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Distinguishing ethnic traditions in archaeological contexts is notoriously difficult,
especially if different ethnic groups used outwardly similar material culture. Most
scholars of ethnic identity now recognize that attention to aspects of technology, and the
decisions involved in technological choice, can elucidate categories of ethnic
membership. Often, artifact technology offers more insight into ethnic traditions than
outward expressjons of style. Only afew scholars working in the protohistoric northern
Southwest have approached ethnic affiliation from a technological perspective; this
perspective is especially useful in light of the highly mebile hunter-gatherer groups that
dominated the northern Southwest during this period. This study of Ute and Navajo
ceramic construction and finishing techniques provides strong support for the
consideration of ‘technological style” in identifying ethnic traditions in the archaeological
record. A distinctive method of construction is explained for Ute finger-impressed and
Navajo Dinetah Gray ceramics; this construction can be macroscopically identified,
wbhich will aid in the future field identification of Ute and Navajo archaeological

traditions.

iii




FOR JOHN AND DIANNE WILSON:

Thanks for all the love and support




ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This completion of thesis was made possible by many people. First, I’d like to thank
my committee members, Cathy Carneron, Doug Barnforth, Art Joyce and Rich Wilshusen
for their invaluable comments on earlier versions of this work. Without their help, 1
would still be floundering somewhere.in the Introduction. 1 want to extend a special
thanks to Cathy Cameron, whose amazing support throughout my graduate career has
contributed immensely to my development as an archaeologist. Ajso, a huge thanks to
Rich Wilshusen, whose ‘thinking outside the box’ mentality and enthusiasm for unique
archaeological projects initially piqued my interest in the Protohistoric era, and led to
pursuit of this topic.

Secondly, 1 owe Lori Reed of Animas Ceramic Consulting my firstborn for her
incredible ceramic expertise and access to difficult-to-find site reports. Kathy Hensler,
also of Animas, provided much-needed help with ceramie replication studies and SPSS
statistical work. Lort and Kathy generously allowed me access to their database
derailing Navajo ceramic construction technigues, which provided the foundation for
my own research design. Both women logged in countless hours helping me to
identify and then replicate ceramic-construction and finishing techniques — without
their contributions, this thesis would not have been possible. 1 would also like to thank
Kathleen Reid of Cultural Resources Management Consultants, who allowed me to
photograph Dinetah Gray sherds from site LA55979. Also, thanks to Williars Field

Services for access to data recovered from recent projects.




Many thanks go to Karyn Dedufour at ARMS, for her help locating obscure site
reports and other gray Jiterature. She also provided me with both GIS and Excel
databases, which epabled easy access to information on Navajo archaeological sites in
northwestern New Mexico. Mary Sullivan's expert querying at the Colorado Historical
Society helped me to identify Ute sites appropriate for my analysis. Their generosity
with this information was crucial to the early stages of my research. Devin White
donated his time to help pull all this information together using GIS software. Thanks
Karyn, Mary and Devin'!

Travel expenses associated with this research were generously funded by the Alice
Hamilton Scholarship Fund of the Colorado Historical Society, the Ward Weakley
Fellowship of the Colorado Archaeological Society and the Walker Van Riper
Scholarship of the CU-Museum,

Finally, I would like to thank my parents, John and Dianne Wilson, who never batted
an eye when [ told than I wanted to be an archaeologist at age nine. [ love you both very

much.

vi




CONTENTS
CHAPTER
L. INTRODUCTION ...ouiitiii e e 1
The Problem ..o 3
Reconstruction of Ute Prehistory and Protohistory
based on Archaeological Evidence ................... 7
Reconstruction of Ute Prehistory and Protohistory
based on Ethnographic and Ethnohistorical
Evidence .....occooiiiimi i 11
Reconstruction of Navajo Prehistory and Peotohistory
based on Archaeological Evidence .................. 16
Reconstruction of Navajo Prehistory and Protohistory
based on Ethnographic and Ethnohistorical
BVIdente ..o e 25
1. ETHNICITY AND ARCHAEOLOGY ......ccoiiiiiviiiiiianne 30
Approaches to Ethnic Identity in Archaeology ............. 32
‘Technology of Style' and its Application to Ethnic
Identity (v e 37
Distinguishing Ute and Navajo Ethnic Identity ............ 43
1I. UTE AND NAVAJO CERAMICS ...covvivniiiiimiiiiicne 48
Database IDtegrity .......cc.viiimiemaiariiininn 48
The Complexities of Using Ceramics for Ethnic
TAeNnUFICALION ..o.\vui v 49
General Navajo Dinetah Gray Descriptions................. 50

Navajo Dinetah Gray Descriptions: Construction and
Finishing Techniques .....c...coooviiiiiiiiiiin... 52

vii



1.

V.

Reed and Hensler’'s Study ..., 54
General Uncompabgre Brownware Descriptions .......... 56

Uncompahgre Brownware Descriptions: Construction

and Finishing Techniques ...............ccceovvneene, 59
METHODOLOGY .o 67
Attributes Recorded ...t 70
General Description of Replication Experiments .......... 76
Experiment #1: Tile wiped with Con Cob ................. 77
Experiment #2: Tile wiped with Juniper Bark ............. 78
Experiment #3: Tile wiped with Wet Hand ................ 79
Experiment #4: Interior and Extenior Coil-Joining
TEeCNIUQUES -..ovet i 80
Experiment #5: Finger-Impression ..........c...ooveeeinnn 81
Differences in Ute and Navajo Data Collection ............ 85
COMPARING UTE AND NAVAJO CERAMICS ................. 87
Evaluation of the Ute Database ....................ooo e, 87
Presentation of Ute Data ..o 90
Ute Construction Techniques ..........ocovivnnioiniinnn., 93
Evaluation of the Navajo Database .............c...c.veeeee 95
Presentation of the NavajoData ................. 96

Comparing Ute and Navajo Ceramic Attributes: Mean
Coil Height, Mean Thickness, Frequency of
Interior and Exterior Coiling and Joining
TeChNIQUE ..ot v, 100

viii




Discriminant Analysis Results: Ute and Navajo
CeramiCAUTIDULES ... v et ieeaea e 106

V. CONCLUDING THOUGHTS AND DIRECTIONS FOR

FUTURE RESEARCH ........ioiiiiiiiiea e, 113
BIBLIOGRAPHY ..ottt 121
APPENDIX

A. CHARACTERISTICS OF UTE SITES ANALYZED ........133

B. UTERAWDATA ... v 134

ix




Table

TABLES
Ute site provenience information ............oooiioieeneeiiniieiennnn. 90
. Frequency of tool use on interior sherd surface ..........ccoo..ocoeeie 94
. Frequency of tool use on exterior sherd surface ......................... 95
Charactenstics of Ute ceramic construction techniques ................ 97
. Navajo ool use summary: Identifiable Tool use by Phase ........... 100

. Characteristics of Navajo ceramic construction techniques by

A. Group statistics showing analytic variables used in
independent sample t-1eSt ...........oo 102

B. Results of t-test comparing mean coil height and mean
thickness of Dinetah and Gobernador phase Dinetah
Gray CEramIiCs ... ..ot ettt einestieanaiesreennraaeas 102

A. Group statistics showing analytic variables for independent
SAMPle - 1eSE ...t 105

B. Independent sample t-test.comparing mean thickness
and mean coil height of Ute and Nava)o
SRETAS ot 105

A. Group statistics showing analytic variables for Ute
finger-impressed and Navajo Dinetah Gray
SHETAS Lo 107




B. Resulis of independent (-test comparing mean thickness
and mean coi] height of Ute finger-impressed and
Navajo Dinetah Gray sherds ...........cc.ocooviiiann 107

10.  A. Group statistics showing analytic variables for Ute
plainware and -Navajo Dinetah Gray sherds ............... 108

B. Results of t-test showing mean thickness and mean coil
height comparison of Ute plainware and Navajo
Dinetah Gray.Sherds .. ..-..ovveevreierinmnirieaeiiiaaaniann, 109

11. Stepwise statistics showing most effective attributes for
differentiating Ute and Navajo ceramics .......c.......... 110

12. Cross tabulation showing predicted group membership
of discriminant analytical data ...............coovin. 112

X1




Figure

FIGURES

1. Map showing Ute and Navajo territory in Protohistoric Period .........6

2. Reclassified sherd from Buckles collection compared to Navajo

sherd from LASS979 ..o 56
3., Examples of interior-coiled Ute sherds ,................ e 62
4. Depiction of interior and exterior-coiled vessel wall profiles ......... 63
5. Map of sites used in this study .......oovsiveiieiiii i, ....70

6. Ute nail-impressed rim sherd pictured with interior-coiled nail
impressed replica sherd ..o 77

7. Replicated clay tile wiped with corn cob pictured with Ute
) ¢11) [ R PP PPPP PP 80

8. Ute plainware partial vessel pictured with replicated clay tile wiped
with juniperbark ..., 81

9. Replicated clay tile wiped with a wet hand compared to Ute
SAMPIES oot IR 82

10. Extertor and Interior-coiled replicas pictured with interior-coiled

Ute SAMPIES .. v i e 33
11. Finger-impressed Ute sherds pictured with finger-impressed

1053 5] o7 L OO 84
12. Box plot showing mean thickness of Ute and Navajo sherds ........ 106
13. Scatterplot resulits of Discriminant Analysis ...........cooveiiinen. 113

xii




CHAPTER I:
INTRODUCTION

The period between the Puebloan abandonment of the Four Corners area in A.D.
1300 and the arrival of the first Euro-American settlers in the early 19 century is
surely the most undey researched time period in the history of the northern American
Southwest. This 500-year period was characterized by a complex mix of shifling
allegiances between Ute, Navajo, Apache, ancestral Puebloan and Comanche groups.
Subsequent Spanish colonization of New Mexico in the 16™ century precipitated a
new wave of dramatic upheaval characterized by Native participation (either
voluntarily or forcefully) into capitalist driven economies — aborted missionary
work, tenuous military allegiances, adoption of the horse and widespread slave
raiding constitute developments that accompanied Spanish rule.

The fluidity of cultural movements across the Southwest in the Protohistoric
period has resulted in a considerable challenge to archaeologists intérested in
deciphering this complex time period. Central {o such concerns is the identification
of ethnic groups in the archaeological record. Presently, archacologists are bound to
ethnohistoric and ethnographic records to aid in the interpretation of the Protohistoric,
and rapid group movements, ethnic influxes into alien populations, and the influence
of Spanish contact complicate its interpretation.

Furthermore, the self-uscribed nature of ethnic identification muddies both
individual and group identities in situations of intense culture contact and ensuing

culture change. Although the ethnobistoric literature is a useful tool to interpret some



elements of protohistoric interaction. it cannot be used to make ethnic-based
Judgments about cultural groups in the absence of archacological data.

In this thesis, I attempt 1o find ways Lo better define material remains that reveal
Ute cultural affiliation in relation to what is known of Navajo material culture.
Although unequivocal ethnic determination of material culture elements will prove
difficult to produce, analysis of technological style focusing on ceramic construction
and finishing techniques can identify Numic and Athapaskan ceramic traditions. This
project employs experimental ceramic construction as well as archaeological,
ethnographic and ethnohistorical information in order to identify elements of
technological style that reflect ethnic membership. This analysis identifies
construction correlates for both Numic and Athapaskan ceramic traditions, and
provides archaeologists with new information by which to ‘field identify’ such
traditions.

In this chapter, I begin with discussions of the available archaeological and
ethnohistorical ¢vidence for Ute and Navajo occupation in the American Southwest.
Chapter 2 provides information on ethnic identity-based research, detailing the
problems, promise and challenge in conducting these studies. Chapter 3 describes the
background of Ute and Navajo ceramic research, while Chapler 4 presents and
interprets data resulting from analyses of Ute and Navajo ceramic construction and
finishing techniques. Chapter 5 will summarize my findings, and will propose

avenues for future research seeking to identify Ute and Navajo ethnic indicators.



