1974: 438, referred to as bead-pendants). 
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Irregular Beads 

Irregular beads or bead pendants are large, have an irregular shape, and 
are made from pitted or eroded hinge fragments of massive, reddish 
pelecypods, either spiny oyster (Spondylus) or rock oyster (Chama). The beads 
generally have one to three perforations each, and range in length from 10 mm 
to 30 mm, and are up to 10 mm thick (Haury 1976: 311, Fig. 15:15). 

Most of the irregular beads were found at sites in the Phoenix Basin and 
the Santa Cruz Valley (Table 2.4, Figure 1.1 ); in the latest phases they are 
found principally in the Santa Cruz. As with other beads, most were found 
associated with mortuary features. In general where these beads occurred from 
1.5% to 7% of cremations contained irregular beads. 

At Snaketown, 11 of the 23 cremations containing these beads came 
from grid squares 6F and 7F, an area which repeatedly exhibited concentrations 
of various artifacts. Roughly 25% of the cremations in this area had such beads 
in association. No more than four cremations from any other single grid unit 
contained these objects. 

Elsewhere in Arizona and New Mexico similar beads have been 
reported from sites in the Vosberg and Kiatuthlanna areas and possibly the San 
Simon Valley in Arizona, and Chaco Canyon and the Mimbres Valley in New 
Mexico. At three sites, these beads were associated with burials. Most 
examples probably fall between A.D. 900 or 1000, and 1150, although 
specimens at one site may be earlier. From the descriptions and illustrations in 
the site report on Casas Grandes, it would appear that Di Peso's type 11, 
irregular beads, four of which were recorded, could correspond to the irregular 
beads of Hohokam sites (see Di Peso and others 1974: 412, Figure 513-6). Di 
Peso's types IV and VI bead pendants, also very scarce might be similar. There 
seems little reason not to believe that the other southwestern specimens came 
from the Hohokam. They may have been of a somewhat higher value than 
other Hohokam beads, however. 

Tubular Beads 

Tubular beads as defined here are formed from from a thick section of 
shell such as G/ycymeris, Dosinia, Spondylus, or Chama, as opposed to 
naturally tube-like shells, such as Vermetus. While one tubular bead has been 
found in a Pioneer Period context most have been found in contexts dating 
from the Santa Cruz Phase through the Classic Period. The sample includes 18 
occurrences of these beads from 11 sites, extending from the Flagstaff area to 
the Santa Cruz Valley. About 90% of the beads come from mortuary contexts 
while one occurrence is possibly from a cremation mound at Snaketown 
(6G:12). 

Tubular beads were reported from sites outside the Hohokam area, 
including one northern Sinagua site near Flagstaff, Arizona; one Anasazi site in 
the Chaco Canyon, New Mexico; and several sites belonging to the Cibola and 
Jornada Branches of the Mogollon in New Mexico. Dates for these ranged 
from before A.D. 900 to 1130. Eighteen beads, similar to the tube beads 
defined here, were found at Casas Grandes (Di Peso and others 1974: 432, Di 
Peso's type VIII). This scarcity and the early dates of most southwestern 
specimens seem to rule out Casas Grandes as a source of most of these. 
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Overlay 

Flgure2.9 
See Gladwin and others 1937: Plate CXIX; Jernigan 1978: Figure 32 

Shell overlay tesserae were attached to some sort of substrate or matrix 
to form mosaics, frequently in combination with turquoise overlay pieces. (The 
practice most common in the Southwest was to use a few shell overlay pieces 
to form a design within a background of_ turquoise overlay.) The most 
commonly used shell was Laevicardium although nacreous or brightly colored 
genera were also used. The shell pieces were carefully shaped and, in some 
cases the edges were beveled, for close fit with other pieces. The diameters of 
individual overlay pieces ranged from 5 to 15 mm. Shapes used by the 
Hohokam were most commonly geometric, and included: squares, rectangles, 
rhomboids, disks, triangles, strips, tongues, stars, crescents, and bilobed shapes. 
A few zoomorphic forms, including snakes and birds, were also used. 

Shell overlay pieces have been found in contexts that date no earlier 
then the Santa Cruz Phase, unlike turquoise overlay pieces that have been 
found in contexts dating as early as the Pioneer Period. Shell overlay was 
limited in its distribution with in the Hohokam sphere of influence. The nine or 
ten sites at which pieces have been found, are within the Phoenix Basin (Figure 
2.5), and they were more restricted in distribution than other shell artifacts 
discussed so far. In fact, over 90% of the shell overlay came from Snaketown. 
The shell overlay pieces found there might have been attached to the associated 
fragments of shell found in the same locations (Gladwin and others 1937: 146), 
or as elsewhere in the Southwest, the overlay pieces were attached to 
perishable substrates such as wood or basketry. While there was some 
discrepancy between the number of occurrences from the 1934-1935 
excavations, as given in the report (23) and as given in archival materials (27), 
this does not materially affect the basic pattern. 

Within Snaketown, there was a concentration, with eight of the 21 
locations to which catalogued overlay pieces were assigned being within 
squares 6E, 6F and 6G. There were at least three separate pieces from 6E house 
1; at least three separate occurrences in 6G: 12, one of which contained at least 
432 pieces; and one occurrence simply stated to be from block 6G. In block 6F, 
there were specimens from cremations 12 and 13, while at least four other 
occurrences of specimens were listed as coming simply from 6F. In other 
words, this area had 13 of the 27 occurrences. Most occurrences from other 
parts of the site appeared to be single pieces. The only group found outside of 
6E, 6F, or 6G comprised 17 pieces from the cremation mound in 1 OF. In 
addition to the 432 catalogued pieces from 6G: 12, there were 37 or so from 
uncatalogued material with notes indicating that this material was also from 
6G: 12. Therefore, the total material from this features could approach 500 
pieces. Most of the dated examples in these squares belong to the Sacaton 
Phase. 

The facts that the two cremation mounds contained most of the overlay -
pieces, and that the main concentration of overlay pieces was in one part of the 
site, blocks 6E, 6F and 6G, suggest a special value and function for these 
objects. It would appear that probably 95% or more of all the specimens from 
the 1934-1935 excavation at Snaketown came from squares 6F and 6G. Shell 
overlay tended to exhibit a more concentrated distribution than turquoise 
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overlay, with most of it occurring in one part of the site, whereas turquoise 
overlay was found at many more sites and, within Snaketown, in many more 
parts of the site. This is rather curious because the beads or pendants made out 
of shell are in general, more common and widespread than their turquoise 
analogues. It is also remarkable because the turquoise in all probability came 
from far greater distances than the marine shell. 

These data are not contradicted by the material from the 1964-1965 
excavations at Snaketown, for although those specimens were scattered over 
the site, only about six specimens were found; two of these were Sacaton 
specimens and two others assignable to the Santa Cruz Phase. 

No site other than Snaketown produced more than five overlay pieces. 
Even the very rich cache of mosaic objects from Casa Grande Compound A 
contained only a small amount of shell overlay. 

Outside of the Hohokam area, shell overlay was also uncommon. At 
Winona and Ridge Ruins near Flagstaff, McGregor (1941: 201-225) found 23 
loose overlay pieces while screening. All were from contexts that date between 
A.D. 1075 and 1200. A more significance occurrence of shell overlay was at 
Ridge Run, a twelfth century site, as part of the rich cache of mosaic objects 
found with burial 16. The illustrations of seven of the mosaic crusted objects 
show some shell as part of the mosaic decoration, but always as a design 
element against a background of turquoise overlay (McGregor 1943: Plate 2). 
Even in these objects, however, shell overlay made up only a small portion of 
the total mosaic work. Finally, a few pieces were found in late (Pueblo IV) 
sites in the Little Colorado drainage. 

The distribution of shell overlay pieces is similar to that of vogdesi 
pendants, thus making it plausible that both artifact types were part of a 
prestige sphere of exchange or conveyance. Shell overlay pieces and vogdesi 
pendants were used by a more restricted group of people than other types of 
shell artifacts, such as bracelets or beads, which were not only found more 
widely throughout Snaketown but occurred at more Hohokam sites and, in 
general, in more sites throughout the Southwest. It will be shown in the 
analysis chapter that some of the features where shell overlay pieces and 
vogdesi pendants were found also contained unusual concentrations of other 
types of artifacts that seem to have had non-utilitarian functions, although not 
necessarily made of exotic materials, and that may have also been linked to 
some sort of special status. 

Etched Shell 

See Haury 1976: Figure 15.27; Jernigan 1978: Figure 33 

Etching of shell appears to have been a practice unique to the 
Hohokam, apparently having been practiced nowhere else in the world, at least 
at such an early date (Haury 1976: 318). The existence of this technique was 
first inferred from material collected at Snaketown in the 1934-1935 
excavations. 
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The conclusion that these specimens were etched rather than tool 
worked was reached on the basis on the following evidence: the lack of tool 
marks; the edges of worked areas are slightly under-cut; there is a roundness to 
the comers of the designs that tools could not make; the ridges and other 
characteristics of the original surface of the shell remain in the etched areas, 
which would not have been the case if tool cutting had been used; and designs 
on the interior of the shell extend onto the umbo or hinge area of the shell 
where cutting with tools would have been virtually impossible (Gladwin and 
others 1937: 148-149). Fermented saguaro fruit juice, which is slightly acidic, 
was suggested as the etching agent, and experiments with the juice on shell 
successfully reproduced the same marks found on Hohokam shell artifacts 
(Gladwin and others 1937: 150-151). 

During the 1964-1965 excavations at Snaketown, a complete valve was 
found, covered with a dark pitchy, organic substance that was probably used as 
a resist material to keep the acid from marking some areas of the shell. A 
second such specimen was later identified among the Snaketown collections 
from the 1934-1935 excavations (Haury 1976: 318). Other, pitch covered 
specimens have been found elsewhere. In virtually all cases, the etched shell 
was Laevicardium elatum. Shells were etched on either surface with a variety 
of motifs, both geometric and zoomorphic. 