The Problem

The protohistoric and early historic Ute and Navajo occupations of the American
Southwest are poorly understood — in part, because past (and current) research in the
American Southwest focuses primarily on the Ancestral Puebloan occupation of the
Four Comers region. Protohistoric and Historic Ute and Navajo occupations have
received much less attention from the southwestern archaeological community. This
stems from difficulty in identifying ethnic groups from archaeological remains, and
from a lack of archaeological interest in these periods, However, recent projects
using archaeological, ethnohistorical and ethnographic data have begun to clarify
aspects of protohistoric interaction and ethnic identification in this culturally fluid
time period (Brown 1996; Kearns 1996; SanFillipo 1998; Reed 1988; Reed and Reed
1996 Torres 1998; Towner 1996). Such studies enable archaeologists to investigate
shifting settlement pattems, exchange partnerships and population migrations that
characterized the interactions of protohistaric cultural groups.

Despite recent studies (e.g: Towner 1996, SanFillipo 1998; Reed 1988), we
currently are not able to distinguish the archaeological manifestations of Ute and
Navajo sites in this culturally rich region. Both groups were highly mobile, which
complicates the interpretation of Protohistoric era bunter-gatherer sites. Indeed, post-
Puebloan occupation in the northern Southwest is evidenced in the archacological
record by ‘ephemeral’ sites composed primarily of lithic scatters, occasional ceramics
and remnants of architectural material. Ofien, the material culture used by
protohistoric groups is so similar in these categories that cultural affiliation is difficult

to ascertain. “Another disconcerting aspect of research on the nonpuebloan
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protohistoric groups js their scanty and elusive material remains preserved in the
archaeological record. Unformunately, prioy to about 1974 archaeologists simply
walked over sites that today are the focus of intense interesl” (Schaafsma 1996: 21).
This disparity must be addressed if archacologists want to investigate culiura)
boundanes and culture change.

Archaeological approaches must employ multiple lines of evidence to degipher
this period of Southwestern history. Fortunately, for archaeologists studying
protohistoric cultural interactions, many lines of evidence are available; tree ring
dating, ethnohistorical, archacological and ethnographic data all can be brought 10
bear on the interpretation of the Protohistoric era. Although archaeological evidence
is scanty for both the Ute and Navajo in relation.tg ancestral Puebloan data, there is
still the potentjal 10 address complex questions relating to social networks,
ethnogenesis and population movements. Additionally, an emerging database that
includes an increasing amount of data recovered from archaeological mitigation
projects provides material with which to test hypotheses generated primarily through
ethnohistorical and ethnographic information. These analytical tools will contribute
to an enhanced understanding of the Southwest in this tumultuous time.

The relative inability of archaeologists to distinguish between Ute and Navajo
archaeological sites has contributed to Ute invisibility in both academic and public
archaeological settings. Steven Baker (1995: 4) states, “The archaeological
profession’s oversight and/or reluctance to deal effectively with Ute archaeology has
been a major cause of the Colorado Ute archacological disenfranchisement.” The

many questions inherent in generating ethnic-based arguments from archaeological



and ethnohistorical data cause some researchers to renounce ethnic identity-based

studies eompletely (e.p. Stiger 1998).

Archaeologists continue to be stymied by an ever reliance on ethnohistorical
information ip the interpretation of the Protohistoric period. Perhaps the abundance
of ethnohistorical information available has discouraged archaeological approaches
to determining the probable cultural affiliation of protwohistoric archaeological sites.

This chapter will desciibe the cultural history of Ute and Navajo groups in the
northern San Joan region of the American Southwest from A.D. 1500 to 1750. Using
archaeological and ethnolistorical evidence, J will focus specifically on Ute groups
inhabiting west-central and southwest Colorado, while I limit my focus to eastern
Navajo populations in northern and northwestern New Mexico (after Hester 1962).
Although both groups dominated respective ‘core’ areas, the Ute and Navajo both
engaged in mobility patterns that resulted in substantial overlap in termitory (see
Figure 1). The information provided in this chapter will provide the reader with a
background concerning what is currently known about Ule and Navajo settlement

patterns and population movement in the northern American Southwest,



Figure 1: Map Showing Ute and Navajo Territory in the Protohistori¢ Period
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First, Ute cultural background is discussed, with an emphasis on what is currently
known about Ute cultural chronology and archaeological and ethnohistorical
indicators of probable Ute affiliation. Second, Navajo cultural chronology and

culture history is reviewed in'an attempt to show the geographic placemient, cultural



development and known archaeological indicators of protahistoric Navajo occupztion

in the southwest.

Reconstruction of Ute Prehistory and Protohistory Based on Archaeological
Evidence

Reed and Metcalf (1999) have proposed two stages detailing Ute cultural
chronology; the Canalla phase (A.D. 1300-1650) and the Antero phase (A.D. 1650-
1881). These phases are distinguished by the widespread adoption of the horse ¢.
1650. 1 will-first discuss the Canalla phase and the early part of the Antero phase in
an effort to summarize what is known of late prehistoric, protohistoric and early
historic Ute existence in the Amertean Southwest.

Although much debate surrounds the entrance of Numic-speaking peoples mnto the
Southwest, it is generally thought that the ancestral Ute entered west-central Colorado
by 1100 (Reed 1994). These data originated from early archaeological work in west-
central Colorado, which subjected Ute eeramic samples recovered from radiocarbon-
datable contexts. Both Reed (1994) and Buckles (1971) have documented probable
Ute sites dating'to the 1100s in west-central Colorado.

Although most archaeologists studying the Ute generally concur with Reed's
proposed entry date for Numic groups in west-central Colorado (although see Baker
1995 for a dissenting view), researchers debate the origin of Numic groups. Some
researchers have postulated a southeastern California homeland for Numic speakers
(Bettinger and Baumhoff 1982) while others: have proposed an origin in the-central
Great Basin (Aikéns. 1994). In either case, most researchers agree that Numic

speakers arrived in the northern Southwest between A.D. 1100- 1300. Ute people,



however. would argue that they have been present in their current homeland
throughout antiquity (Naranjo 2000).

Bettinger and Baumhotf (1982) -O'ffier an explanation of the “Numic Spread’ across
the Great Basin based on Optimal Foraging Model. They argoe that Numic groups
originating from southeastern California-engaged in a ‘processor’ subsistence strategy
that privileged lower rarked resources at the expense of large game. Because
processing tasks are generally the responsibility of women in hunter/gatherer societies
(Bettinger 1991), a ‘processor’ subsistence strategy places more value on women’s
labor, resulting in a ‘female rich’ society (Bettinger and Baumhoff 1982: 493).
Eventually, with balanced male/female ratios, the Numic processors would enjoy
higher fertility rates than pre-Numic groups inhabiting the Great Basin—it is this
population increase that resulted in the Numic expansion.

Although this model has sustained some criticism (e.. Simms 1983), it represents
the first real attempt to explain the present distribution of Numic groups without
relying solely on glottochronological evidence. Interestingly, their model seems to
directly contradict data generated from recent archacological work, wlich has
identified remains that suggest exploitation of high-ranked faunal resources (e.g.
Reed 2001). This-early observation is supported by recent archaeological work in
west-central ‘Colorado, which notés:the paucity of ground stone and an excess of
expedient tools related to anima) butchering (Reed 2001). Antelope, and Mule deer
are the most common faunal remains recovered fromn Ute sites, and in later periods,

buffalo remains become more apparent. This highly mobile, hunter-gatherer lifeway



resulted in few material remains: therefore. Ute archaeology has been labeled
‘ephemeral” and the material manifestations of Ute occupalion are nol always clear.

Desptte the difficulty in identifying Ute sites, rescarchers agree on some elements
of material culture that denote Ute presence. Ute ethnic affiliation is inferred by the
presence of Desert-side notched and Cottonweod Triangular projectile points and
Uncompahgre Brownware, a utilitarian ceramic exhibiting distinc{ design and vessel
shape attributes similar 1o other Numic ceramic styles. Wickiup architecture, conical
log structures that served as habitations, has been dated to post-1700s in Colorado and
is considered a Ute architectural type (SanFillipo 1998). However, the insubstantial
nature of these structures hinders their detection in archaeological surveys.
Therefore, archaeologists must rely-largely on ceramics and projectite points to infer
Ute occupation.

1n recent years. Uncompahgre Brownware, in association with Desert Side-
Notched and Cottenwood Triangular period. projeetile points, has emesged as the
most reliable etbnic indicator diagnostic of Ute presenee in Colorado. Reed (1994:
195) states, “Of all the traits commonly regarded as Numic diagnostics, brown ware
ceramics appear to be the singlé best indicator of Numic affiliation.” The current
materials thought to reveal Ute cultural affiliation have come to light as the result of
numerous projects, both C'RM and academically driven: of all projects initiated,
Buckles’ (1971)study focusing on the Uncompahgre Plateau area forms the basis of
what we know about Ute archaeology in Cclorado. Buckles (1971) éxcavated, tested

or collected 10 sites that contained ceramics in this area of west-central Colorado;



cerarmic collections from five of these sites are re-analyzed in this study (see
Appendix A).

Buckles (1971).used the direct historic approach to trace early historic Ute
material culture into prehistory. He detected little change in Ute historic and
prehistoric archaeological materials, and noted the continued use of Desert-side
notched, Cottonwood Triangular projectile points and Shoshonean knives, a distinct] y
Numic lithic technology (Reed 1994).. He also was the first 1o define two types of
Uncompahgre Brownware, plain and fingernail impressed. Buckles also noted
continuity in ceramics from the plainwares of the earlier ‘Mountain Tradition” (after
Black 1991) to. Uncompahgre Brownware. Although Buckles thought initially that
Uncompahgre Brownware represented a distinctly Ute ceramic type, he has since
suggested that the ethnic affiliation of Uncompahgse Brownware may be more
complex, as it appears similar to Intermountain ware traditions (Buckles 1988).

Some recently excavated and re-analyzed southweslern archaeological sites have
revealed early Ute components. Talus Village, a Basketmaker 11I site outside of
Durango Colorado, -contains. a possible Ute Wickiup dated to ¢ A.D. 1441 (Dean
1969). Other Ute sites in west-central Colorado date to the mid to. late A.D.1300s,
based on thermoluminescence dating of Uncompahgre Brownware ceramics (Reed
1994).

In a controversial argument, Schaafsma (1996:19) argues that the La Plata Mine
sites located in northwest New Mexico are Ute, rather than Navajo in origin. The
ing from a large water diversion undertaking on

Doloses Archeolagical Project, result

the Dolores River, documented p‘ost—Puebloan archaeological sites in southwestern
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Colorado. Although some of these sites may be Ute. none were excavated because
they were not directly impacted. By [ar. the most recent comprehensive work
focusing on Ute archagology results from the TransColorado Pipeline Project (see
Reed 2001). Data generated from this work have revealed well-dated Ute (and

Navajo) components.

Reconstruction of Ute Prehistory and Protohistory Based on Ethnographic and
Ethnohistorical Evidence

According to ethnographic data, the Ute existed in a band-level social
organization, with band members consisting of both immediate and extended family
(Steward 1938; Smith 1974). A fypical Ute group consisted of between 20-40
individuals-occupying between 6-8 Wickiups (SanFillipo 1998). These individual
band units composed larger bands that inhabited roughly the same territory. Band
members shared food and camp.tasks, but.division of labor roles structured hunting
and gathering activitiés. Men were primarily responsible for farge game bunting and
women were responsible for hide-processing and plant food gathering, while both
sexes may have shared responsibility for small-game bunung (Opler 1940; Smith
1974).

Each smiall band unit of approximately 20-40 people was headed by a male “chief.’
chosen primarily for his organizational ability and wisdom (Smith 1974). The ability
of these leaders to maintain power was primanly a function of how well the group
percejved their leadership. This position was not hereditary, and the individual’s

position could be terrninated if other group members found fault in his leadership. In




describing the lack of irans-band leadership, Opler states, “. . . the band of this period
in Ute history had no political cohesiveness and no centralized authority” (1940:
127). Wealth accumulation was discouraged, as inter-band redistributive networks
based on loose kinship relations were firmly in place.