Almost all specimens could be dated to the Sacaton Phase or its 
chronological equivalents, although one specimen from the Phoenix area was 
associated with the Santa Cruz Phase and one from the Siphon Draw Site south 
of Apache Junction was dated to the Santa Cruz-Sacaton Phase transition. 
Virtually all specimens found were fragmentary, due possibly to the fact that 
most were found in trash deposits. Etched specimens or shells exhibiting traces 
of resist material have been recovered so far from: Snaketown, Grewe, 
Cashion, Sacaton Turnkey, Siphon Draw and Ariz. U:9:1, in the Phoenix 
Basin; the Gatlin and Citrus sites near Gila Bend; Hodges Ruin and an 
unspecified site near Rillito, in the Santa Cruz Valley; Gu Achi in the 
Papaguaria and Tres Alamos in the San Pedro Valley (Pomeroy 1959: 17; 
Vivian and Spaulding 1973: 27). Only about 37 specimens of etched shell plus 
12 specimens with resist material on the shell have been recovered. Snaketown 
produced approximately 11 specimens, the Hodges Ruin five or six, and all 
other sites no more than two or three each. 

The only etched shell known to have come from a cremation was found 
at the Gatlin site (Pomeroy 1959: 19). One etched shell was found in a small 
cache of six shells and a bow 1, in a cave in the northern part of the Tucson 
mountains (Pomeroy 1959: 17). All others are from house floors, fill, trash, 
stratigraphic tests, or other locations. This concentration in trash is curious 
because these artifacts are so restricted in geographical area, in the number of 
sites where they occur, and in their temporal distribution. This rather limited 
spatial and temporal distribution has led to speculation that the technique of 
etching shells was known only to a few specialists, and perhaps was kept secret 
through ceremonial restrictions (Jernigan 1978: 85). Yet if etched shells were 
so special, why were they not found more frequently in contexts, such as . 
caches or cremations? If, however, they were the possessions of sodalities or 
other organizations, and not of individuals, then their absence from cremations 
is not surprising. 

The distribution of etched shell seems to be very localized to the 
Hohokam heartland and the Santa Cruz Valley, with none traded outside of the 
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Hohokam area. This suggests that the exchange of etched shell was within 
limited social boundaries. At Snaketown, three of the six etched shells from 
1934-1935 excavations, plus the 1964-1965 excavations came from the area of 
the site (Squares SF and 6G) where a considerable amount of unworked or 
partly worked shell was located. Because it seems certain that etching of shell 
was done at several sites, the disappearance of this type of artifact from all 
parts of the Hohokam area after the end of the Sacaton Phase, cannot be 
attributed to the disappearance of a single shell working center. On the whole, 
in spite of the contextual data, it seems valid to classify etched shell objects as 
part of a prestige sphere of conveyance, one perhaps delineated by ritual ties. 

Painted Shell 

Painting of rings or tinklers in combination with incision or inlaying has 
already been mentioned. There are shell artifacts that are painted red, black, or 
sometimes maroon, with no other modification. As with etching, in practically 
every case the species of shell used was La,evicardium elatum and the painted 
pieces were generally found as fragments. Nine pieces of painted shell were 
found at four sites, including: Snaketown in the Gila Basin, the Gatlin and 
Citrus sites near Gila Bend, and the Hodges site in the Santa Cruz Valley. The 
contexts on which the painted shell was found are dated to the Sacaton Phase 
or its local equivalent. 

Five of the six painted shells from Snaketown came from trash mound 
11, the same location where one etched shell artifact was found. One painted 
shell from the Citrus site was found in a structure. It is interesting that painted 
shell artifacts were found in almost exactly the same time and space 
distribution as etched shell, concentrated at the same four sites, in similar 
contexts, and within the same time period. Again similar to etched shells, 
painted shell artifacts have not been reported from other parts of the Southwest. 
The parallels between the distribution of etched shells and painted shells may 
reflect either sampling error, because these are all large sites with large 
collections of shell; or may indicate the presence of specialized and restricted 
types of shell working carried on at major shell working sites. 

Trumpets 

In both Mesoamerica and the American Southwest, during both 
prehistoric and historic times, large gastropods were converted into trumpets by 
removal of the spire tip of shells. Species used for this purpose by the 
Hohokam included Strombus ga/eatus, Strombus gracilior and Melongena 
patu/a (Table 2.6). In some areas, such as Chaco Canyon, Murex shells also 
seem to have been used for this purpose. No Murex trumpets, however, have 
been found in southern Arizona. 
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Table 2.6 

Shell Trumpets 

Site Number of Location Age 
Specimens 

Snaketown 2 1 in trash, square undated, but trash 
(AZ U:13:1 6F in area said to be 
ASM) mainly Sacaton 

Sacaton Phase 

1 in square 6F, 
cremation #2 

Los Muertos 3 1 from Ruin XIV, Civano Phase 
(l Strombus, 2 unprovenienced 

1 
Melongena) 

Las Acequias 4 2 from "West Civano Phase 
(2 Strombus, Temple" 

2 1 from Ruin II 
Melongena) 1 unprovenienced 

Casa Grande 12 complete West side of Soho Phase 
compound 

Casa Grande many West side of Soho Phase 
Compound B fragments, compound 

apparently 
Strombus 

Escalante 1 fragment fill of platform Civano Phase 
mound 

Jackrabbit I (Strombus) in excavation unit Sells Phase 
Ruin 
San 4 (Strombus) 3 in room floors Classic Period 
Cayetano, 1 in trash 
Upper Pima 
Village 

Shell trumpets are known to have been used in ceremonial activities in 
both Mesoamerica (Flannery 1976: 235), and in the Southwest by the Hopi 
(Fewkes 1896: 366). The distribution of these specimens in archaeological 
sites, therefore, is of considerable interest. No whole shell trumpets have been 
found at sites that predate the Sacaton Phase. Some earlier Strombus fragments 
that might be parts of trumpets could date to an earlier phase but this is not 
certain. Because shell trumpets are of special interest, they are discussed here 
on a site-by- site basis. 
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Shell trumpets appear to be a late artifact appearing perhaps at about 
A.D. 900-1000. Some Strom.bus fragments should be mentioned as they could 
be from trumpets. At the Hodges site, a Strom.bus fragment, possibly from a 
trumpet, was found in an unspecified context that was dated to the Canada del 
Oro Phase, which is considered to be contemporary with the Gila Butte Phase 
of the Phoenix Basin. At the Grewe site, there were 42 fragments of a large 
gastropod, identified as Strombus galeatus and found in cremation area II and 
the offertory area. This is of some interest because the offertory area at the 
Grewe site may have been analogous to the cremation mound at Snaketown 
and may have contained similar materials. However in this instance there is no 
certainty that these fragments were indeed from trumpets. It is noteworthy that 
both trumpets found at Snaketown came from square 6F, an area distinguished 
by concentrations of other unusual artifacts. 

There is evidence of a special contextual distribution for shell trumpets 
at some sites in the Phoenix Basin including Snaketown, Casa Grande 
Compound B, Los Muertos, and possibly Escalante. On the other hand, no such 
evidence exists for any of the specimens from the Papago Reservation or the 
Santa Cruz Valley. This might be another indication of a special role for these 
trumpets in Phoenix Basin Hohokam ritual in general, and perhaps secondly of 
a role as part of a prestige sphere. However, this may also indicate that 
ceremonialism in the Phoenix Basin was organized on a different basis than it 
was in other parts of the Hohokam area. The occurrence _ of many burned 
fragments of Strombus shells at the Grewe site, in the offertory areas and 
cremation area II might also be an indication of special or restricted use. 

Reworked Shell 

See Haury 1976: Fig. 15.21; Gladwin and others 1937: Plate CXVa; Fulton 
and Tuthill 1940: Plate XXV, h-j. 

Reworked shell is defined as artifacts or artifact fragments, usually 
bracelet fragments, reworked into other types of shell artifacts. Four groups of 
artifacts are discussed: effigies or effigy pendants or bead-pendants and 
needles, and miscellaneous pieces. 

Effig.ies 

Effigy pendants were found at seven sites, including: one in the 
Phoenix Basin, one in the Agua Fria River Valley, two from the Santa Cruz 
Valley, two in the Empire Valley drainage southeast of Tucson, and one in the 
Dragoon Mountain area. Sixteen effigies were recorded, six of them from 
Snaketown. These ranged in age from early Pioneer through Sedentary, but 
most of the specimens belonged to the Santa Cruz or Sacaton phases or their 
local equivalents. One of these was from an inhumation, but all others were 
from other contexts. There are no data on any effigies from non-Hohokam -
sites. 
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Bead-Pendants 

Only at Snaketown were any non-umbo fragment pendants found, 62 of 
these were found in 6G:12 and were dated to the Sacaton Phase. 

Pendants reworked from bracelet umbo fragments have not been found 
at any Hohokam site, but were common elsewhere, and they are reported here 
as a possible indication of curation of shell artifacts at sites farther from their 
source. These reworked fragments have been reported from at least 11 sites, 
including: one northern Sinagua site; one Prescott Branch site; two Anasazi 
sites in the Puerco and Zuni drainages in eastern Arizona, and one Anasazi site 
near Zuni, New Mexico; and five Mogollon sites, two sites of the Cibola 
Branch, and one each from the Mimbres, San Simon and Jornada Branches. 
Dated specimens range at least from the ninth century to the thirteenth. 

Needles 

Needles occurred in 12 Hohokam sites, including: three sites in the 
Phoenix Basin, one site near Gila Bend, three sites in the Santa Cruz Valley, 
four sites in the Empire Valley, on the San Pedro River, and one site in the 
Dragoon Mountain region. Forty-three needles and two possible awls were 
recovered from these sites. Those found in dated contexts appear to be from the 
late Colonial, Sedentary or Classic period. Twenty-five needles were from two 
sites at the extreme southeastern edge of Hohokam territory, while none of the 
sites in the Phoenix Basin produced more than three specimens. Nineteen 
needles came from one inhumation and one from a cremation. It is worth notice 
that at Snaketown, a large site with thousands of pieces of shell, only three 
needles were found, while at smaller sites, such as Gleeson or Tres Alamos, 
with considerably less shell of all types, more of these artifacts were found. 

Needles, or possible needles, were reported from: two northern Sinagua 
sites, one or more Salado sites, one site near Bylas, Arizona, two Mogollon 
sites of the San Simon and Cibola Branches, and three Anasazi sites, including 
one in Chaco Canyon and two in the Ackman-Lowry and LaPlata districts in 
Colorado. Two needles could date as early as A.O. 800, but all others came 
from sites occupied after 1050 or 1100; two were occupied after 1200 or 1250. 
At least two sites in southwest Colorado, more needles or possible needles 
were found there at such large sites as Snaketown. 