Further examination of both-archaeological and ethnohistorical information
permits some reconsfruction of Ute arrival and the placement of Ute groups in Lhe
American Southwest. In addition to drought conditions in the 1200s, Puebloan oral
tradition suggests that hostile nomadic groups from the northwest were also
responsible for the Four Corners abandonment through persistent raiding and warfare
(Kuckelman 2000: Lipe 1995). This implies that these nomadic (probably Numic)
groups were in the Southwest in the A.D. 1200s. Most researchers place the Ute in
west-central Colorado sometime before A.D. 1500, but after A.D. 1350. However,
according to Wilshusen and Towner, (1999: 354) ** .. .the alternative of a pre-A.D.
1300 Numic presence must remaio an interesting and provocative alternative
hypothesis in all research in this area.”

The earliest known references to the southemn Ule come from Jemez informants in
1626, and their account places the Ute just north of the San Juan River.

A group of these Indians who also were said to talk like Mexican Indians,

visited Jemez a few years prior (o Spanish settlement in 1598. On Departing
they traveled northwest by way of the Chama River in order to return to their
homes beyond the Navajo Indians. According to the Jemez, there was a great

river (San Juan) north of Navajo country, and in that region were the thatch-
covered huts of these Guaputus (Lummis 1900: 182-83 cited in Schrocder

1965: 64)



Tyler (19511 155) recounts a Hopi informant’s story as told to Dr. F.W. Hodge: “the
Ute. not the Navaho, were the traditional enemies of the Hopi, clearly implying that
the Navaho came later.”” Attacks frofh the Utes, according to Hopi informants,
precipitated major changes in Puebloan settlement patterns. . . .the aggressors from
the north (northeast) were (Capote) Utes, the:more powerful and mobile group that
might have caused the Hopis to move into the tops of their mesas™ (Schroeder 1965
57).  Contemporary tribal members point to ‘pecked out’ rock art in southeastern
Utah as representing post-abandonment Ute occupation (Ambler and Sutton 1989).

Even though raiding is notoriously difficult to ‘see’ archaeologically, the
defensible 137 century cliff dwellings of the Mesa Verde region may reflect an
attempt to thwart Ute aggression. Archaeological evidence from this tumultuous
period reveals a deerease in intercommunity trade among ancestral Puebloan groups,
which could indicate increased raiding/warfare.activity (Lightfoot and Kuckeiman
1994).

Although recent studies have-emphasized intercommunity warfare (e.g. Lightfoot
and Kuckelman 1994), the alternative explanation of Ute expansion and increased
raiding remains an intriguing possibility (e.g. Kuckelman 2000: 1). The Ute
intensified raiding activities following the adoption of the horse (¢. 1630), and
ethnohistorical evidence for this period reveals increased raiding on Spanish traders,

and Navajo and Apache settlements for corn, slaves, horses and other types of wealth

(Hyslop 2002; Marsh 1982).
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n addition lo inereased capacity for raiding, this shifi to an equestrian lifestyle
allowed the Ute 19 dramatically expand their range. Early Spanish uccounts, although

perhaps not wholly accurate, provide some idea of just how vast Ute territory became:

The Sp_anish documents indicate that these Yuta Indians occupied a territory
stretching from the aréa west of the Colorado River m southeastern California
and northwestern Arizona, north of the Colorado and San Juan rivers in
southern Utal, and on thé headwaters. of the Rio Grande in south and centra)
Colorado. This was their homeland in the sixteenth, seventeenth and
cighteenth century, Bands engaged in bunting, rrading, or raiding regular) y
went beyoud these limits in every direction . . . Northeastern New Mexico, the
panhandle of Texas, and western Oklahoma. all were familiar territory to the
Yuta Indians (Tyler 1951: 344-345).
The Spanish were certainly not discrinvinating in their accounts of particular ethnic
groups: thus, itis certain that they included Shoshonean-speakers such as the Paiute.
and Yavapai together in thei geographical descriptions of *Yuta” territory. This
practice was common in the Spanish documeéntation, and further confounds
researcher’s attempts to reconstruct Uté territory.
ldentification of early Ute components is central to later protohistoric and historic
cultural interaction, where contact increased among indigenous groups and Spanish
colonial outposts. Exterisive contact between Ute, Navajo and Spanish groups
undoubtedly took place throughout the 17" and 18" centuries (Naranjo 2000). This

contact invelved shifting alliances iir both trading and warfare. Thomas® translation

(1941: 105) of Tecdoro de Creix’s 18" eentury account testifies to the political

volatility of these fledgling allegiances;

if n ake less frequent visils to the
| content myself if the Comanche_m : ! ‘ |
té;rgltgfi?s gf New Mexico. if the Ute remain faithfyl to our friendship, and if

14



the Navaho do not 1ake sides openly in the imerests of the Apache. In this way

Lhe ht;)Sti]ilies.of the latter can be withstood and punished. and the province will
reathe.

Many ethnohistorical accounts of this Interaction emphasize the shrewdness of the
Ute in establishing and maintaining exchange networks, as they shified allegiance
with Navajo and Apache groups in order to maximize their trade relationships with
the Spamiards (Marsh 1982).

The use of the horse also precipitated greater aggregation among individnal bands
and members of different larger bands. It is thought that Ute sentlerent size in the
late 17" century included as many as'200 individuals living in seasonaily occupied
vitlages (Steward 1938). The horse also allowed for greater interregional mobility,
and the southern Utes came into increasing contact with surrounding neighbors. “As
the Utes became more mobilé, their range increased, and.some (Moaches) ventured
onto the plains of eastern Colorado to join the great army of buffaio hunters, which
included their linguistic relatives, the Comanches™ (Schroeder 1965: 54). This quote
further testifies to the great expanse in range that the Ute experienced after the
widespread adoption of the horse.

The establishment of the Colorado fur trade in the early 1800s precipitated even
ment and subsistence, and cross-cultural contact became

greater changes in Ute settle

more frequent and conflict-driven. Intensive Euro-American. fur trade activity

followed early French and $panish forays into Ute territory (Noel, Mahoney and

Stevens 1993). The French contacted northern Utesand easiemn Shoshene groups im

the Jate 18" and early 19" centuries, while the:Spanish in northern New Mexico

contacted southern Ute and Navajo groups more than a century earlier (Noel,
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Maloney and Stevens 1993). The extension of the fur trade into eastern Colorado via
the upper Arkansas and Platte rivers further connected the Ute (and other Native
American groups) into more entrenched capitalist economies. and evidence for this
contact becomes more evident in the archaeological record.

However, in spite of the increased understanding of pre and post contact Ute
archaeology over the last decade, archaeologists are still largely unable to identify
Ute sites with any confidence. Wilshusen and Towner (1999: 368) point to the
frustrating state of Ute archaeology . **. . .the central focus for coming years is (o
continue with increasing archaeological recognition of the surface signatures that may
betray Ute affiliation and begin to build an understanding of what excavated Ute sites
mnght look like.” Fortunately, recént archaeological projects have focused on Navajo
occupations in the Southwest. These efforts have encouraged much-needed
comparative studies of both Ute and Navajo archaeological remains (e.g. Hill and

Kane 1988; SanFillipo 1998).

Recounstruction of Navajo Prehistory and Protohistory Based on Archacological
Evidence

Studies of Navajo history in the American Southwest have significantly benefited
from cultural resource management undertakings; The Navajo Reservoir Project
(Eddy 1966), La Plata Mine Project (Brown 1991), the Frances Mesa Alternative
Treatment Project (Sesler, Hovezak and Wilshusen 2000) and the Cedar Hill Special
Treatment Project (Wilshusen 1995) have all contributed much-needed information 10
the Navajo archaeological database. This work has greatly clarified Navajo cultural

chronology, and has resolved (at teast in part) some long-standing questions in



Navajo archaeology. The archaeological data recovered from these projects shed new
light on the Athapaskan entry into the Southwest — when combined with
ethnohistorical and-ethnographic data, a comprehensive data set emerges with which
lo examine Navajo chronology, extérnal trade relations and population movernents.

Before the archaeological data are discussed, it is necessary to describe the nature
of debates in Navajo archacology — namely, the controversy over the Navajo entry
into the American Southwest, and tlte validity of the dates associated with early
Navajo sites. Cuirently, the Navajo cultural cluonology is divided into three phases:
The Dinetah phase (A.D. 1500-1650), the Gobernador phase (A.D. 1650-1780) and
the Cabezon, phase (A.D. 1780-1860)". For the purposes of this thesis, only the
developments of the Dinetah and Gobernador phase will be discussed in detail.

The validity of the Dinetah phase has received the most vehement debate in recent
years, but now most schelars accept an early 16" century Navajo occupation in the
Southwest (but-see Schaafsma 1996 for a dissenting view). The debate surrounding
this phase has been clarified, at least in pari, by recent CRM investigations.

The Navajo Reservoir Project, initiated in the 1950s, located four sites that
contained lithics and grayware utility sherds, but lacked the polychrome ceramics and
tradewares that were common on better known 18" century Navajo sites (Hogan
1989: 53, Winter and Hogan 1992: 299). Dittert (1958) attributed these sites to the
‘Dinetah phase,” which. based largely on the utilitarian ceramics (Dinetah Gray) and
absence of polychromes atiributable to later periods, he believed preceded the
m revised considerably in the last wo decades. The dales presented

here follow Wilshusen, Hovezak and Sesler (2000: 179) and Brown (1996: 52). Reed and Hom (1990)
place the Dinetah phase as beginning c. A.D. 1350, but most archaeotogisis do not yet accept this as i

is based on limited data.
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Gobernador phase. He tentatively assigned dates ranging from A.D.1550-1700 to
account for the material remains recovered from these four "early’ sites. Subsequent
excavations in the La Plata Valley (Brown and Gish 1991), the Cedar Hill Special
Treatment Project (e.g. Wilshusen 1995) and the Frances Mesa Alternative Treatment
Project (e.g. Wilshusen, Hovezak and Sesler. 2000) appear (o substantiate Dittert’s
early proposal, and radiocarbon-thermeluminescence dating techniques provided
convincing support for-a 16" century Navajo occupaton in northwestern New
Mexico (Winter and Hogan 1992: 303-309). Later dates resulting from examination
of Kin" Atsa north of Farmington, New Mexico provide some evidence for a pre-A.D.
1400 Navajo presence in the Southwest (e.g. Reed and Horn 1990}, although most
researchers have attributed these éarly dates to the ‘old wood problem’ (e.g. Brown
1996; 52).

Recent controversy has focused on the ethnic affilhation of protohistoric sites in
the northern .-Séuthwest. For example, Schaafsma (1979; 1992) proposed a Navajo
ethnic affiliation for protohistoric sites located in the Chama Valley of northwestern
New Mexico, based primarily on historical documents that placed the 17" century
Navajo it the vicinity of the Chama River. Data from these sites, collectively
attributed to the Piedra Lumbre phase (e.g. Schaafsma 1979), include semi-circular
masonry structures, a large quantity of Tewa ceramics, features associated with
livestock husbandry such as fences and corrals, and low numbers of Dinetah Gray
sherds.

Based primarily on the presence of Dinetah Gray ceramics and historical

documents, Schaafsma asserted that these sites represent the earliest presence of the



Navajo and their shift to pastoralism in the Southwest. Subsequent research has
identified these sites as probably-either Tewa or Hispanic sheparding locales (e.g.
Carillo 1992). Such evidencé again points to the ambiguity ip using primarily
ethnohistoric documents to assign cthnic affiliation in the absence of corroborating
archaeological data.

In another argument, Schaafsma (1996) proposes that historical documentation
supports a Ute occupation ' in the vieinity of the La Plata Mine sites, located just north
of the Sap Juan River in northwesternNew Mexico. He argues that most of the
material culture evidenced at these sites is-ethnically ambiguous, but suggests the use
of fingernail impressions on many of the sherds is & Ute characteristic. Schaafsma
(1996: 40) states, “l.am inclined, therefore, to identify the protohistoric pottery in the
La Plata Valley as-a'heretofore unrecognized variant of Eastern Ute poftery or
Uncompahgre Brownware.” Although this assumption is provocative. the majority of
the archaeological community in northwest New Mexico disagrees with Schaafsma’s
assertions, as fingernail impressed Dinetah Gray sherds are sometimes found in
Navajo arehaeological contexts. In.any case, Schaafsma's arguments question both
the etlinic affiliation and the validity of current Dinetah phase dates by relying
primarily on ethnohistorical evidence.