Bracelet fragments were the most common artifact type to be reworked, 
and thus, reused in areas outside the Hohokam region. Even fragments of plain 
shell bracelets, artifacts which to the Hohokam were probably of rather low 
value or prestige, were not simply thrown away by non-Hohokam people but, 
in some cases at least, were reworked, reused, and sometimes subsequently 
placed with burials. A possible additional example of this type of action comes 
from Pueblo Bonito, where Judd found bracelet fragments deposited in a kiva 
subfloor offering (1954: 107). This distribution might also be an indication of 
the special position of plain bracelets in Hohokam exchange systems, with 
these artifacts possessing increased value in areas at some distance from their 
source. 
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Miscellaneous Pieces 

There were four miscellaneous pieces of worked or reworked bracelets 
that could not be included with any of the other categories mentioned above. 
These four were all from one site, the Hodges site, and one piece dated to the 
Rillito Phase and one to the Rincon Phase. One of these was from a cremation 
and the others from fill or test excavations units. 

General Trends 

For each of the two major periods, the relative proportions of all shell
bearing sites in which different artifacts occur (Table 2. 7). The artifacts shown 
do not include those found at only one or two sites. Because these tables show 
only percentages of sites, they do not necessarily reflect or indicate actual or 
relative numbers of artifacts. They can be used to detect some broad general 
trends however. 

Plain Glycymeris bracelets are consistently the most widespread 
Hohokam shell artifact in both the late Colonial-Sedentary and the Classic 
periods, with more than 70% of all sites in each period having these artifacts. 
During the late Colonial-Sedentary period other artifacts found at 30% or more 
of the sites include plain Glycymeris rings, cut shell pendants, Olivella spire
lopped beads, disk beads, and circularis whole shell pendants. Decorated 
bracelets occur at almost 30% of the sites, but only in small quantities, with 
only two sites having more than 20 each. All other shell artifacts occur at 25% 
or less of shell-bearing sites. Compare these percentages to the absolute 
number presented in the artifact tables. Thus while many of the whole shell 
beads shown to occur at less than 25% of the sites are in fact represented by 
rather small numbers of specimens, the same is not true of vogdesi pendants. 
This may reflect the heavy concentration of these artifacts at a few sites, 
something which is probably linked to a specialized function. Circularis whole 
shell pendants occur at more sites, but are represented by many fewer 
specimens than are the vogdesi pendants. This probably reflects the lack of the 
type of concentration characteristic of the latter. 

During the Classic Period, plain bracelets continued to dominate the 
inventory in terms of percentages of sites, while decorated bracelets decline 
markedly. The absolute numerical decline in the Classic Period, as indicated by 
Table 2.3, is even more pronounced. Other artifacts show differences from the 
earlier percentages of the sites than was true in the late Colonial-Sedentary 
period. This does in fact reflect a real absolute numerical decrease in both 
types. 

Oliva incrassata pendants make their initial appearance in Hohokam 
sites at this time as they do in other parts of the Southwest. Their numbers in 
Hohokam sites are consistently low however. Glycymeris frog effigies make 
their first appearance at this time, while Conus tinklers become truly important 
for the first time after having been very minor artifacts in earlier periods. 
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Table 2.7 

General Trends 

Proportion of Total Site Inventory (TS/) n which shell artifact classes occur. 

Artifact Late Colonial - Classic 
Sedentary 

Glycymeris Bracelets 
Plain 78% 73.3% 

Decorated 28% 17.8% 

Glycymeris Rings 
Plain 42% 37.8% 

Decorated 10% 
Conus Rings 

Plain 26.7% 

Decorated 13.3% 
Pecten Rings 4% 2.2% 
Whole Shell Pendants 

Circularis 32% 8.9% 
Vogdesi 34% ~15.6% 
Turrite/la 18% 17.8% 

Cerithium 4% 4.5% 

Oliva 13.3% 

Glycymeris 8% 17.8% 

Cerithidea 10% 6.7% 

G lycymeris Frog Effigy "2:.26.7% 
Pendants 
Cut Shell Pendants 

All 50% 28.9% 

Haliotis 16% 20% 
Conus Tinklers, Plain 6% "2:.49.3% 

Whole Shell Beads 

Glycymeris 16% 44.4% 
Nassarius 8% 22.2% 
Columbella 20% 11.1% 
Trivia 2.2% 
Theodoxus 6.9% 2.2% 
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Artifact Late Colonial- Classic 
Sedentary 

"Vermetus" Beads 14% 13.3% 

O/ivella Beads 
Spire-loppe.d 24% 37.8% 

Cut (Barrel) 8% 11.1% 

Shell Disk Beads ~36% ~40%f 

Bilobed Beads 20% 4.4% 

Spondylus Irregular Beads 10% 8.9% 

Shell Overlay 4or6% 11.1% 

Shell Trumpets 2% 13.3% 

Both shell overlay and shell trumpets occur in a somewhat higher 
proportion of Classic Period sites than earlier sites. As far as overlay is 
concerned the actual number of Classic Period speicmens is extremely low, 
however. The increased percentage of sites with trumpets is however quite 
consistent with the actual numerical increase between the Sedentary and 
Classic periods. 

The other outstanding Classic Period characteristic indicated in these 
tables is the increased relative importance of beads, especially disk and 
Olivel/a, Glycymeris and Nassarius whole shell beads. This is in fact quite 
consistent with the absolute quantities presented in the other tables. This is also 
consistent with the pattern of increased maximum numbers of beads found in 
individual Classic Period burials relative to earlier burials, something that 
Figures 2.3 and 2.4 illustrate clearly. To what extent this is a real phenomenon, 
or to what extent it might reflect the increased use of inhumation and probably 
also primary cremation, compared to earlier periods, remains to be definitely 
resolved. However, it is worth nothing that the relatively few pre-Classic 
inhumations in the sample did not seem to have large numbers of beads 
associated, while some pre-Classic cremations did. Finally, while cut shell 
pendants occurred in numerically and proportionately fewer sites, they still 
remained an important artifact. In the following sections, artifact distributions 
in time and space are analyzed in terms of their possible relationships to 
different exchange spheres. 



Chapter 3 

HOHOKAM SHELL AS A PART OF EXCHANGE 
SPHERES 

Earlier in this paper, it was suggested that the position of a particular 
material or artifact as part of an exchange sphere might be defined in terms of 
distinctive patterns of inter-site and intra-site distribution, context and 
association. The nature of the patterns to be associated with different types of 
exchange spheres is described there, and the reader can refer back to that 
passage. Generally, objects occurring as part of a distinctive prestige sphere 
should display narrow and specialized intra-site-, inter-site, regional, and 
contextual distributions, and should exhibit repeated associations with other 
artifacts of regional or long-distance origin. Artifacts or objects that move as part 
of a broader, non-prestige sphere should be found in broader, less specialized 
patterns of distribution. In the following section, the characteristics of various 
artifacts as well as raw materials are evaluated in terms of these postulated 
patterns. The data on associated artifacts, and on some aspects of settlement 
systems are presented . . 

Unworked Shell 

U nworked shell has been recovered from a variety of contexts and site 
types. Of the sites where these materials occur in any quantity, those in the 
Papagueria at least, do not seem to have been regional centers or ceremonially 
important sites. Some in fact were probably small rancherias. Nor were the 
shells found at these sites from such specialized contexts as caches or burials. 
Some unworked shells were found in two burials at Snaketown, in one burial in 
association with possible shell-working tools. This find could indicate some type 
of craft specialization, at least on a part time basis. A large number of unworked 
shells, primarily Olive/la but also some Glycymeris, were found in the cremation 
mound (6G: 12), a feature dated to the Sacaton Phase. Some concentrations of 
unworked or waste shell were found in houses in this part of the site, especially 
houses 5F:7 and 6G:3; both date to the Sacaton Phase. It may be that these 
houses belonged to shell workers, and some of their materials were deposited in 
the cremation mound. 

It may be, however, that the deposition of unworked shells or shell 
fragments in the cremation mound (6G: 12) may have symbolic aspects not 
directly related to shell working. Unworked shells and shell fragments were 
frequently deposited in caches in Classic Mayan sites such as Tikal, and these 
shells have symbolized the sea in some way (Andrews 1969: 51 ). The cremation 
mound (6G: 12) at Snaketown contained many fragments of pyrite mosaic mirror 
backs, almost certainly imported from Mesoamerica. It is not inconceivable that 
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the deposition of unworked shells or shell fragments in the cremation mound 
may have had some cosmological or symbolic meaning transcending any 
relationship.to the craft of shell working. 

Many of the sites in the Phoenix Basin that had large quantities of 
unworked shell, were platform mound sites. This would include such large 
Classic Period sites as Casa Grande and Pueblo Grande, but also Snaketown 
during the Sedentary Period. As already indicated, some archaeologists (f eague 
1984b; Howard 1983) propose that shell working developed as a craft 
specialization under the auspices of Classic Period elite at site with platform 
mounds. This model has much to recommend it, but the suggestion is made here 
that this situation existed during the Sedentary Period at such sites as 
Snaketown. 

Whether or not such elites existed, however, one must still ask whether 
the movement of raw shell or partly finished artifacts into the Phoenix Basin 
from the Papagueria or the Tucson Basin went via a restricted exchange sphere. 
There is some disagreement on this point. Craig has suggested a rather simple 
down-the-line model for the northward movement of shell through the Santa 
Cruz Valley, while others (McGuire and Schiffer 1982: 251) have suggested that 
shell was traded into the Phoenix Basin by inhabitants of the Papagueria in 
exchange for' subsistence materials. This mode, if valid, would probably rule out 
the existence of a separate prestige sphere linking the two areas. On the other 
hand, Teague (1984b: 205) notes that there is relatively little variation in shell 
artifact frequency with increasing distance from the Gulf of California, 
something which she relates to distribution through a centralized network with 
platform mound sites acting as central nodes. 

This model may very well be valid but on the whole does not really 
suggest that raw shell in and of itself was part of a prestige sphere. Instead this 
pattern probably reflects the organization of shell artifact production, which in 
parts of the core area, may have been somewhat concentrated at specialized sites. 
It was at such sites that at least some of the shell, however procured, was 
converted into artifacts which were part of a prestige sphere. In this regard it is 
instructive to note the great scarcity of carved bracelets at bracelet producing sites 
in the Papagueria. Therefore, raw shell may fit both d and e of Pires-Ferreira and 
Flannery's (1976: 287-289) six part scheme; exchanges of unworked, non
utilitarian commodities for conversion by part-time specialists with most villages 
having access to the finished artifacts, and conversion of exotic materials into 
more exotic goods for use by and exchange between elites. 