Despite the spate of recent research seeking to better define Navajo cultural
¢hronolagy, the date of Navajo migration into the American Southwest is stll
contested. Torres (1998) argues for an early Navajo amrival based on temporal
continuity of Athapaskan lithic technology. Using lithic data, he argues for an

‘stermountain Navajo migration from central Canada around A.D. 1300.
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[nterestingly, Navajo oral history supports an intermountain migration route, as the
Navajo consider the San Juan Mountains of southwestern Colorado their ancestral
homeéland (Wilshusen and Towner 1999). For example, the Navajo origin myth
focuses on the Sap fuan Mountains as the place of Navajo ‘emergence’. This
account, coupled with the traditional recounting of the ‘gathering of the clans’
documented by Zolbrod (1984), correlates in same ways with ethnohistorical and
archaeological evidence (Wilshusen and Tewner 1999: 356).

In addition, some researchers postulate greater Navajo antiquity in the region
based on the high level of adaptation to and environments evidenced at some early
Navajo sites (Brown 1996). Although significant debate surrounds the timing and
nature of Athapaskan entry into the Southwest, most Jinguistic and archaeological
evidence suggests an earlier Ute entry into this region (e.g. Schaafsma 1996; Reed
2001).

Archaeological evidence documenting the Navajo arrival in the Southwest has
added greatly to regional understanding of early Navajo Dinetah phase components.
Archaeological assemblages dating to this period include a diverse mix of lithic
scatters, Dinetah Gray eeramics and forked-stick hogans. Although past debate has
focused on whéther or not Dinetah Gray ceramics are indigenous to the Navajo, it 13
now widely accepted that this utilitarian pottery is indeed Navajo in origin (Reed and
Reed 1996). “Dipetah Gray pottery appears to have been brought to the Southwest
by the first Navajo groups, and limited manufacture of indented varieties seems to

have begun before the Navajo came into close contact with the Rie Grande pueblos™

(Hogan | 989: 65).



Dinetah phase sites have been documented in the Navajo Reservoir District and
through excavations associated with the Frances Mesa Alternative Treatment Project.
Some scholars (e.g. Brown 996) have suggested that the diversity present in Dinetah
phase assemblages may result from generalized Athapaskan occupations rather than
distnctly-Navajo occupations. Brown (1996: 51) states, © . . .various places and sites
with purportéd early Navajo occupations reveal enormous variability. both within and
between project areas, as well as through time.”

In light of the vague and sometimes contradictory nature of the ethnohistoricat
literature, archaeology has provided empirical data with which to examine Navajo
chronology. The earliest, well-dated Dinetah phase site is site LA55979 in the
Navajo Reservair area, was tite-ring dated to A.D. 541, This date corresponds with
early Spanish documents that place the Navajo and Apache in the eastern Plains of
New Mexico in the mid- 16" century (Wilshusen and Towner 1999: 356). Some
scholars have argued for an intermountain pugration route as the means for ethnic
differéntiation between the Navajo and Apache on the basis that Navajo technology
reflects a mowntain adapration while Apache traditions are more reminiscent of a
Plains lifeway. However. most scholars now see ethnic differentiation occurring affer
the Athapaskan arrival in the Southwest (Wishusen and Towner 1999).

The Gobemador phase, dating from A.D.1650-1780, is arguably the most dypamic
phase of Navajo history, and involved sustained interaction among Ute, Navajo,
Apache, Comanche and Spanish groups. Gobemador Polychrowme pottery, a high-
fired, thin-walled ceramic, is the hallmark of this chironological period and bears

marked similarity to contemporaneous Puebloan ceramic types. Early researchers

2]



believed that these similarities resulted from an incursion of Pueblo Revolt refugees’
c. A.D. 1696.

However, recent research supports an earlier, mid- 1 7™ century date for the first
appearance of Gobernador Polychrome. Reed and Reed (1996: 107) state, ©. . . our
examination of design styles and technological aspects of Gobermador Polychrome
suggests that it was made by Navajo potters who drew on the designs and motifs
present on a number of Puebloan types.” Increased interregional interaction is
evidenced by trade wares in Navajo contexts from both eastern and western Pueblos
(Reed and Reed 1996: 87).

Architecture associated with the Gobernador period differs significantly from the
earlier forked-stick bogans of the Dinetah phase, and is much more variable.
Although hogaris still characterize residential sites, Pueblito architecture became
comumon in the-Gobernador phase. Pueblitos are substantial stone structures that were
built on prominent points on the landscape; their locations ofien suggest a pre-
occupation with defense. These masonry structures were usually fortified, and
exhibit evidence for storage capacity and multiple room occupation {Sesler, Hovezak
and Wilshusen 2000). Interestingly, the construction of the Puebliios documented in
archaeological surveys of northwest New Mexico correspended to both increased
Spanish and Ute contact. Towner (1996:153) points to the defensive nature of these
structures: “This position [Pueblitos as defensively oriented] has recently been
supported through line-of-sight analysis that suggests a defensive network of sites and

not simply individual defensively oriented sites.”
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Interestingly, recent research documenting Pueblito construction episodes suggests
that most Pueblitos were built in imes of relative peace between the Navajo and
Spaniards (Towner 1996: 163). Concurrently, ethnohistorical evidence indicates
increased Ute raiding of Navajo settlements throughout the Gobernador period;
raiding that may be visible archaeologically through Pueblito construction. Sesler,
Hovezak and Wilshusen (2000: 168) suggest that
The magnitude and tactics of historically noted raiding are difficult to
determine archaeologically, but if this raiding was persistent, it might be
archaeologically evident as changes in Navajo settlement and social
organization. Such changes might include the evidence that Navajo tesritory
to the north of the San Juan River was abandoned during the late 17" or early
18" century A.D. It.also might be evident as “boom™ [sic] in pueblito
construction that immediately follows.

Scholars have farther proposed that Pueblitos served an integrative function in

Navajo communities increasingly concerned with defense (e.g. Wilshusen and

Towner'1999).

Pueblitos represent a radically different form of architecture, boflr physically and
symbolically. Recent research identifies different abandonment patterns for both
Pueblitos.and residential Hogans. Sesler, Hovezak and Wilshusen (2000: 250-251)
found that Pueblitos were rarely disassembled for secondary use; rather, they were
left intact as specific features on the landscape. “This suggests that they either had
been abandoned by their owneérs, or that they, in a sense, were not owned, but instead

functioned as public facilities”. This interpretation corresponds with Navajo cultural

taboos that prohibit any disassembling of abandoned habitation structures (Hester




[962). In addition to the proliferation of Pueblito-style architecture, the Gobemador

phase is also associated with substantial population aggregation in the Dinetah region.

Sesler, Hovezak and Wilshusen (2000) examine Frances Canyon Pueblito and
argue for an increase in population at this site throughout the early to mid 18"
century. Tree ring cutting dates at Frances Canyon reflect periods of population
aggregation interspersed with abandonment throughout approximately 50 years of site
occupation. “The data further suggest that most of the site's population growth, as
mirrored in the architectural record, occurred during or after A.D. 1736 (Sesler,
Hovezak and Wilshusen 2000: 191). This aggregation corresponds with
ethnohistorical evidence that suggests an intensification of Ute raiding of Navajo
settlements in the 18" century (Tyler 1951; Schiroeder 1965).

Gobernador phase Navajo occupation is further characterized by dramatjc shifts in
area settlement patterns. For example, Dinetah phase sites are more frequently
located north of the San Juan River; however, after the mid | 7" century Navajo
settlements are more common south of this river (Wilshusen and Towner 1999: 359).
Navajo oral history testifies to the completeness of this shift. “The actual name of the
river changes over time from Tooh (The River) or Tooh Bika’i (Male River) or
Sa 'Bitooh (0Old Age River) to Nooda'] Bitooh (River of the Utes)” (Wilshusen and
Towner 1999: 359). This change alludes to increasing encroachment by the Utes on
the northwestern edge of traditional Navajo temritory. It is clear that such territorial

conflict characterizes cultural interaction in the Protohistoric and early Historic

periods.
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The Navajo begin to abandon Dinetah in the early 18" century. and migrate 1o the
south. east and west of the traditional Navajo homeland. This exodus culminates in
the occupation of Chaera‘Mesa in Chaco Canyon, where the earliest hogan dates 10
A.D. 1720 (Brugge 1981). Interestingly, this southward shift in settdement and
subsistenece may also have been due to Ute hostility. “This seems an unlikely
direction of expansion if the Pueblitos were constructed for protection against the
Spaniards. Jtis exactly the direction of expansion one would expect, however, if the

threat was from the north” (Towner 1996: 166).

Reconstruction of Navajo Prehistory and Protohistory Based on Ethnographic
and Ethnohistorical Evidence

Ethnographic and ethnohistorical references to the Dinetah phase suggest that
Navajo social organization was partilineal, with Navajo men practicing polygyny
(Hester 1962: 28). Researchers suggest that early Navajo encampments consisted of
one extended family group, camped in two or three hogans. Early Navajo groups
were highly mobile, as indicated by carly Spanish references describing Navajo
subsistence patterns in the 16" century. The first reterence 1o probable Navajo (or
proto-Navajo) peaple is evident in-chronicles relating 1o the Coronado Expedition in
A.D. 1541.-which explored pertions of the Rio Grande Valley and northeast New
Mexico. The ‘Querechos'[nomadic groups thought to be Athapaskan] the Spanish
encountered were described as nomadi¢ people who subsisted by hunting buffalo and

transported their gear via dog travois (Habicht-Mauche 1992).
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Later Gobernador phase (A.D. 1650-1780) socia) organization changed with the
incorporation of Puebloan refugees into Navajo communities. Early researchers
suggested a profeund Puebloan influence in Navajo culture as réflected by Pueblo-
like architecture, and a-distinetive ceramic type (Gobernador Polychrome), which
incorporated design elements yeminiscent of Puebloan styles. Recently, however,
scholars have questioned the “Puebloan™ origins of Navajo matenal culture in this
period, -and have favored indigenous construction of both Pueblito architecture and
Gobernador Polychrome (e.g, Towner 1996, Reed and Reed 1996). However, it is
undisputed that Puebloan influence profoundly affected Navajo culture, as reflected
by a change from probable partilocal to matrilocal residence patterns (Hester 1962:
28). Spanish accounts further testify to the change resulting from thjs cultural
melding; “the Christian Indians [Puebloans] are so intermingled with the many
heathen that they are almost indistinguishable™ (Hackett 1937: 474. cited in Hester
1962:28).

The first Spanish reference to anything that resembles the word “Navajo® oceurs in
1626, with Fray Zarate Salmeron’s early account (c.g. Milich 1966). ‘Salmeron’s
account locates the “Apaches de Nabaju® in the vicinity of the Chama River in
northwest New Mexico. However, ‘Nabaju’ is a place name, and given the fluidity
and movement of mobile groups in the Southwest, this designation cannot be used to
identify cthnic identity with any certainty. Scholars have long noted thie use of place
names by Spanish chroniclers, and suggest that these names have erroneously been

equated to ethnic groups. Woznidk (1992: 329) clarifies this argument in relation 10

Salmeron’s account,




The problem comes with interprering that [Salmeron’s| data with regard to the
Apaches de Nabaju. First. the term “Nabaju” is a place name as it would
remain throughout the rest of the seventeenth century and not the designation
of an ethnic entity. Second, these Apache who lived in the area known as
Nabaju were to be found somewhere in the region of the Chama and San Juan
rivers . . .Salmeron does not give us. sufficient data to reach anymore specific
conclusions on the location of the Apaches de Nabaju in the early 1620s.
Brugge (1996: 258) agrees with the ambiguity inherent in the interpretation of historic
documents and states, “For the Alhapaskan and Numic peoples, unfortunately, few
sttes are loeated with precision in the early documents, Generalizations, estimates,
and imprecision characterize the historical accounts, allowing widely varying views
to be derived from the same materials.” Hester (1962: 20) recognized this early
problem, and noted the biases of the Spanish in the recordation of Native activities. [t
is ¢lear that, although historical documents are invaluable tools to decipher
protobistofic phenomena, they must be used as a supplement to archaeological data.
Post A.D.1750 Navajo occupation is characterized by a shift 1o a pastoral economy
supplemented by trade with surrounding indigenous groups — this shift to
pastoralism correlates with the Navajo abandonment of the Dinetah (Wilshusen and
Towner 1999:'365). At this time, relationships with the Spaniards were largely
peaceful partly due to the fact that the Navajos needed the Spanish as allies to thwart
Ute raiding (Wozniak 1392).
Navajo ctltural development through A.D. 1500-1750 represents an opportunity to
use a range of evidence in deciphering this complex time period. The combination of

archaeological, ethnohistorical and ethnographic information enables researchers to

examine data relating to ethnic affiliation and ethnogenesis; two extrernely difficult
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lopics to examine in any time period. Studies of the Southwestern Protohistoric and
early Historic periods must consider the complex intercultural dynamics in any
analysis of societal change. Wilshusen, Hovezak and Sesier (2000: 253) summarize
the significance of Navajo cultural development in the Southwest; “In a sense, the
Dinetah phase is focused on the emergence of a Navajo identity. For the Gobernador
phase, . .. the central issue is how big and complicated Navajo social structure
became.” Thus, the authors emphasize the importance of cultural dynamics in the
forging of distinctly “Navajo’ ethnic identity.

The reconstruction of Ute and Navajo occupations and interaction in the
Southwest is essential to our understanding of protohistoric and early historic cultural
dynamics. Although I have only focused on what is known of Ute and Navajo
dynamics, Spanish, Apache and Comanche studies are equally necessary to enhance
understanding of this period. The mobility afforded by the horse in the mid 17+
century contributed dramatically to the scale of cultural interaction in the American
Southwest, but also obscured traditional subsistence and settlement patterns. These
traditional settlement patterns could enable easier ethnic identification of
archaeological sites (Reed 2001). Thus, extreme mobulity, coupled with the
increasing expansion of Spanish and later Euroamerican intérests has created
problems.in defining original Native homelands.

This brief review of Ute and Navajo cultural chronology demonstrates the
increased movements of both groups in the Protohistoric period. Although
ethnohistorical documents offer a unique opportunity to gain insight into some of

these changes, they are characterized by bias and do not effectively identify ethnic



groups with any certainty. To begin to address questions of ethnic identity and
differing social networks, we must continug to develop reliable archaeological
approaches that identify culwral affiliation. Only then can ethnohistorica)

information be evaluated with any accuracy.
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CHAPTER 11:
ENTHICITY AND ARCHAEOLOGY

Ethnicily as a concept has generated considerable debate in anthropology. Some
perspectives see limited utility in pursuing the question of ethnic identity (e.g. Stiger
2001), while others see ethnic determination as a valid research foeus (Jones 1997;
Schaafsma 1996). Furthermore. the controversy inherent in addressing questions of
identity is complicated by anmbiguity in defiriing exactly what ethnic identity entails
and how it is defined.

In this thesis, I will follow the definitions put forth by Jones (1997) for ethnic
identity. According to Jones (1997 no page number) ethnic identity is, “that aspect of
a person’s self-conceptualization which results from identification with a broader
group in opposition (o others on the basis of perceived cultural differentiation and/or
common descent.” This definition addresses the self-ascribed aspect of ethnic
identity that is so important in modern ethnography, but is less useful to the
archaeologist who lacks direct access e bow prehistoric people viewed themseves:
Howewer, ethnic traditions can be observed archaeologically in differences in both
artifact style and the activities employed in the procuction and use of material
culture—through this type of inquiry, archaeologists can examine how ethnic and
cultural values are exteriorized in evervday practice.

Traditionally, approaches to ethnic identification n the archaeological record have
focused on equating distinctive matenal culture with specific ethnic groups. For
example, pre-1960s archaeology viewed ethnic groups as largely monolithic entities

{hat had specific matenal correlates. “The basic premise was that artifact types could



be used ta identify cultures and that clearly distinguishable cultural provinces reflect
the settlement areas of past tribes of ethnic groups” (Jones 1997: 2). This perspeclive
facilitated the archaeologist’s job by enabling easy identification of regional stylistic
differences in material culture. It followed that these material differences correlated
with different geographic areas, again, strengthening the notion that ethnic borders
could be reliably identified according to geography and a corresponding similarity in
material culture. Culture-historical inquiry was then replaced by the New
Archaeology of the 1960s. This perspective shifted the research focus away from
ethnic identity by conceptualizing culture as a functioning system responding to
internal and external stimuli (Willey and Sabloff 1993: 224-226).

More recent conceptians of ethinic identity utilize innovative approaches to
examine socia) and cultural difference. Many of these approaches involve closer
inspection of choices embedded in artifact production sequences (e.g. l.emmonier
1986). For example, the choices a person makes during the artifact production
sequence can reveal ethnic preferences; thus, archaeologists now recognize that these
choices can be as informative of cultural membershup as external expresstons of style
(e.g. Sackett 1991).

Recent attempts to differentiate Ute and Navajo material culture have not
sufficiently examined possibie ethnic markers inherent in choices that manifest in
artifact production, use and disposal. These choices, and the material patterns that
result, often persist even in the face of great cultural upheaval (Hensler and Goff
2001: 45). Sucha perspective is especially useful in deciphering the mobility, trade

and shifting settlement patterns of the Protohistoric period. By examining the



material results of choices, archaeologists can better distinguish ethnic traditions in
the archaeological record, and can therefore potentially identify group and individual
cultural membership.

In this chapter, | first discuss traditional and more current approaches 10 ethnic
identity in the archaeological record. I then present studies-that argue for examination
of individual and group style, and how style can manifest in technological. choice.
Finally, reeent approaches to distinguishing Ute and Navajo material culture are
presented. Iargue that an analysis of Ute and Navajo ceramic construction and
surface finishing techniques, used in eonjunction with other lines of evidence, can

help to identify technological traditions that are probably ethnically based.

Approaches to Ethnic Identity in Archacology

As discussed above, traditional views see ethnic identity as a largety passive,
‘fixed” identity. Early researchers atempting to define social groups depended
primarily on seriation and artifact typology to identify discrete cultural boundary
areas (Willey and Sabloff 1993: 127). Implicit ini this conception was the view that
ethnic identity was Immutable; this, in turn, encouraged a simplified view of material
culmure where culture change occurred gradually, and that different suites of material
culture equaled different social groups. Archaeologists have recently criticized this
monolithic view of culture; these groupings “. . . imbue the groups with a cultural
reality that may not be inherent in the archaeological data. The idea that shared
material culture means shared cultwral identity has recently corse under question™

(Cameron 1998: 185). Although a marked difference in material culture often



windicates different cultural groups, this perspective simply does not caprure the
multifaceted nature of ethnic identily and its manifestation in material culture.

The early conceptions of ‘archaeological cultures’ met with increasing criticism
after ethnographic studies dexmonstrated the {luidity of ethnic membership in the
1960s and 1970s (e.g. Barth 1969; Cohen 1978). This fluidity was shown (o depend
on self-ascription of individual identity, changing histerical circumstance and varying
levels of interaction with surrounding groups. This view is becoriing more comrhon
in the ethnic \dentity literature, following Barth’s (1969) influential work. *. . .a
conceptualization of ethnic groups as self-defining systems, and an emphasis on the
fluid and situational nature of both group boundaries and individual identification, has
prevailed in the last two or three decades” (Jones 1997: 64). Although the self-
ascribed component of ethnic identity complicates its determination considerably, it is
still possible from-an archaeological standpoint to detect social boundary areas as
reflected by differences in material culture.

Cujtural boundary areas represent an especially interesting realm in which to study
ethnic groups, as these areas are often regions characterized by frequent and intense
information exchange (after Wobst 1977). Most archacologists would agree with this
perspective if considéering only traditional trade and exchange relations; however, in
the context of the protohistoric Southwest, trade relations were often supplanted by
extensive raiding activity which could obscure what archaeologists would otherwise
conceptualize as ‘bounded’ social units. For example, raiding for slaves is well
documented throughout the Protohistoric period. Considering the sparse material

culture evident at many hunter-gatherer protohistoric sites, discovery of a foreign



artifacl tradibon could result in the mis-identification of archaeological sites: when in
fact, this foreign wadition represents the malerial production of a ‘captured’
individual. In this way, trade relations and raiding activity could reswlt in different
archaeological signatures.

Lightfoot and Martinez (1995) present an innovative perspective op social
boundaries based on an archaeological work conducted at the 19 century multiethnic
community of Fort Rass, California. They.argue that traditional notions of boundary
areas are rooted in a core/periphery framework (after Wallerstein 1974), and that this
conception of ethnic groups as “monolithic” enfities is fundamentally flawed—argely
because of the assumed presence of ‘bounded’ cultural units. This perspective has
been considerably amended by archaeologists working within a ‘practice’ theoretical
framework, which emphasizes the production and reproduction ot social
relationships, and strategic shifts in ethnic membership: This conceptualization
effectively denies the existence of stasis in cultural groups as implied by the view of
cultures as monolithic entities lied to discrete termitories.

Lightfoot and Martinez (1995: 473) note the dynamism inherent in cultura)
boundary regions. “Seme archaeologists are beginning to consider frontiers. not as
cultural borders that largely inhibit and constrain intercultural relationships, but as
interaction zones-where encounters take place between peoples from diverse
homelands”. Imsuch an ‘interaction zone’, the importance of finding ethnic
indicators:using archacological means takes on a new importance, and becomes more
challenging. This new challenge results from acculturation processes, which can

obscure identities that were archaeologically distinguishable prior to this interaction.
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In these situations, archaeologists.must examine traditions least susceptible to rapid
change.

Ethnic 1dentty, like other ‘social categories’ has been shown in present contexts 1o
be subject to rapid change according to the shifting agendas of individuals and
groups. Therefore, views on ethhic identity. became more multifaceted and mutable;
ethnic groups were no longer seén as unchanging social untts that humans were ‘born
into’, but were rather conceptualized as subject to rapid transformation according to
historical process and changing individua) identity.

Gosselain (2000: 188) similarly suggests thal cusrent studies bring a fresh
perspective 1o the ethnic identity question, “By approaching identity as a process
rather than an entity. these and. other studies explore crucial concepts such as gender,
class divisions, ethnic enclaves, domination and resistance, culture contact and
migration.” Scholars note that individuals-can have multiple “identities’ that are
affected by distinctionis such as class, gender and age.

In addition to the consideration of ethnic identity as a “multilayered’ concept, these
later approaches place more importance on less visible emblems of cultural
membership. “.. .less salient and more mundane aspects of material culture are as
pertinent for approaching social boundaries as their more visible supposedly
consciously invested counterparts” (Gosselain 2000:188). Afler an examination of
the distribution of medern Africap pottery making techniques, Gosselain finds that
certain aspects of ceramic production correspond closely to individual and group
.. the contexts in which technological behaviors are constructed and

identity. .

reproduced correspond to the same networks of social interaction upon which




identities are themselves constructed and reproduced” (2000: 209). Thus. ethnic
identity may be reflected in material culture production, a perspective most
extensively explored by schelars investigating the acrivities behind artifact
production, use and discard.

For example, Cordell and Yannie (1991) in their case study of Genizaro (captive
Indian populations) in the protohistoric Southwest demonstrate the utility of
identifying ethnic groups in the archaeological record when lopking ai ethnic
‘exclaves’ within larger cultural groups. They argue (hat these groups can be
identified not only by different pottery and stone tools, but atso by difterent food

production techniques.

.. .the cases of Belen and Abiquiu suggest that where the Genizaro population
was drawn largely from Pueblo Indian communities and where there was
residential segregation of the Genizaros, they might be idéntified through
specific crafts, such as pottery, perhaps manufacture of stone 1ools and
possible through continued practice of Indian techniques of food preparation
(Cordell and Yannie 1991: 106).