Artifacts 

Bracelets 

Plain bracelets occur, throughout the sequence, in a higher percentage of 
Hohokam sites than any other shell artifact. They have been found in many types 
of sites, including small farmsteads and fieldhouses. Similarly, plain bracelets 
have been found in more non-Hohokam sites than other shell objects with the 



Hohokam Shell as a Part of"Exchange Spheres 77 

possible exception of some bead types. In Hohokam sites they are found in a 
variety of contexts, and while they are not especially numerous in burials or 
caches except at a few sites, the opposite is frequently the case in areas to the · 
north and east of the Hohokam region. These patterns suggest that plain 
bracelets were only of low value to Hohokam populations, who as often as not 
threw them away, but were of higher value to non-Hohokam populations, who 
curated them, frequently placed them with burials, or in some cases, reworked 
them into other artifacts. 

Decorated bracelets are distributed quite differently, with lower 
percentages at fewer sites. Moreover those sites where they are most abundant, 
Snaketown, Grewe and Hodges, are thought to have been regional centers 
during the late Colonial and Sedentary periods, the time of greates: abundance of 
decorated bracelets. It was also during this period and apparently not during the 
Classic Period, these objects were let in a pattern that suggests specialized 
contexts. Carved bracelets, more often than plain bracelets were found in 
offertory or mortuary contexts. At Snaketown, and possibly at Grewe as well, 
carved bracelets were concentrated in one part of the site, sometimes in 
unusually rich cemeteries. Finally, carved bracelets are rarely found in areas to 
the north, northeast or east of Hohokam territory, during any time period. 

Plain and decorated bracelets apparently occupied very different positions 
in Hohokam regional exchange networks, with plain bracelets probably being of 
relatively broad access, and moving quite likely through a generalized, non
prestige exchange network. Decorated bracelets, on the other hand, conform to 
the pattern predicted for a prestige sphere, and their function in Hohokam society 
was probably quite different. In a later section, they will be shown to have 
occurred with objects of other materials which may have been part of such a 
prestige sphere. It is noteworthy however that the sections of Snaketown and 
maybe Grewe as well, where these artifacts were concentrated, also had 
concentrations of Mesoamerican artifacts, mirrors or bells, and some unusual 
regional or locally derived objects as well. 

Rings 

Glycymeris rings exhibited patterns roughly analogous to those found in 
bracelets, with the plain specimens being more widespread regionally and found 
in more diverse contexts than decorated specimens. The latter were rarer and 
perhaps in a more restricted intra-site distributional pattern than plain rings, at 
least at Snaketown and probably Grewe as well. Significantly, at least some of 
the specimens from these two sites came from the same parts of those sites that 
produced many decorated bracelets. This pattern seems to have been 
characteristic of the late Colonial-Sedentary period, at least in the Phoenix Basin. 

Conus rings confined to the Classic Period, also occurred in both plain 
and decorated varieties. As in the case of Glycymeris bracelets and rings, 
decorated Conus rings were rarer and more concentrated in mortuary features 
than plain ones. However, unlike bracelets, both plain and decorated Conus 
rings were almost unknown outside the Hohokam region, except at Casas 
Grandes. Their role in Hohokam exchange on a regional basis is thus somewhat 
ambiguous, although the plain and decorated varieties may have had positions 
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relative to one another that were analogous to the relative positions of plain and 
decorated Glycymeris rings. Pecten rings are too scarce regionally to evaluate in 
this way. 

Pendants 

Among whole shell pendants, some startlingly different patterns can be 
discerned. Some types, such as Argopecten circularis, Turritella and Glycymeris 
pendants were found at many Hohokam sites, and in sites beyond the Hohokam 
area with some regularity. They were also rather uncommon in mortuary or 
offertory contexts and do not seem to have been heavily concentrated at 
regionally important or specialized sites. Others, such as Cerithium and 
Cerithidea pendants were quite common in all contexts in both Hohokam and 
non-Hohokam sites. These were not concentrated either in specialized sites or in 
special contexts and their role in exchange is somewhat unclear. Oliva pendants 
occurred in small numbers, but in several different types of contexts in Classic 
Period sites, more or less contemporaneously with their appearance in other 
parts of the southwest. This pattern could reflect, among other things, 
procurement from a common source, possibly Casas Grandes. They do not 
exhibit any obvious attributes of specialized function. 

Finally, vogdesi pendants, have been found in concentrations and 
contexts that distinguish them from all other pendants. Concentrations of 
vogdesi pendants have been found in rich mortuary or offertory areas, and 
features at Snaketown, Grewe and Cashion, while they exhibit regional 
concentration within the Queen Creek drainage and adjacent areas at Frogtown. 
At both Snaketown and Grewe they were associated with artifacts of both 
Mesoamerican and regional origin. In either mortuary or offertory features, at 
these two sites vogdesi pendants were found with mosaic mirror backs. 

Significantly the area in which the pendants occurred at Snaketown was 
the same one that contained a concentration of decorated bracelets. This could 
have been possible at Grewe as well, but the data there are incomplete. At 
Snaketown, vogdesi pendants were found in a large storage facility that also 
contained copper bells. Many vogdesi pendants at Cashion were found in a rich 
burial in the same area as a burial containing an intrusive Mexican tripod. 
Vogdesi pendants have been found only rarely in sites to the north and east of 
Hohokam territory. These data demonstrate that these objects conform to a 
pattern largely restricted to the late Colonial-Sedentary period and one that links 
them to a very distinctive prestige sphere including both regional and 
Mesoamerican artifacts. 

Glycymeris frog effigies were relatively widespread in Classic Period 
sites. About 30% of them were from burials. These effigies also occurred in 
many other parts of the Southwest; they do not seem to have been as restricted or 
specialized as some other types of artifacts. 

It might be well however to recall the resemblance of these figures to 
overlaid Glycymeris valves that display a frog or toad motif of turquoise and 
argillite. These overlaid shell figures occur in Classic Period sites, like the 
carved frog or toad effigies, and are also common in contemporary sites to the 
north and east of the Phoenix Basin. Hohokam specimens have been found in 
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burials and caches. David Wilcox has suggested that the overlaid pendants might 
be some type of prestige object. In light of their distribution in burials and in 
caches, which were sometimes at platform mound sites, this suggestion makes 
sense. It could be, therefore, that the frog or toad motif had some special 
symbolic or cosmological meaning that might have been applied to both the 
carved effigies and the overlaid shells, much as the shell frog was apparently 
linked to the Zuni Rain Priest of the North in historic times (Teague 1984c: 172). 

Cut shell pendants exhibit a broad spatial and temporal distribution, like 
plain bracelets. Like plain bracelets they occur at both Hohokam and non
Hohokam sites. Unlike plain bracelets, however, cut shell pendants were 
prominent in some caches and burials. At Snaketown, the majority of those 
found during the 1934-1935 excavations were in burials from squares 6F and 
6G, the area that produced the bulk of carved bracelets and vogdesi pendants. In 
this case, though, the artifacts have been found at many other sites, and at other 
parts of Snaketown. They do not seem to have been as specialized therefore as 
some other shell artifacts. In this regard the contrast between the great diversity 
of motifs characteris of cut shell pendants and the much more restricted number 
found among carved bracelets may be significant. This could be another 
indication of functional differences between the two artifact types or could reflect 
differences in production localization with cut shell pendants being made at many 
sites and carvied bracelets only at a few sites and distributed out from those 
sites. The second possibility could also reflect differences both in function and 
exchange sphere betwen cut shell pendants and carved bracelets. The raw 
material of Haliotis cut shell pendants, unlike most Hohokam shell, came from 
California. It occured at about one-third of all sites containing cut shell pendants 
but always in small quantities and with no clear pattern of concentration at 
particular sites. This pattern is perhaps related to a simple type of exchange 
network with its terminus possibly on the California coast. 

Tinkle rs 

Tinklers were widespread in Classic Period Hohokam sites, and also 
occurred in many contemporary sites all over the southwest. Ethnographic data 
from the historic Pueblos suggest function in ritual (Teague 1984c: 172). 
However, neither the regional distribution, which is extensive, nor the contexts 
of most Hohokam specimens suggest a highly specialized function. They may 
well have been ritual objects for the Hohokam as for the Zuni, but if so they 
must have been used in a widespread ritual and symbolic system, in which 
individuals from many sites participated. In addition, it is also possible that this 
artifact was obtained from other sources, such as Casas Grandes, so that no 
great degree of centralization might be expected. 

Beads 

With a few exceptions, most beads seem to have been found both in 
large numbers and concentrated in mortuary contexts. The exceptions are 
Co/umbel/a, Theodoxus and Trivia whole shell beads, which generally occur as 
single specimens and are rarely found in burials. Disk and Olivella beads are 
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found in many sites, especially those that date to the Classic Period, when beads 
in general were apparently most abundant. These beads are also found in many 
other southwestern sites, but due to lack of data on the exact types of shells 
used, it is impossible to say whether or not they came from the Hohokam. 

Other beads, such as bilobed beads, Spondylus irregular beads, and 
Glycymeris and Nassarius whole shell beads, have been found in fewer 
Hohokam sites, but are also found in some non-Hohokam sites in parts of the 
Southwest. There is no clear-cut evidence of a sharp association between most 
bead types and specialized types of sites. The consistent association with burials 
would suggest some sort of specialized function, to the extent that the 
distribution is not just related to more thorough recovery techniques applied to 
burials. 

It is also worth noting that the concentration of beads recovered from 
burials during the 1934-1935 excavations at Snaketown was by no means as 
clear-cut as in the case of other artifacts such as carved bracelets. Teague (1984c: 
171) using analogies from historic Zuni ceremonialism, assigns possible ritual 
functions to at least some Hohokam shell beads. Citing Stevenson's (1904) 
work at Zuni, Teague also lists Olivella shells as being part of the paraphernalia 
of the Bow Priesthood (Teague 1984c: 171). If these beads represent 
paraphernalia then, as in the case of tinklers, they probably represent a ritual 
system in which many Hohokam sites participated. Moreover, there does not 
seem to have been any lack of access to these objects among neighboring 
populations. 

Shell Overlay 

Shell overlay apparently had a role similar or analogous to that of 
vogdesi pendants, only perhaps even more restricted, judging from its restricted 
contextual, intra-site and regional distribution. It therefore seems reasonable to 
assign them to the same type of prestige sphere. If the function of objects 
covered with shell overlay is ritualistic, then they must have been associated with 
rituals performed only or mainly at particular sites. On the other hand, they could 
have been symbols of status or rank as well. Significantly, they, like vogdesi 
pendants, seem on the basis of presently available evidence, to have appeared 
first during the late Colonial Period. Like vogdesi pendants, shell overlay seems 
to have been rare outside the Hohokam area, although it did appear as a major 
component of a rich burial cache of turquoise overlaid objects at the Ridge Ruin 
near Flagstaff (McGregor 1943). 

Etched and Painted Shell 

The etching of shell seems to have been a craft unique to the Hohokam, _ 
no examples ever having been found outside southern Arizona. While etched 
shells or shells covered with an acid resistent material have been found in 
various parts of the Hohokam range, their temporal range is extremely restricted, 
being confined to Sacaton or Santa Cruz-Sacaton transition associations. 
Although very few extant examples are from burials or caches, this curiously 
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restricted temporal range and the complete absence of specimens from other parts 
of the Southwest suggest some special function or special conditions of 
production such as the idea proposed by Jernigan (1978: 85) that the process 
was kept secret through ritual or similar restrictions. 

Most of the known specimens of painted Cardium shell came from the 
sites that have yielded the largest number of etched objects, and like them are 
confined primarily to the Sacaton Phase. Similarly they also are apparently 
absent from other Southwestern sites. Perhaps they also have some specialized 
ritual function. It may be that both painted and etched Laevicardium was related 
to the organization of Hohokam shell working during the Sedentary Period. 

Shell Trumpets 

Shell trumpets have been well documented as ritual objects by 
ethnographic and ethnohistoric data from both the Southwest and Mesoamerica. 
Judging from the distribution and contexts of these objects in Hohokam sites, a 
similar function seems indicated. Most specimens found in the Phoenix Basin 
seem to have been associated with definite or possible platform mound sites. In 
some cases they were either in actual association with or close proximity to the 
mound itself. This seems to have been the case at Snaketown where both 
specimens came from block 6F which is adjacent to platform mound 16; and at 
Casa Grande where many specimens were found in Compound B, which 
contained two platform mounds. Many fragments of Strom.bus (though not from 
identified trumpets) were found at Grewe, which Teague (1984b: 235) points 
out may have been a precursor of Casa Grande. These data suggest usage in 
rituals which were restricted to specialized sites of the Sedentary and Classic 
periods. 

It is notable, however, that trumpets from the Papagueria and the Santa 
Cruz Valley do not share this characteristic distributional pattern, suggesting 
possibly and tentatively that ritual might have been organized on a different basis 
in those areas during the Classic Period. It is not too much to suggest that 
trumpets from the Phoenix Basin may have also comprised parts of a prestige 
sphere to which other shell artifacts, other regional materials, and Mesoamerican 
imports could also have belonged. The data at least from Snaketown suggest this 
possibility. 

Discussion 

There are several distinct patterns of distribution of shell artifacts. Some 
artifacts seem to have circulated widely and freely, while others did not. This 
first group of artifacts may be characterized perhaps as circulating through a 
generalized exchange network perhaps along with subsistence materials. It is . 
interesting that many of the widely circulated objects, such as plain bracelets, 
disk beads and Olive/la beads appeared very early in Hohokam history, while of 
those objects suggested here to be part of a prestige sphere; trumpets, vogdesi 
pendants, shell overlay and carved bracelets, all but the last apparently made 
their first appearance no earlier than the late Colonial Period. Only carved 
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bracelets presently are known to have occurred prior to that time. This may have 
implications for the development and organization of Hohokam exchange. In the 
following section, the ancillary phenomena believed to be part of the prestige 
sphere are examined in more detail. 

The Structure of a Prestige Sphere 

In the previous section, several artifacts; carved bracelets, vogdesi 
pendants, overlay and probably trumpets, have been defined as parts of a 
prestige exchange sphere on the basis of their regional, intra-site, and contextual 
distributions. Variables important to defining prestige exchange spheres include: 
context, such as the types of features with which these artifacts are associated; 
the association with artifacts of other materials; intra-site distribution; the types 
of sites in which these concentrations occur, and the placement of the sites within 
regional settlement systems. The late Colonial-Sedentary period and the Classic 
Period are discussed separately. 

Elsewhere (Nelson 1981; 1986) I have suggested that a prestige sphere 
associated with a Hohokam elite might be manifested by artifacts localized in 
specialized features of contexts of certain sites. These features would include 
differentially rich cemeteries or burials, caches, and similar offertory features. 
Similarly, large storage facilities might also be involved as they could represent 
differential wealth or access to resources, and may have housed artifacts for 
mobilization or redistribution. Sites with these storage facilities could have been 
regional centers and from other sites by the presence of such structures as ball 
courts, platform mounds, great houses or similar features. 

Late Colonial-Sedentary Periods 

Data regarding these periods come primarily from the large sites of 
Snaketown and Grewe in the Phoenix Basin. Data from Cashion, another 
Phoenix Basin site, and from the Hodges Ruin in the Tucson Basin are also 
presented. 

Snaketown 

Aside from being one of the largest Hohokam sites ever excavated and 
the type site for much of the Hohokam sequence, Snaketown seems to have 
occupied a most important role in regional settlement systems at least during the 
Sedentary Period, judging from the structures found there. There were two ball 
courts and perhaps three definite or possible platform mounds, 16, 38 and 39, in 
use or being constructed during the late Colonial and Sedentary pericx:ls. One ball -
court was initially constructed during the Colonial Period, modified very late in 
that period, and used into the Sedentary Period. The other one was built during 
the Sacaton Phase. Mounds 38 and 39 were probable platform mounds, with a 
crematory floor located between them, while mound 16 was a definite multi
stage mound. 
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Wilcox, McGuire and Sternberg (1981: 141) have suggested that a large, 
curiously symmetrical, rectangular area near the center of the Snaketown was a 
plaza. The largest mounds, including the platform mounds, are arrayed in a ring 
around the perimeter of this plaza. Platform mounds 38 and 39 are on the south ._ 
side of the plaza, while Mound 16 is to the north, in square 5G. One ball court is 
to the east and the other to the west of the plaza. The plaza was deliberately 
constructed, at least in part, and artifically flattened during the Sacaton Period 
(Wilcox, McGuire and Sternberg 1981: 151). Elsewhere, Wilcox and Sternberg 
(1983: 203) suggest that Snaketown was a regional center at this ti.me. 

DifferentiaJly Rich Cemeteries 

Of immediate interest to the present discussion, is the location of mound 
16, the most obvious platform mound, in square 5G, immediately adjacent to 
squares 6G and 6F. 

Among the specialized features in 6F, 6G and to some extent 7F, are 
cemeteries richer by far in both nonceramic objects and local ceramic vessels, 
than any other burial area in the site (Nelson 1981). Dates, when available, 
suggest that equal numbers of the burials date to the Santa Cruz and Sacaton 
phases. The cremation mound (6G: 12) is also located in block 6G and dates to 
the Sacaton Phase. The artifacts associated with the cremation mound in 60:12 
suggest that differences between this area and other cemeteries at the site were 
greatest during the Sacaton Phase. From the cremations, crematoria and the 
cremation mound in this area came the bulk of the vogdesi pendants, overlay 
pieces, one trumpet, and many carved bracelets, in some cases associated with 
other unusual objects to be described later. 

Large Storage Facilities 

Two probable large storage facilities were found at Snaketown during the 
1934-1935 excavation; houses 6G:8 and 6E:2, both Sacaton Phase houses, and 
both located in the northern part of the site. The bigger one, 6G:8 is of special 
interest. It contained 61 vessels, including 43 jars as well as a legged vessel, two 
decorated G/ycymeris rings, a large number of vogdesi pendants, a necklace of 
copper bells, several head figurines, a carved steatite effigy bowl, and some 
asbestos. Many of these objects suggest some sort of association with ritual or 
status. Several vessels contained wild or domestic seeds and seven others 
contained yucca or sotol yarn, rolled up for storage. An unusual, openwork 
cotton textile fragment was also recovered. Notably absent from this inventory 
were unworked or partly worked shells and shell working implements. Further, 
none of the specialized objects found at house 6G:8 have been found in houses 
with shell manufacturing debris or implement, such as those found in 5F, and 
other nearby grid units. All these things suggest that house 6G:8 had some 
specialized function involving the storage of unusually large quantities of 
materials perhaps in connection with mobilization, redistribution or ritual uses. 

Associated Artifacts 

Certain artifacts of materials other than shell were localized in the 6F-6G 
area, sometimes in association with shell artifacts. A detailed listing and 
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description of these can be found elsewhere (Nelson 1986), but some of these 
may be briefly enumerated here: 

Artifacts of Local or Regional Origin. 

Black steatite objects were found at Snaketown most frequently in 6F 
and 60, in the cremation mound, in several cremations, and in storehouse 60:8. 
Steatite was shaped into bowls, beads, a lip plug, a nose plug and a toggle-like 
object. All dated objects were assigned to the Sacaton Phase. 

Asbestos was found during the 1934-1935 excavations in houses 60:8 
and 60:2, both structures date to the Sacaton Phase. 

The distinctive Sacaton Phase head figurines found at Snaketown were 
concentrated in house 60:8, in several cremations, and in a cache. The only two 
specimens found during the 1964-1965 excavations were from a cremation in 
square 5F. 

Carved bone hair-pieces or dagger-like objects were found in several 
parts of the site, however; large numbers of them were found in the cremation 
mound, and in several cremations in 6F and 60. 

Ten legged vessels, whose shape is of obvious Mesoamerican origin, 
were found in this part of the site, eight in a cache in 60, one in the storage 
structure 60:8, and one in a house in square 5F. 

Artifacts of Mesoamerican Origin. 

Twenty-eight copper bells were found at Snaketown, all came from the 
storage facility, house 60:8, and were associated with vogdesi pendants. 

Mosaic mirrors, mostly fragments and representing perhaps 25 to 30 
mirrors, came from blocks 6F and 6G or adjacent units at Snaketown. Most 
mirror fragments dated to the Sacaton Phase and were from the cremation mound 
in 6G: 12, with others from several cremations and from underneath house floor 
6E: 1. The bulk of Colonial Period mirror backs came from squares 8H, 9H and 
9I in the central part of Snaketown. There does not seem to have been as clear 
and repeated a localization of other artifacts in this latter area as there was in 6F 
and 6G. Mirrors probably were associated with vogdesi pendants and were 
certainly associated with overlay in the cremation mound in 60:12, and also in 
one cremation in block 1 lM. 