In this example, the juxtaposition ot different ethnic groups in a bounded area does
facilitate the identification of divergent traditions in artifact production, use and
disposal — patters-that can signify ethnic differences that may not be outwardly.
expressed in artifact style. For the archaeologist, the pursuit of ethnic identity
requires an attention to not only formal variation, but also the processes that produce
(hat variation. . ..style results most immedsately from techniques; and it is only by
studying technigues . . . that we can arrive at an understanding of the social forces and
ns that condition material culture” (Dietler and Herbich 1998: 236). Arguably,

relatio

the most fruitful lines of inquiry into ethuic identity in archaeological contexts have
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involved examination of finer stylistic choices involved in the identification of social

boundaries:

‘Technology of Style’ and its Application to Ethnic Identity

Scholars often approach the question of ethnic identity through investigation info
social boundaries as reflected by differences (extreme or subtle) in material culture.
“A primary goal in studying formal variation across space is to identify social groups,
whose boundaries are marked by distinctive patterns in the archaeological record™
(Stark 1998: 1). The spate of ‘Technology of Style” literature in recent years
(Cameron 1998; Childs 1991; Lechtman 1977; Lemonnier 1986) testifies to this
research focus, but views aspects of technology as reflecting stylistic choices that
may be tied fo ethnic identity. Proponents of this approach to style argue that
technological traditions may better revea) social identity than visible artifact stvle
(Chilton 1998: 133).

The ‘Technology of Style’ literature draws heavily on ethnographic studies
documenting variation in artifact production that challenge traditional definitions of
‘style’ as purely decorative. Instead, these studies focus strongly on the technological
choices involved in artifact production — in this view, the manufacturing process can
be stylistically expressive. The types of production employed are largely determined
by the social and cultural background of the maker, as the choices linked to artifact
production likely stem from teaching by another member of the same social group.

Lechtman (1977) argues that acfivities themselves have style, and that the
maintenance of these activities in the face of external cuitural contact can be a

powerful indicator of a cultural group. Lemonnier (1986) directed greater attention to
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the 1dentification of social groups through an analysis of production sequences that he
termed “chaines operatoires.” “Among the principal advantages of this approach is
that it allows one to view the production of material style as a temporally extended
series of interrelated choices rather than an instantaneous act of creation” (Dietler and
Herbich 1998: 238). By examining the artifact production sequence, Lemonnier
argued that researchers could gain insight into cognition processes that reflect deep
cultural traditions; traditions that may be patterned by an individual’s ethnic identity.

Persuasive arguments proposed by Wobst (1977) and Weissner (1983)
conceptualize style as an active means of communication that.can consciously be
used to indicate group membership. According ro this perspective, style could be
selectively used to convey taformaltion in particular circumstances; therefore, the
decision to publicize one’s membership in a social unit depended on the fluctuating
agendas of both individuals and their broader social groups. These early studies of
style conceptualized both activities and artifacts as signaling group membership; thus.
style was.now seen as a form of communication. which could be active as well as
passive.

Successful ethnic identity.studies demonstrate the utility of identifying social
groups through both activities, and through choices that patiern these activities.
Lechtman’s perspective is shared by Lightfoot, Martinez and Schiff (1998) who
examyine Native Alaskan and California Pome cohabitation patterns at Fort Ross, a
19 century Russian outpost in northern California. In this study, the authors
examine acculturation in households mhabited by native Alaskan men and California

Pomo women. They discovered that the ethpic identity of household members could
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be identified quite reliably by an examination of household structure and refuse
disposal patterns (Lightfoot Martinez-and Schitf 1998: 169). Their ethnic
determinations were based on a clear Jink between material culture patterning and
ethnic identity.

These patterns can be conceptualized as actions governed primarily by an
individual’s ‘habitus’. “Habitus’ (after Bourdieu 1977) refers to an individual's
“disposition”, or interiorization of sogietal structure, and has been extensively
employed in recent literature emphasizing a practice theoretical perspective. Habitus
is most explicitly influenced by the social structure/system in which an individual
operates. The incorporation of habitus into current archaeological approaches
strengthens the importance of loecal context as a major force in determining social
action. For éxample, race, class, gender, age, sex and social position partly determine
the nature of an individual’s habitus.

The material manifestations of an individual’s ‘habitus’ can be seen through refuse
disposal patterns. For example, Pomo women were probably not consciously
asserting their identity by continuing native trash disposal patterns in a new, multi-
ethnic context; rather, this action reflects the externalization of unconscious social
and/or ethnic dispositions and demonstrates the resiliency of habitus — even though
Pomo woniens’ existence had changed dramatically from earlier decades. some
structural “rules’ relating to ethrc practice and tradition clearly continued to pattern
social practice in new, hierarchically structured living conditions,

Sackett (1990) proposes that individuals or groups express identity through the act

of choosing between expressive alternative styles, and relates these aspects of style



closely to ethnic identity. This “isochrestic’ style is conyeyed through the seemingly
mundane processes of constructing cordage and disposing of trash; such pattems can
be regulated by an individual’s ‘habitus’. Sackett (1990: 34) believes that these
elemients “can be just as stylistically diagnostic of ethnic identity as alternative design
elements on the bodies of ceramic vessels”. Most importantly, the investigation of
habitus as reflected in material culture can polentially explain the processes that
actively create style (Dietler and Herbich 1998), such as shifting refations of power
within a particular community. ‘Sackett effectively shows that through isochrestic
style variation, choices themselves are both visible and can convey ethnic
information.

In a serainal study that-focused on the identification of prebistoric cultural
traditions, Croes' (1987: 281) examined artifact assemblages of Wakashan and
Salishan groups on the Northwest Coast, which were initially thought to represent
distinet ethnic groups. Croes, however, identified widespread similarity in stone and
bome tool material culture between both Wakashan and Salishan traditions, and
argued that this similarity reflected shared responses to population pressure and
ensuing environmental circumscription.

However, Croes’ (1987) examination of the less archaeologically visibie cordage
and basketry from the study sites revealed distinct differences in construction
techniques between the two culnural groups. He suggests that group and individual
ethnic identity are best reflected in artifacts that may be more ‘stylistically sensitive’.

« _pasketry and cordage patterns can be considered sturdy “warps” that are passed
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on more specifically along ethnic lines through the training process and do not
commonly exhibit abrupt shifts” (Croes 1987: 281).

Croes’ study represents an impertant one in that it demonstrates that ethnic
idennty does not necessarily conform to bounded territorial areas. Rather, broad-
scale stylistic similarities may represent shared adaptations to shifting environmental,
economic or socio-political sitvations. Theretore. different material classes are
reflective of different social nerworks that may or may not be explicily tied to ethnic
identity. Interestingly, the artifacts that Croes identified as promusing.ethnic
indicators were most representative of Sackett’s (1990) ‘isochrestic variation®, which
is parlly guided by Bourdieu's concept-of Habitus. Thus, if archaeologists are
interested in identifying social groups in the archaeological record. examination of
activities directed by habitus is a productive line of inquiry.

Childs’ (1991) study of iron smelting furnaces of the Mashona tribe in present-day
7imbabwe éxamines the choices made in the construction of furnaces and shows how
they can be culturally specific. She defines technological style as. “. . .the formal
integration of the behaviors performed during the manutacture and use of material
culture which, in its entirety, expresses social information” (Childs 1991:332).

Childs (1991: 335) looks specifically at processes of information transmittal and
notes that traditions tanght by members of the same social group in a specific cultural
context constrain stylistic choices; however, both the process of production and the
resulting finished product can convey social information. Thus, the choices

employed in this expression were culturally contingent, and therefore just as
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expressive of social information as outward appearance. Thus, the style evidenced in
furmnace production was both active and passive.

Chilton (1998) examines technological choices in the production of late Woodland
(A.D. 1300-1600) Iroquois and Algonquian ceramics. She finds significant
differences in technological attributes in the ceramics of each cultural group. in spite
of evidence of close trade relationships between Iroquoian and Algonquian
communities {(Chilton 1998: 142-143). The Iroquoian site assemblage in general
evidenced more uniform cerarnic technology than sherds recovered from the two
Algonquan siles analyzed. ChiJton sunmises that this difference can be largely
explained by [roquois sedentary Jiving as opposed to the more mobile Algonquians
who may not have invested as much effort in ceramic production. She argues that
Algonquians consciously chose not 1o emulate the superior technology of the

Iroquols:

If Algonquian and }roquoian people were interacting and sharing information,
then the Connecticut Valley Algonquians had access to the knowledge and
technology necessary to: (1) become sedentary farmers; and (2) make large,
thin-walled, globular, smooth-bodied pots. However, they did not do either of
these two things . . .they were capable of implementing these changes, had
they chosen to do so (Chilton 1998: 159).
Based on her findings. Chilton argues that social boundaries can be identified, and
further, that these boundaries can be maintained through the conscious choice of
social actors influenced by long-standing cultural traditions associated with specific

activities. Her argument demonstrates the value in examining the full range of

production techniques in the identification of different cultural groups.
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Examination of external style has been less fruitful in studies seeking to identify
possible ethnic membership; rather, ‘technological style™ is more reflective of deep
traditions that are probably learned.and passed down through generations. Therefore.
these aspects-of technological style reflect two.central components of Jones® (1997 no
page number) definitions of ethnic identity — namely, identification with a broader
group and common descent. ] argue that these two compobeuts of ethnic identity are
manifest in aspects of fechnological style present in Ute and Navajo ceramic

production.

Distinguishing Ute and Navajo Ethnic Identity

The above studies have added significant knowledge (o our cwrent understanding
of both the eoncept of ethnic identity and its identification in archaeological contexts.
Particularly, the ‘Technology of Style’ arguments hold greal promise in identifying
ethnic traditions in situations of intense culture contact. These studies can be usefully
applied to the problem of distinguishing Ute and Navajo material culture, but have
not been to date. As discussed in this section, mosl attelpts to determine the ethnic
identity of protohistoric archacological sites use formal artifact variation. As shown
by previous researchers (e.g. Gosselain 2000), formal variation alone cannol be used
to generate reliable arguments about a group’s ethnic identity. It is the activities that
underlie this variation that archaeologists must exarpine in order to gain further
insight into processes that may be governed by ethnic factors.

In the protohistoric cultural milieu, both Ute and Navajo groups engaged in
widespread raiding for slaves, food products and Spanish trade goods. Furthermore,

the use of the horse enabled Ute and Navajo bands to range over wide areas of the



American Southwest. This exlensive movement and trade in people obscured social
group boundaries considerably in the Protohistoric period. Although researchers
identify a core group area for both Ute and Navajo cultural groups, Navajo sites have
been identified as farnorth as Gunnison, Colorado (Wade Broadhead, personal
communication 2003) and Ute people have been documented as far southeast as the
Texas panhandle. This extensive travel further shows the need for archaeological
methods to shed light on the cultural affiliation of protohistoric sites.

Prévious research has sought to differentiate Ute and Navajo archaeological
manifestations with varying success. SanFillipo (1998) examines Ute and Navajo
conical log architecture as a means of determining site ethnic affiliation; through this
study, she identifies attributes specific to Ute wickiups and Navajo forked stick
hogans. SanFillipo mitigates arnbiguity in ascribing cultural affiliation by analyzing
wickiups on the Uncompahgre Plateau in Colorado and forked stick hogans in Black
Mesa, Arizoha; her study areas are thus Jocated in historic Ute and Navajo territory.
Her study represents a-useful pilot analysis that can be used to differentiate historie
period architectural differences. These differences can be used to 1dentify Ute and
Navajo traditions and use of $pace at historic sites with architectural inteprity:
however, few protohistéric sites evidence such good preservation. Therefore, ethnic
identity reflected in Ute and Navajo architecture is promising, but is hindered by a
deteriorating database.