Perhaps the most salient characteristic of the concentration just mentioned 
is its occurrence in several contexts in that area. Thus vogdesi pendants were 
found in a storage facility, a house, the cremation mound (probably) and several 
cremations and crematoria. Overlay pieces came from the cremation mound, a 
number of cremations and several unspecified contexts in 6F. One of the two 
trumpets came from a cremation in block 6F, the other from trash in the same 
unit. Carved bracelets were found in several cremations and in some unspecified -
contexts in squares 6F and 6G. Similarly, mosaic mirrors occurred in 6F and 6G 
in cremations and in the cremation mound; human head figurines in the storage 
facilities, several cremations and a cache; bone dagger-like objects in the 
cremation mound and several cremations; and steatite objects from the storage 
facility, a cremation and the cremation mound. Thus the concentration of shell 
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and other artifacts in 6F and 6G may well be regarded as functionally related 
parts of a single complex phenomenon, a phenomenon especially characteristic 
of the Sacaton Phase. 

The fact that several house floors in these or nearby grid units contained 
shell working debris or implements but lacked many of the distinctive artifacts 
just described offers some hints regarding the organization of shell working 
during the Sedentary Period, a topic that will be discussed later. 

The Grewe Site 

The Grewe site, with its two ball courts, could have been a site of some 
importance during the late Colonial and Sedentary periods. Whether or not a 
platform mound existed there is not certain, because the field notes are 
apparently not available for study. It is, however, regarded as a precursor of 
Casa Grande (Teague 1984b: 235; Wilcox and Sternberg 1983: 135), a major 
Classic Period center which had two platform mounds. The distribution of 
certain artifacts at Grewe parallels that at Snaketown. Large numbers of vogdesi 
pendants and a total number of carved bracelets second only to Snaketown's 
have been found at Grewe. Like Snaketown, Grewe had one differentially rich 
cemetery (burial area II) from which came many vogdesi pendant fragments and 
at least some of the carved bracelets. Other vogdesi pendants came from the so
called offertory areas that could be analogous in some way to the cremation 
mounds at Snaketown and that were located close to burial area II. Also found in 
the offertory areas were more than a dozen mosaic mirror backs, the second 
largest number recorded from any Southwestern site and large numbers of 
carved bone dagger-like objects. Thus a clear parallel to the 6F-6G at Snaketown 
is represented, in terms of the types of artifacts associated with the special shell 
objects, the kinds of contexts in which they occurred, and to some degree, the 
same type of intra-site location. 

Other Sites 

Two other sites must be briefly mentioned here. One of these is Cashion, 
a large site west of Phoenix. The role of this site in regional settlement systems 
is unclear, but it had one characteristic analogous to those found at Snaketown 
and Grewe. This was the localization of vogdesi pendants in a rich Sacaton 
Phase burial and in a pit house located in the same general part of the site, 
although not in the same excavation unit. Moreover, the burial with these 
pendants was in the same burial area as another rich Sacaton Phase burial 
containing an intrusive legged vessel from Mexico, as well as large numbers of 
fragmentary projectile points, a phenomenon observed in rich burials at 
Snaketown and elsewhere. 

The other site is Hodges Ruin, located in the Tucson Basin, regarded by 
Wilcox and Sternberg (1983: 203) as a leading center of the local settlement 
system. Like Snaketown and Grewe, it had two ball courts. Craig ( 1982: 5) also 
believes that Hodges had a specialized role in regional marine shell exchange 
networks. While he visualized shell as generally moving northward through the 
Santa Cruz Valley by means of a simple down-the-line system, he felt that 
Hodges had closer ties to the Phoenix Basin than other sites in the area, 
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something suggested by a greater species diversity than other sites in the Tucson 
Basin and a qualitative differences in shell workmanship as indicated by features 
such as larger numbers of carved bracelets (Craig 1982: 4-5). Hodges had 
considerably more vogdesi pendants than any other site south of the Phoenix 
Basin (Fig. 2.1), something that would fit well with its possible status as a 
regional center. 

Classic Period 

Most archaeologists now believe that major regional centers existed 
during the Hohokam Classic Period. Such sites might possess a possible great 
house, similar to that at Casa Grande (Wilcox and Shenk 1977) or one or more 
platform mounds (Gregory and Nials 1985; Teague 1984b; Wilcox and 
Sternberg 1983). As already mentioned, both Teague (1984b: 207-209) and 
Howard ( 198 3: 110-111) see the mound villages as centers of production and 
specialization in certain crafts, including shell working. While mound villages 
such as Casa Grande and Pueblo Grande, and possibly Los Muertos, had large 
quantities of waste or unworked shell, one must inquire whether certain types of 
shell artifacts were localized at such sites, and thus filled roles analogous to 
those of the Colonial-Sedentary shell artifacts just discussed. 

First of all, it should be noted that all four of the major late Colonial
Sedentary shell artifacts that have been considered prestige objects persisted into 
the Classic Period. However, carved bracelets, shell overlay, and vogdesi 
pendants were not as numerous as before, and were not found in any clear 
pattern. Shell trumpets were found clearly in association with sites that had or 
might have had platform mounds, at least in the Phoenix Basin. Thus, shell 
trumpets could have been specialized objects present only at major sites. 

One other class of objects might fit this description, shells or shell 
artifacts overlaid or inlaid with turquoise. The first group presents the problem 
of being part of a larger group of turquoise overlaid objects, not all of whose 
examples involve the use of shell. Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that two of the 
sites where the overlaid Glycymeris frogs have been found, Casa Grande and 
Mesa Grande, are platform mound sites. At the one site the specimen was from a 
burial, at the other from a cache. Only about seven inlaid shell artifacts are 
known from the region. It should be noted, however, that five of these; three 
bracelets, a tinkler and a Conus ring, are from one site, Los Muertos, which is a 
possible platform mound site. However these are from three different 
compounds, and none of them are from burials or caches. Nevertheless, the 
concentration at this site is suggestive, especially when one considers that the 
major concentration of overlaid objects is from Compound A, Casa Grande. 

Evidence for differentially rich cemetaries is not so apparent in the shell 
data. Only a small percentage of Classic Period shell artifacts from sites in the 
Phoenix Basin were recovered from burials. This was true even at sites like Los 
Muertos, where large numbers of both cremations and inhumations were found. 
Teague (1984c: 166) notes that burials at Los Muertos from compounds closer to 
Ruin I, a possible platform mound, had above average numbers of ceramic 
vessels. At present, it is not possible to see such a clear-cut pattern for shell or 
other non-ceramic artifacts from Los Muertos burials. 
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Outside the Phoenix Basin, especially in the Tucson Basin and the 
middle Santa Cruz Valley, both inhumations and cremations of the Classic 
Period frequently contained shell objects, often in large numbers. At Paloparado, 
the types of shell artifacts associated with burials, primarily Glycymeris bracelets 
and armlets, and various beads, occurred in many of the burial areas in the late 
villages. While some cemeteries had either more specimens of one artifact type, a .. 
higher percentage of burials with that object than others, no single cemetery had 
more of all types of shell artifacts. One interesting finding from Grebinger's 
( 1917: 101) analysis of these inhumations is that burial areas with higher than 
expected amounts of appendage ornaments also had lower than expected 
numbers of socio-religious objects. This observation, if valid, should constitute 
a warning that rich burials should not be automatically assumed to be associated 
with ritualists. Finally, many of the types of shell objects found in burials at 
Paloparado were also present in burials at other Classic Period sites such as 
Rabid Ruin or Babocomari Village. 

At first glance it would appear that evidence in favor of a Classic Period 
prestige sphere involving shell is much weaker than evidence for the late 
Colonial-Sedentary period prestige sphere. Moreover, there is little evidence of 
direct associations with Mesoamerican artifacts during the Classic Period. It 
should be emphasized, however, that data from some of the largest excavated 
Classic Period sites, including the Hemenway Expendition material, are grossly 
deficient regarding artifact provenience, context and association. Major 
publications only very recently available on important sites such as Las Colinas 
and La Ciudad could alter this picture. In addition, excavation at such specialized 
loci as Compound A and B, Casa Grande, might conceivably tum up artifact rich 
burials. On the other hand, it is at least arguable that this deficiency is a real 
phenomenon perhaps related to some special importance of shell artifacts in 
regional exchange, making them too valuable to deposit in burials. This 
particular idea perhaps should be tested, although in light of the very 
considerable apparent importance of marine shell in pre-Classic Hohokam 
Southwestern exchange and procurement systems, it perhaps is not altogether 
plausible. 





Chapter4 

CONCLUSION 

In concluding this paper, it seems proper to give a brief chronological 
summary of Hohokam shell procurement and exchange and then to relate it to 
Hohokam organization and society. While marine shell was apparently 
procured and used by the prehistoric inhabitants of southern Arizona from 
earliest times, it suffices here to confine the summary to the Hohokam 
sequence. 

Pioneer-Early Colonial Periods 

Relatively few sites with material dating to this time have been 
excavated or at least published. It does appear on the basis of what data are 
now available, however, that during the Pioneer Period, some Hohokam 
populations were carrying out shell artifact production on a rather large scale at 
some sites located near the northern part of the Santa Rosa Wash. Bracelet 
production seems to have been particularly important, judging from what has 
been found at the Road Site and Shell Town. Because Hohokam-style shell 
artifacts are extremely rare in other Southwestern sites of comparable age, it 
would appear that this production was aimed at other Hohokam communities 
and perhaps other groups in southern Arizona. Data from Snaketown, 
indicating relatively large numbers of shell artifacts of this age, but little or no 
manufacturing debris or shell working implements, support such an hypothesis. 
Significantly the artifacts that appear in these early contexts are for the most 
part, those which subsequently exhibited a wide areal and contextural 
distribution. 

Late Colonial-Sedentary Periods 

During the later Colonial Period and even more in the Sedentary Period, 
Hohokam shell procurement, production and exchange seem to have exhibited 
intense expansion. Production of bracelets and other artifacts was now carried 
out at sites in the Gila Bend area, the Papagueria, at Snaketown, and maybe at 
other sites in the Phoenix Basin. More work at early sites might reveal other 
traces of early large scale shell artifact production. However, it is at this time 
and especially after about A.D. 900 that Hohokam-style artifacts became quite 
common and widespread in other parts of the Southwest, especially in Mimbres 
and other Mogollon branches. Data on shell artifact production, stylistic 
similarities, and the lack of evidence for shell working in many non-Hohokam 
sites, suggest that the Hohokam were the source for shell artifacts. Thus 
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expansion of regional shell exchange networks seems to be one characteristic 
of the late Colonial-Sedentary period. 

Another characteristic development of the late Colonial and the 
Sedentary periods was the first appearance of three of four artifacts, that have 
been suggested to be prestige objects; vogdesi pendants, shell overlay and 
trumpets. Carved bracelets, also considered prestige objects, apparently were 
available in the Pioneer Period. Vogdesi pendants and shell overlay were rare in 
non-Hohokam sites at all times, while trumpets have been found in 
concentrations at the larger Chacoan towns during this period. Because many 
Chacoan trumpets were made of Murex, a genus extremely rare in Hohokam 
sites, a source other than the Hohokam may be indicated. What is important 
here is that even while Hohokam shell exports were expanding rapidly, the 
vogdesi pendants, shell overlay, and trumpets were not moving along the 
networks, while artifacts such as plain bracelets, various beads, and pendants 
were sometimes in large numbers. 

It is, in fact, at this time that the existence of distinct spheres of 
exchange seems to be most clearly indicated. Moreover, both the prestige 
sphere, and at Snaketown at least, shell artifact production, seem to have been 
associated with probable regional centers, distinguished from other sites by the 
presence of more than one ball court and in one case, a platform mound. 
Multiple association with Mesoamerican artifacts at some of these sites have 
been indicated. Thus Hohokam shell artifact production and exchange seem to 
have become not only larger in scale, but more complex as well. 

Classic Period 

During the Classic Period, shell artifact production became important at 
many more sites in the Phoenix Basin. At least some of these sites were 
platform mound sites, believed to be regional centers. Presently available data 
suggest that the Hohokam shell exchanges with other southwestern groups 
were, if anything, even more widespread than before, although the possibility 
that some artifact types were coming from an alternative source at Casas 
Grandes cannot be ruled out. Alternatively, Casas Grandes could have been a 
source of un worked shell for the Hohokam. Evidence for a prestige sphere 
involving shell objects is less clear-cut than during the previous period. 
Trumpets and turquoise overlaid.or inlaid objects could conceivably have filled 
such a niche, although there is at present little evidence of association with 
Mexican artifacts. Some of these shell artifacts did occur regularly in non
Hohokam sites north or east of the Phoenix Basin. David Wilcox has suggested 
during conversations with the author the possibility that some of these Classic 
Period artifacts might have been related to alliances with elites in other groups. 

In summarizing the Classic Period, one must also consider what 
happened at the end of or subsequent to it. Some archaeologists believe that a 
post-Classic Hohokam occupation can be demonstrated on the basis of work at 
El Polvoron, a site in the Queen Creek drainage. Vokes (1984: 543) points to 
certain trends seen in the marine shell industry at that site, including a 
continuing increase in the importance of gastropods. Another trend is the 
importance of unworked shell at El Polvoron, which is only a farmstead and 
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not a village. These data suggest the importance of local production at this time 
(Vokes 1984: 543), while the emphasis upon gastropods and whole shell beads 
is seen as foreshadowing certain characteristics of Upper Piman villages further 
south. 

Upper Piman village sites, such as Alder Wash (#85) and England 
Ranch (#84), have a shell inventory dominated by Olivella, Vermicularia, disk 
and cap beads (Ferg 1977: 162-163). Bracelets and tinklers, by contrast, were 
rare. Vermicularia beads were found in a burial, at Bae, believed to date to 
around A.D.1700 (Ferg 1977: 162). Hammack (1971: 21) emphasizes the 
preponderance of Olivella and disk beads at the Upper Pima occupation of 
Alder W Ash, where glass grade beads belived to be of kinds used in the 
eighteenth century were also found. Thus, in these historic or protohistoric sites 
many of the characteristic Hohokam shell artifact types had dwindled or 
disappeared. It is also possible that the few bracelets or tinklers found at Alder 
Wash were either heirlooms or had been picked up from older sites. Shell 
bracelets were apparently more common at Polvoron, while other Hohokam 
artifacts such as Conus rings and cut shell pendants were present. The Polvoron 
shell inventory was still recognizably Hohokam, while those from Alder Wash 
and England Ranch were rather nondescript, suggesting that as societies that 
could be recognized as Hohokam dwindled or contracted, so did their 
characteristic shell industry. 

Shell Procurement, Exchange, and Socio-cultural 
Organization 

The problem of the relationship between Hohokam marine shell 
procurement and exchange and overall socio-cultural organization must be 
addressed. The point has been made repeatedly that part of this large, shell 
network was a prestige exchange sphere associated with some groups or 
individuals symbolically distinguished from other members of their 
communities. The question of Hohokam social organization is a very intensely 
discussed and debated topic among archaeolo.gists at the present time. It will 
not be discussed in detail here, for there is already a very extensive literature on 
the subject (Doyel 1980; Howard 1984; Teague 1984b, c; Wilcox and 
Sternberg 1983). 

The prestige sphere is seen here as associated with some sort of elite, 
and it is postulated that the specialized artifacts that belong to that sphere were 
symbolically related to statuses or roles involving only a small part of the 
community had access. This fulfills Fried's (1967: 109) definition of a ranked 
society. These roles could be related, at least in part, to ritual. The question is 
then how do these data fit in with other data specifically related to 
organization. 

In general, several distinct schools of thought concerning Hohokam 
organization have been expressed. One viewpoint, represented by Haury (1976: 
353 ), sees the Hohokam as basically an egalitarian society similar to the 
historic Gila Pima who inhabited the genreal region of the Hohokam heartland. 
Others, including the author, have postulated the existence of a more complex 
system. McAllister (1980), invoking the Service evolutionary system, considers 
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the Hohokam a chiefdom. In general, most archaeologists working with 
Hohokam material postulate a sequence of increasing socio-cultural complexity 
culminating in the Classic Period. Those who see the Classic Period as the peak 
of Hohokam socio-cultural complexity include Howard (1983), Teague 
(1984b), and Wilcox and others (Wilcox and Shenk 1977; Wilcox and 
Sternberg 1983). Characteristically, much of their argument rests upon 
settlement system data including the nature, distribution and function of Classic 
Period platform mound villages. These are seen as regional centers that at least 
in some cases represent the residences of elites. 

Many archaeologists believe that some system of social ranking 
associated with mound villages was already in place by the Sedentary Period. 
Doyel (1980: 30), Wilcox and Sternberg (1983: 202) and others see Snaketown 
as a regional center, at least during the Sedentary Period if not before. 

How do the data on marine shell match with these various models? If 
one one regards the existence of a well-defined prestige sphere associated with 
central place sites, and associated with rich cemeteries, caches or other 
specialized contexts, as indicating the existence of social ranking, then the 
presence of ranking seems established for the Sedentary Period at least. At this 
time the prestige sphere seems to have involved some specialized interaction 
with Mesoamerica. The Mesoamerican artifacts, especially the mosaic mirrors, 
with which some of the shell artifacts were apparently associated, seem to have 
been prestige objects both in Mesoamerica and in the Southwest (Nelson 1981: 
447; Nelson 1986). Certain features, such as repeatedly capped platform 
mounds and shell trumpets, suggest that esoteric knowledge, perhaps pertaining 
to ritual and calendrical systems, also comprised a part of this sphere. 

It is worth noting that even though Hohokam carved bracelets bore 
rather Mesoamerican-appearing motifs, no analogues seem to have existed in 
Mesoamerica, at least not in western Mexico, an area believed to have close 
ties to the Hohokam (Haury 1976: 352). Plain Glycymeris bracelets occur in 
west Mexico, for example in the Autlan-Tuxcacuesco area of Jalisco (Kelly 
1949: 129). Carved bracelets are extremely rare, and when found, as in that 
part of Jalisco or at Guasave, Sinaloa, are decorated with crude head motifs 
very different from Hohokam specimens, " ... a far cry from the finely carved 
shell bracelets of the Hohokam" (Kelly 1949: 130). The significance of this is 
that Mesoamerican symbols, and maybe by extension cosmological concepts, 
were being applied to locally produced artifacts that had a rather limited 
circulation. In this case, it is probably no accident that the two sites with the 
largest number of carved bracelets, Snaketown and Grewe, had the lion's share 
of Hohokam mosaic mirrors, objects of certain Mesoamerican origin. This 
suggests that sites like Snaketown and Grewe were important nodes in 
interaction spheres linking the Hohokam to Mesoamerica. 

The final aspect of social organization considered here is craft 
specialization. While it is possible that there was specialization with regard to 
several other crafts, such as ceramic production, the present discussion focuses 
upon shell-working as a possible specialized craft. There is some disagreement 
on thsi point, based upon the lack of any large accumulations of raw materials. 
But does craft specialization imply more or less continuous production of large 
numbers of objects, thus necessitating stockpiling of materials of the type that 
apparently occurred at Casas Grandes? 
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The opinion here is that the apparent absence of large stockpiles of raw 
shell at Hohokam sites is not necessarily an indication of the degree of 
specialization of that craft. First, the major genus worked by the Hohokam was 
G lycymeris, an offshore taxon not found in the intertidal zone, unlike the small 
gastropods that dominated the Casas Grandes fauna. The lack of large-scale 

· stockpiling may thus simply reflect the nature of the resource. Even at Casas 
Grandes only about 800 Glycymeris valves were found, in contrast to the 
millions of Nassarius beads and tens of thousands of Conus shells and tinklers 
recovered there. 

Second, there is a difference in the amount of time and effort required 
to make various artiacts. The Casas Grandes shell artifact inventory was 
dominated by artifacts requiring only minimal alteration, generally spire
lopping or perforation. Hohokam artifacts, even plain bracelets, undoubtedly 
required more complex and time-consuming production processes, such as the 
etching of shell. Experimental replication of Hohokam shell working 
techniques might provide valuable in documenting the differences in shell 
artifact production. Compound artifacts, such as Hohokam overlay pieces from 
Snaketown were made from shell tesserae of different shapes and sizes and the 
production would require planning to insure that all pieces fit into a larger 
design. 

A third consideration in looking at specialized shell-working is the fact 
that certain types of shell artifacts were probably made only at certain sites. For 
example, carved bracelets are rarely found at those Papaguerian sites where 
large numbers of bracelets were made. This could be interpreted as meaning 
that they were primarily made at those sites where they were most common, 
and exchanged on a much more limited scale. This takes on special importance 
if one considers carved bracelets to be part of a prestige sphere associated with 
rank or ritual. 