Brown (1996) presents a summary detailing current knowledge about the
protoh-i-st—oric {ransition in the northern San Juan region, and again reiterates the

difficulty in distivguishing Ute and Navajo archaeological sites. *“Archaeological
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evidence of Ute occupation during the seventeenth century should be present in paris
of Southwestemn Colorado, but problems recognizing these kinds of sites limits their
incorporation into current models” (Brown 1996: 65). Kearns (1996) shares this
conclusion, but identifies a type of biface commonly associated with Navajo sites.
This ‘unshouldered blade’ differs from the ‘Shoshonean knife’- a bifacial type
common on Ute sites but absent from Navajo components.

Through his lithic analysis. Keams (1996) found limited utility in using ground
stone to differentiate Ute and Navajo cultural components, as both groups frequently
recycled ground stone from earlier Anasazi and Fremont sites (Keamns 1996;
Wilshusen and Towner 1999). This practice also obscures ethnic identification
through analysis of Ute and Navajo lithic signatures, even though Keams-observed
slight differences in some aspects of Ute and Navajo blade technology. Such
attempts to-determine Ute and Navajo ethnie identity through archaeological material
‘bave been instrumental in the development of settlement and subsistence models for
Protohistoric bunter/gatherer groups, but have made limited headway in the
identification of Ute and Navajo.archacological traditions. This ‘recycling’ of
Anasazi groundstone has béep documented at both Ute and Navajo sites, and thus
limits the potential of ground stone as an ethnic indicator.

Torres (1998) conducted a comprehensive examination of Athapaskan chipped
stone tooktechnology, and found distinctive patterns characteristic of lithic traditions.
He documented. the existence of “microcore’ technology and identified distinct lithic
reduction strategies. He then compared Navajo chipped stone technologies to

prehistoric artifacts produced by Californian Athapaskan groups and detected
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similarities between the two assemblages. Through this approach, Torres identified a
lithic 1echpology that was distinctly Athapaskan — one that remained virtually
unchanged until the introduction of metal tools. This study demonstrates the
perseverance of Navajo lithic traditions in spite of intense and frequent interaction
with surrounding groups thronghout the Protohistorie period. This artifact class.
seems to represent conservative Navajo tradition, and holds promise for identifying
Navajo ethnic traditions in archaeological contexts.

Schaafsma (1996) discusses differences between Navajo ‘Dinetah Gray™ ceramics
and Ute ‘Uncompahgre Brownware.” Although these two types are similar,
Schaafsma points out stylistic differences in surface treatment, construction
techuiques and vessel form between the Ute and Navajo pottery types. He criticizes
archaeologists’ tendency 1o aseribe cultural affiliation to sites based on the bistoric
distribution of particular cultural groups. This assumption simply does not hold true
in the fluid protohistoric Southwest where . .. no ethnic group can be considered in
isolation . . . Groups interacted with each other in complex ways, and some groups
became virtual ‘melting pots’ for displaced people . . .” (Schaafsma 1996: 21).

Séhaasfima, basing his arguments primarily on ethnohistorical evidence, argued
that the ‘Navajo’ sites identified by Reed and Horn (1988) are Ute in-origin, based
largely on fingernail impressions on some ceramic specimens. However, the Navajo
also constructed vessels where finger-tip-impressions are present on the exterior
surface (Fensler ef al. 2001), so a consideration of either fingernail or fingertip

impression is not alone sufficient to make an ethnic determination — especially,
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when Buckles noted that fingernail and fingertip impressions were variations of the
same construction/decorative technique (Buckles 1971: 527).

Analysis of external stylistic elements in Ute and Navajo architechure, ceramics
and lithic signatures has therefore been problematic. However, recent research has
identifted promising differences in Numic and Athapaskan archaeological signatures
through the examination of technological style (e.g. Torres 1998; Reed and Hensler
2000). Focusing on pinpointing archaeclogical signatures af these broader cultural
groups may mitigate ambiguity in identifying material culture remains deriving from
these traditions. Although different ethnic groups are certainly represented within
Nurhic and Athapaskan traditions (i.e. Shoshone, Paiute, Apache), broad
consideration of technological style can provide a ‘starting point” by which to
examine finer stylistic variation within these two cultural groups that shed light on
ethnic membership.

In light of this discussion, and considering the relatively scant material remains
associated with Ute and Navajo groups, (he analysis of isochrestic vanation, (afier
Sacketl 1990) and attention to activities likely' governed by an individual’s ‘habitus’
will be the most fruitful in identifying distinguishing characteristics between Ute
(Numic) and Navajo (Athapaskan) groups that may reveal social identity and/or
ethnic affiliation. In the following chapter, I exaniine construction techniques of Ute
Uncompahgre Brownware ceramics and compare this information to a database
compiled on Navajo construction techniques. Through this analysis, | pinpoint

atiributes in vessel copstruction that probably convey ethnic information.
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CHAPTER III:
UTE AND NAVAJO CERAMICS

Database Integrity

Al present, the ceramic database for Ute and Navajo groups is generally small.
Navajo sites dating to after the Pueblo.Revolt of A.D. 1680 generally have more
ceramics than protohistoric and.early historic Ute sites. This could be attributed to
Navajo adoption of a move sedentary lifestyle after intense contact with Puebloan
groups, or 1t may represent decreased Navajo mobility due to elevated threats from
mounted Ute raiders (Wilshusen Hovezak and Sesler. and 2000: 252).

In contrast, Ute populations of the Protohistoric and early Historic period were
highly mobile, and therefore appear 10 have not used ceramics as extensjvely. Al
many Ute sites, only a few vessels are represented in any given ceramic assemblage
(Eric Blinman, personal communpication 2003). Further complicating the database is
a lack of chronological control at protohistoric sites — as wilth many surface
archaeological manifestations, it is difficull to. distinguish multiple site components
with any certainty. Therefore, effective dating of ceramic components is often
difficilt without subjécting ceramics to thermoluminescence dating techniques.
Thus, Ute and Navajo ceramic studies are plagued by small samples, ineffective or
costly dating procedureés and Jimited site integrity. Until recently, these factors, in
combination with a relatively Jow archaeological intcrest, have stymied real progress
in jdentifying reliable ethnic indicators for each cultural group. This chapter wil)
describe what is known about Ute and Navajo ceramjcs based on ethnographic and

archaeological research.

Ute and Navajo cultural affiliation is often ascribed based oo historic distributions
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of these two cultural groups; however, this aspect of the ‘Direct Historical Approach’

has limited utility when investiga(ing protohistoric groups whose lifeways werc
dramatically altered by the adoption of the horse. An equestrian lifeway greatly
expanded the range of the Ute and Navajo; at the same time, however, this mobibity
extended original homelands and modified traditional boundary areas.

This chapter describes archaeological and ethnographic approaches to identifying
construction and finishing techniques specific to Uncompahgre Brownwate and
Dinetah Gray ceramics. Central lo this discussion are ethnographic descriptions of
Navajo pottery-making describes by Tschopik (1941) and Reed and Hensler’s (2000)

archaeological study.documenting Nayajo ceramic construction rechniques.

The Complexities of Using Ceramics for Ethnic Identification

Archaeologists have long criticized the tendency to ascribe cultural affiliation to
ambiguous material remains. Ethnic identification continues to be an important
research goal for archaeologists, bul ethnic affiliation of protohistoric archacological

sites is difficult due primarily to heightened niobility and an overuse of

ethnohistorical records in defining cultural territory. Schaasfma (1996:39) states, . .

_a tautolegy has developed where the ceramics are Navajo because they are found on
Navajo sites and the sites are Navajo because they contain Navajo ceramics”. This
circuitous logic does not stand in a region where newly defined Protohistoric
‘boundary areas’ were in a constant state of flux, and have yet to be explored
archaeologically.

Distimguishing Ute Uncompahgre Brownware and Navajo Dinetah Gray ceramics

has been challenging in the absence of rigorous laboratory analysis, as both groups
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employed sinilar firing techniques and, in some cases. surface treatment. There is
even some disagreement about whether these wares can be used 1o infer ethnic
identity (Buckles 1971; Stiger 1998). However, based on the previous research of
Reed (1994, 2001), Schaafsma (1996) and Reed and Hensler (2000). Uncompahgre
Brownware and Dinetah Gray can, in most cases, be reliably distinguished based on
differences in vessel construction techniques and surface finishing treatment. if
archaeologists are able to identify etbnic /raditions in the material culture of specific
sites, this information, used with other lines of evidence can aid in 1dentifying Ute or
Navajo site signatures. The remainder of this section will explore what past
researchers have identified as characteristic of the two ceramic types based on

existing typological sequences.

General Navajo Dinetah Gray Descriptions

Navajo ceramics have received much archaeological atiention in recent decades as
a result of heightened oil and gas exploration in areas of historic and protohistoric
Navajo occupatjon in northwestern New Mexico and along the Colorado/New
Mexico border. These projects continue to yield increasing quantities of ceramics
attributed 1o Navajo-manufacture. Coupled with ethnographic descriptions of ceramic
constroction and finishing techniques, both areas of data are beginning to provide
some answers in better defining Navajo ceramic types.

General consensus has been reached by scholars seeking to define specific
attributes of the Dinetah Gray vessel type. Athapaskan ceramics in the protohistoric
period clearly differ from neighboring traditions in many respects, For example,

there are differences in paste and temper. Wilson's (1996:1) description of Apache
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protohistoric ceramics from Datil, New Mexico, remarks on the thin walls and dark,
almost black paste of this utility ware. Brugge (1981:3) defines Dinetah Gray as
slightly inicaceous, having predominantly a quaitz sand temper. Brown (1991 473)
adds crushed igneous rock to Brugge’s definition.

Dinetah Gray was most often fired in a reducing atmosphere, and mean wall
(hickness ranges between 3.0-5.0mm. Hensler er «/. (2003) and Brugge (1981) define
Dinetah Gray as extremely friable, probably due to firing in a poorly controlled
environment, with mean wall thicknesses Jess than 5.0mm. The vessel types
associated with the Dinetah ceramic type are virtually alf jars with conical bases.

Certain sub-varieties of Dinetah Gray have been identified such as Dinetah Gray
Gobernador indented (Brugge 1981; Dittert 1958), which is distinguished by finger
impressions on the vessel exterior. Recent researchers suggest, however, that
Gobemador indenled does not constitute a separate variety, as it overlaps botb
temporally and technologically with the plain type of Dinetah Gray. Therefore, both
‘types’ can be classified more generally as different variants of Dinetah Gray (Reed
1995; Hensler and Goff 2001).

Current perspectives on Navajo ceramic typology consider Dinetah Gray an
indigenous Athapaskan ceramic type. independent of Puebloan influence (Brugge
1981:18; Marshall, 1985; Reed and Horn 1990; Reed 1995). Hogan (1989:65) states.
“Dinetah Gray pottery appears to have been brought 1o the Southwest by the first
Navajo groups, and limited manufacture of indented varieties seems to have begun

before the Navajo came into close contact with the Rio Grande pueblos™ (Hogan

1989: 65).
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Navajo Dinetah Gray Descriptions: Vessel Construction and Finishing
Techniques

The most comprehensive ethnographic description of Navajo ceramic construction
techniques was produced by Tschopik (1941). His ethnographic study documented
the technology of ceramic manufacture employed by Navajo potters in the Ramah
area ol northern New Mexico. His observations of informants’ poiterv construction
provide the basys for subsequent studies thal attempt to replicate Navajo construction
and finishing techniques (e.g. Red and Hensler 2000).

1 wil] focus mainly on Tschopik’s descriptions of cooking and utility ware. These
types of vessels are increasingly well represented archaeologically and are known as
the ‘Dinetah Gray’ 1ype. The mapufacture of this utility ware continued through early
historic times, and as evidenced by the construction techniques employed. has
changed very little through time. I'Will focus eéxclusively on Tschopik's descriptions
of vessel .construction and fimishing techniques. Three aspects are especially relevant
to this thesis; 1) his ethnographic descriptions of coil width, 2) coil obliteration
methods and, 3) finishing techniques.