The concentrations of prestige shell artifacts at Snaketown and Grewe 
take on special importance because they suggest that, at the former site at least, 
a significant portion of shell artifact production was channeled into making 
specialized artifacts for a relatively small part of the population. Several houses 
containing shell manufacturing debris or shell working tools were found in or 
near the 6F-6G area at Snaketown. At the same time none of these houses 
contained such specialized artifacts as vogdesi pendants or overlay, which were 
concentrated in that part of the site. While shell-working at such sites was 
related to ritual or similar organizations, possession of special artifacts was not 
simply a function of shell working. Referring again to Snaketown, one might 
argue that the presence there of at least two burials containing shell working 
implements, waste or unworked shell, or both. This might well reflect some 
degree of specialization. 

Under these circumstances the existence of a large storage facility in 
that part of Snaketown could represent some sort of subsidy of specialized shell 
artifact production. This could be a kind of mobilization or redistribution such 
as can occur in ranked societies. However, this would not necessarily imply 
full time specialization because even in societies with ranking, such as Tikopia, 
craft specialization is only part time (Firth 1965: 113). It is suggested here, 
therefore, that late Colonial-Sedentary period shell production at certain sites 
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was linked to needs of ritual or rank of a relatively small group. This need not 
have been the case for all late Colonial-Sedentary shell working however. 

Turning now to the Classic Period, one finds that the evidence for a 
prestige sphere seems less clear even though there were regional centers, such 
as Casa Grande. While Teague did find some correlation between location and 
the number of ceramic vessels per burial at Los Muertos, there is no clear 
evidence for a strong pattern regarding shell artifacts. Indeed the differences 
between burial areas at Los Muertos seem rather muted. The same seems to be 
true at other Classic Period sites. Nor is there any evidence of association with 
Mesoamerican artifacts except possibly in a vague way at Compound A at Casa 
Grande, where both copper bells and a cache of overlaid objects were found in, 
although apparently not in immediate association with one another. 

As far as Classic Period shell-working as a specialization is concerned, 
Teague (1984c: 166) feels that there is some evidence for it at Los Muertos in 
the form of concentration of unworked and partly worked shell in one 
compound. Some unworked shells or worked fragments were found in at least 
thirteen compounds at Los Muertos. The ones with the bulk of this material 
were Ruins XIII and XXI, each with more than 100 specimens of all genera 
present. As Teague (1984c: 166) points out, large and medium fragments of 
turquoise were also found at Ruin XIII. Because this ruin also apparently 
produced many ritual objects, some type of ritual related concentration or 
specialization may exist. Los Muertos may have been a platform mound 
village, a point of some importance since Howard ( 1983: 110-111) sees Classic 
Period shell working as a part time specialization located in platform mound 
villages. However, there is little specific provenience data on the Hemenway 
Expedition materials except for those from burials. In the case of materials 
from the compounds, the catalogue cards give only the ruin number and neither 
the room nor the context within the structure. This makes evaluation of these 
data somewhat difficult. Unfortunately these same difficulties affect the 
material from all of the largest Classic Period sites so far -excavated and 
reported, namely Los Muertos, Las Acequias and Casa Grande, at least for the 
earlier major excavations. For this and other reasons a conservative position 
regarding Classic Period organization is taken here. Projects currently in 
progress involving future publication of material from major Classic Period 
sites should help to clarify the picture. 

Exchange Networks 

Hohokam marine shell procurement and exchange has been analyzed in 
terms of the concept of spheres of exchange, identifying three different 
patterns. First, raw material may have been procured through a broad 
generalized network, perhaps related to the subsistence requirements of groups 
living in the Papagueria or other parts of southwestern Arizona and 
northwestern Sonora, Mexico. This model has been proposed by several 
archaeologists (for example Howard 1983; McGuire and Schiffer 1982; 
Rosenthal and others 1978). Prior to the Classic Period, much shell material 
was at least partly processed into artifacts in these same areas and then traded 
or otherwise conveyed to Hohokam populations living in adjacent areas such as 
the Phoenix Basin. However at least one large site in the Phoenix Basin, 
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distinguished from other sites in the area by the presence of a platform mound 
and two ball courts, was apparently a major shell artifact producing site during 
the Sedentary Period. During the Classic Period, when artifact production in 
the core area increased, many of the major producing sites were also platform 
mound sites. This suggests to many archaeologists some sort of craft 
specialization located in regional centers. However, it has been argued here that 
this situation probably existed even earlier, during the Sedentary Period. 

At these sites many types of artifacts were produced, and based on their 
distributions and contexts, at least two different exchange spheres can be 
discerned. Many artifacts moved freely to Hohokam and non-Hohokam 
settlements in the Southwest. These artifacts, including plain bracelets and 
beads at all times and tinklers during the Classic Period, were distributed 
through a simple model of exchange. Access to them does not seem to have 
been restricted, and the movement of plain bracelets and beads might well have 
been by means of the regional relationships that were facilitated by ball courts 
(Wilcox and Sternberg 1983: 212-213). 

During the late Colonial-Sedentary periods, other shell artifacts were 
found mainly in sites that were possible regional ceners. In several cases these 
were associated with other exotic objects of Southwestern or Mesoamerican 
origin. These objects also appeared to be absent from non-Hohokam sites 
further along exchange networks or routes. It is argued here that these artifacts 
comprised a distinct prestige sphere, at least in the Phoenix Basin. One of the 
sites was a probable regional center with a platform mound and two ball courts; 
this was Snaketown. The other site, Grewe, had two ball courts. Whether it also 
had a mound is not known because the relevant documentary materials are not 
available. However, Grewe was the probable precursor of a major Classic 
Period mound site and regional center, Casa Grande. As far as the Classic 
Period is concerned, the existence of a distinct prestige sphere involving shell 
is less clear- cut, but there are nevertheless indications that such a system did 
exist. In this case also, it may well have centered around platform mound sites. 

One large group of artifacts pertained to broad exchange networks that 
linked various Hohokam communities, perhaps by way of ballgames, and also 
linked the Hohokam to other Southwestern societies. The other group of shell 
artifacts was related to more restriced social networks or groups centered at a 
few sites. They comprised part of an exchange system that procured regional or 
local materials: obsidian, chert, quartz crystal and amethyst for arrowpoints, 
steatite for a variety of objects, and perhaps ceramics as well. In addition, 
Mesoamerican artifacts of probable prestige or ritual value in their place of 
origin also entered into the restricted network. If the prestige items traded in 
this network moved out to other sites, it was in small quantities, and their 
movement may have been more carefully controlled or restricted from the 
regional centers. The association of prestige items with probable introduced 
ritual structures and practices suggests that esoteric knowledge may also have 
been passed along this network through ritual ties or perhaps alliances between 
special, elite groups or individuals concentrated in certain communities. One 
might speculate that prior to the Classic Period, these specialized ties or 
alliances were with other groups in Mesoamerica. Ties with other Southwestern 
groups were, during the pre-Classic period, relatively unspecialized. 
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One change that marks the difference between the Sedentary and 
Classic periods is the loss of many possible ideotechnic or ritual objects: 
figurines, palettes, mosaic mirrors and so on. The time of transition between 
the Sedentary and Classic periods is regarded by many archaeologists as a 
period of intense social change or reorganization in Hohokam history. Some 
see changes leading to greater complexity, while others suggest reduced 
complexity. It may be that what was taking place was neither, but rather a 
realignment of regional or long distance ties or alliances, with the most 
restricted ties now being with other Southwestern groups and not Mesoamerica. 
Elites probably existed in both periods, but the nature of their social and 
ideological relationships may have changed, perhaps as a result of a possible 
shift in the center of population from the Gila River Valley to the Salt River 
Valley. 

The basic nature of these changes may perhaps be clarified by looking 
at Mesoamerica. During much of the sequence from the Formative onward, 
elite exchanges in Mesoamerica seem to have constituted an important aspect 
of long distance exchange. Prestige exchange systems involved finished 
ceramic vessels and exotic materials such as jade, feathers and cotton (Blanton, 
Kowalewski, Feinman and Appel 1981: 247). At least some of these objects 
conveyed widely recognized symbolic meanings. Moreover, the elites involved 
in these exchanges also shared certain types of esoteric or ritual knowledge. 
However, exchange was not limited to these prestige objects. Some materials 
such as obsidian were converted into tools or cores and transmitted widely 
throughout the region (Blanton, Kowalewski, Feinman and Appel 1981: 248). 

The existence of two functionally differentiated aspects of exchange 
could perhaps explain in part what happened to the Hohokam. First according 
to Blanton, elite exchanges provided the structure and stimulus for a more 
irregular exchange in bulk commodities (Blanton, Kowalewski, Feinman and 
Appel 1981: 248). In addition, possession of such prestige objects helped to 
validate a ruler's legitimacy and authority. 

Suppose that the prestige exchange sphere of the pre-Classic Hohokam 
was somehow related to procurement and transmission of bulk materials, such 
as turquoise or cotton, to Mesoamerica. If this system collapsed, perhaps 
because of the collapse of the Toltec polity, then loss of access to 
Mesoamerican prestige objects, and perhaps related esoteric knowledge might 
have seriously weakened the Hohokam elite of that period. The subsequent 
Classic Period phenomena might then reflect the development of a new elite or 
the reorganization of the old one, with specialized ties to other southwestern 
groups such as the Sinagua of the Verde Valley. 

Some continuity is suggested by the persistence, or in fact, increased 
importance of platform mound centers. These changes, possibly resulting from 
events happening far from the Southwest, might have exacerbated or 
intensified changes arising from local factors such as regional conflicts, 
expansion or consolidation of canal systems, or demographic shifts. It is worth 
noting that the movement of widely distributed shell objects such as plain 
Glycymeris bracelets does not seem to have been adversely affected by the 
events of the Sedentary-Classic transition, suggesting that only the prestige 
sphere was involved. The Hohokam may have undergone reorganization, but 
there is nothing to indicate that they ever lost their access to regional shell 
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exchange networks, as suggested in the Casas Grandes report (Di Peso, Fenner 
and Rinaldo 1976: 168). On the whole it would appear that the Hohokam 
continued to produce many of their distinctive shell objects for as long as they 
were still distinctively Hohokam, the most distinguished shell workers of the 
prehistoric Southwest. 
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