Two Navajo informants constructed relatively thick coils in the formation of utility
ceramics. “The diameter of the filet [coil], is relatively uniform (approximately 3
cm)” (Tschopik 1941:26). According to the descriptions, it seems that the infoitnants
preferred specific lengths to their coils, as indicated by techniques employed by
informants 32 and 15. “While the circumference of the vessel under construction was
never actually measured, fillets of sufficient length were consistently produced so as
to encircle completely the rin: of the growing vessel” (Tschopik 1941:26). Both

informants préferred coils that were between 8 and 12 inches long (Tschopik

52




1941:26).
The second important point of relevance conceros the means of coil obliteration.
Most potters joined coils using a downward, rather than pinching. motion. Tschopik

(1941:27) descnbes this process in detail;

The obliteration was begun oii the interior surface of the far rim, pressure
. g «
being exerted by the thumbs inside and the fingers, pointing downward,
outside. . Next, the suture on the exterior surface was obliterated, although the
first step in this direction was made by the fingers, white the thumb bonded
the fillet to the base inside. This was affected by means of a sliding
movement of the fingers on the exterior surface of the vessel as they opposed
the thumbs within. ?
This construction process is visible in many utifitarian ceramics of the Dinetah and
Gobernador phases, and differs significantly from Puebloan construction techniques.
For example, in the Puebloan tradition, coils used are much thinner and are joined in
a pinching, rather than s)iding, motion (Lori Reed, personal communication 2003).
This construction technique serves both to join the coils and to initially thin the walls
(Lori Reed and Kathy Hensler, personal communication 2003). In the Puebloan
tradition, further walt thinning is accomplished through vessel finishing processes,
such as scraping and wiping.
Afier the coils were effectively joined, the Navajo potters finished the iaterior and
exterior surfaces of the vessel by using a burnt com cob, pebble, or piece of a gourd
to smooth the surface and further thin vessel walls. . .. sets of fine parallel striae are

probably due to scraping with a corn cob. The second, which usually overlays the

first. is seen as a series of short, shallow indentations which are most certainly due to
, IS

2 Reed and Hensler (2000) ideptified this ‘downward sliding finger’ [DSF) technique in archaeological
examples of Dinetah Gray ceramics.



polhishing with a pebble or piece of gourd™ (Tschopik 1941: 28). Carlson’s (J965: 64)
descriptions of Navajo utility ceramies also describe wiping with a com cob on both
the interiors and exteriors of the vessels as a form of finishing treatment.

Other typological descriptions of Dinetah Gray pottery aiso identify coil and
scrape technology with exteriors predominantly scraped with corn husks, juniper bark
or simply with a wet hand (Brugge 1981), Many researchers iniually postulated that
Navajo ceramic technology resulted from an incursion of Puebloan refugees in the
late 17" century. Although early researchers still equated Dinetah Gray with
Athapaskan, if not Navajo, manufacture, Brugge (1981:13) states. “Dinetah Gray was
made over a much wider area than Gobernador Polychrome and appears 1o have been
basically a product of the Athapaskan portion of the tribe.” Reed and Hensler (2000)
have recently completed an analysis of Navajo construction and firushing techniques.
They identified a construction technique specific to Navajo ceramics; Lhis
archaeologically-observed technique is virtually identical to the techniques and

finishing described by Tschopik (1941).

Reed and Hensler’s Study

In a recent analysis, Reed and Hensler (2000:6) replicated both coil-joining and
vesse) finishing methods in an attempt to identify Navajo construction and finishing
techniques. Their study represents an attempt to betier document Navajo Dinetah
Gray ceramic construction techniques, and identify if changes occur through time in

both methods of ceramic manufacture and vessel finishing treatment. They found

that the downward sliding motion most observable on the exteriors of vessels typed as



‘Dinetah Gray™ was distinctive to Navajo pottery-making technology. This
"downward shding finger’ (DSF) technique is present in the utilitarian ceramics of
many Navajo sites dating to the Dinetah and Gobernador phases. Figure 2 shows the

visibility of this construction technigue;

Figure 2: Reclassified Navajo Sherd from Buckles Collection (A=sample#65)
Compared to Navajo Sherd from LA55979 (B). Note "undulating’ surface on both
sherds as a result of the DSF technique.

As pictured. the DSF technique results in an ‘undulating’ surface that is clearly
visible in many Navajo ceramic assemblages. Sherd A was collected from .an area
outside Montrose. Colorado and was originally classified as Ute by Buckles (1971).
However, its similarity to Navajo sherd B fror site LA55979 (A.D. 1541) convinced
Lori Reed that the sherd represents the Navajo ceramic tradition. The fact that the

DSF construction technique has persisted from the 16" century to the 20™ century

among Navajo potters i§ significant, and probably represents the tenacity of learmed



traditions. “Motor habits once learned and reinforced by practice, such as (hat
expressed by this form of vesse] manufacture are difficult to abandon and are
probably culturally bound™ (Reed and Hensler 2000: 6). This construction
technology differs clearly from Puebloan and Ute vessel construction techniques
{Reed and Hensler 2000: 7).

Reed and Hensler {2000) also found that the use of organic tools (i.e. corncobs and
cornhusks) were largely absént i the finishing treatinent observed on the earlier
Dinetah Gray Navajo assemblages. Rather, this surface treatment seems to
correspond in date 1o after the Pueblo revolt in A.D. 1680. “Thus, the heavily wiped
and striated Dinetah Gray of the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries
cannot be said to represent a purely Navajo form™ (Reed and Hensler 2000:10). J will
now recount researchers’ descriptions of Ute Uncompahgre Brownware, a ceramic

type often confused with Navajo Dinetah Gray.

General Uncompahgre Brownware Descriptions

Most researchers consider Uncompahgre Brownware to be of Ute manufacture
(but see Stiger 1998). This ceramic type occurs most frequently in west central
Colorado, in what is historically and protohistorically the core of Ute occupation.
Brownware ceramics throughout the intermountajn west are ofien atiributed to Numic
groups, and southern Paiute and Ute ceramics are difficult, if not impossible, to
distinguish (Reed 1994; Buckles 1971). Other researchers have noted similarities to
Dinetah Gray ware, and on surficial examination, the two wares appear similar (Stiger

1998:13).

Buckles’ (1971) Ute Prehistory Project utilized the direct historical approach to
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identify Ute origins, and remains the seminal piece of work documenting Ute material
culture. Although he wasunable to resolve the quéstion of Ute origins, he was the
first 1o define and comprehensively describe ceramics found on archaeological sites
attributed to the Ute. Even-though his analysis resulted in excellent descriptions of
ditferent types of Uncompahgre Brownware, Buckles still noted similarities to
neighboring ceramic types: “The ceramics made by the indigenous Ute Indians are
not defined here terminologically as Ute Indian Ware because evidence exists that the
ceramics of the Ute may be indistinguishable from those of their Numic relatives, the
Southern Paiute, and distinguishable by degrees from ceramics made by Navajo,
Apache and perhaps Yavapai potters” (Buckles 1971 505).

However, Buckles emphasized the regional occurrence of the Uncompahgre
Brownware ceramic types, and surmised that this ceramic was produced by historic
Ute groups inhabiting west-Central Colorado. *““‘Uncompahgre Brown Ware refers to
brown ware pottery found in the Uncompahgre Plateau and River Valley area which
can be identified with sites used by the historic Ute occupants of the area™ (Buckles
1971: 505). In this regard, Buckles ascribed ethnic affiliation to this ceramic type.

In general, Uncompahgre Brownware is classified as having relatvely thick walls,
a fingertip or fingernail-impressed, plain, or wiped exterior. varying amounts of mica
in the paste. and course, angular granitic or gneissic temper. Paste colors vary
considerably but range from reddish brown, 10 grayish brown to black. Firing
atmospheres are pootly controlled, resulting in a friable texture that js susceptible to
breakage. Vessel types are overwhelmingly jars with mostly conical bases and

slightly flaring rims (Buckles 1971: 517). Most Uncompahgre Brownware vessels
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are between 20 and 30cm tall.

Ethnographic and archaeological descriptions of Ute pottery-making describe
some-aspects of Ute.ceramies that may be ethnically distinctive. For example,
Smith's (1974) ethnographic description of Ute pottery notes the use of vegetable
teraper, even though this treatment has not been observed archaeologically.
Additionally, many researchers have noted the relative crudeness of some Ute
pottery; Buckles noted that one rim. sherd analyzed from:the Ute prehistory project
sustained repair before firing that resulted in a large, protuberance of clay at the
breakage point. This type of repair is described ethnographically by Smith (1974:86)
“T [the pot] was placed in the sun to dry thoroughly. If it developed any cracks
during the drying it was mended with wet clay and put to dry again.” This type of
repair is very rarely seen in Navajo Dinetah Gray vessels (Kathy Heunsler, personal
communication 2003).

The dating of brownwares in the Great Basin and adjacen| eastern areas has been
clarified by recent projects inyestigating the Numic expansion, bul is still not as
developed as the Navajo Dinetah Gray chronology. Rhode (1994: 129) conducted an
analysis-of brownware ceramics from the eastern Great Basin and found that the
earliest examples dated (via thermoluminescence) to the A.D. 800s. Interestingly,
Reed’s (1994) analysis of radiocarbon dates found that most samples of
Uncompahgre Brownware from eastern Utah and western Colorado dated after A.D.
1000. These dates seem to correlate well with an eastern-based Numic-expansion
(e.g. Bettinger and Baumhoff 1982). Reed (1994: 194) states, “It is, therefore, likely

that the components and associated brownware sherds postdate A.D. 1100, though it
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is possible that they date as early as approximately A.D. 1000.”

Although there is some dissent regarding the ethnic affiliation of Uncompahgre
Brownware (see Stiger 1998; Buckles 1988), most scholars working in western
Colorado, eastern Utah and northwestern New Mexico recognize Uncormpahgre
Brownware as a Ule cerami¢ type, especially when associated with Cottonwood
Triangular projectile points and wickiup architecture (Reed and Hensler 2000;
Schaafsma 1996; Reed 1994). “Thatvery few Navajo and Apache ceramics have
been found in western Colorado and eastern Utah supports the premise of a distinct
Numic ¢eramic tradition” (Reed 1994:195).

Descriptions of Uncompahgre Brownware: Construction and Finishing
Techniques

Buckles (1971) identified two types of coiled ceramic types associated with the
Uncompahgre area of west central Colorado; plainware and fingertip-impressed.
Plainware included pottery that was smoothed by scraping and wiping, and is often
characterized by horizontal or djagonal striae resulting from scraping with a tool.

In contrast, the fingertip-inipressed variety 1s characterized by fingertip and/or
fingernail indentations on the exterior of the vessel. Buckles (1971: 523) observed
that this'treatment may have been responsible for uniting vessel coils, and (hought
that both fingertip ard fingernail impressions were products of the same cofl-joining
“Jt is possible that both [fingertip and fingernail impressions] are the same

technique.

technigue but carried out with slightly different manipulations of the hands and

fingers on the surfaces of the vessels . . ." (Buckles 1971: 527). Othier researchers

have noted a corrugated variety of Uncompahgre Brownware, but this occurrence is
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extremely rare (Reed 2001).

Figure 3: Examples of interior-coiled Ute sherds. Note breakage slope on bottorn of
each sherd. A=sample#70; B=sample#414; C=sample#477; D=sample# [ 08.

Buckles (1971: 507-508) also noted the tendency of pottery 10 break along coil
junctures, and his analysis of interior vessel walls showed that the colls were initially
joined on the interior of the vessel (see Figure 4). This is termed ‘interior coiling.’
Henisler and Blinman (2002: 375) note this construction method in their analysis of
Puebloan pottery from prehistoric contexts on the Colorado Plateau and the Rio
Grande region; “Although the Colorado Plateau utility wares are almost uniformly
constructed by applying coils to the jar exteriors [exterior coil-joining), the plurahty
of Rio Grande utility wares is constructed by applying coils to the interior [interior

coil-joining] of the growing vessel.” Thése differences 1n coil-joining can be seen on
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sherd imnteriors, exteriors, or in the sherd profiles. Figure 4 shows the observable
differences between Exterior and Interior coiling techniques.  This observalion in

constiuction method will be described in further detail in Chapter 4.

Rim Rim

Exterior coiled

Interior Coiled

Figure 4: Depiction of exterior-coiled vs. interior-coiled vessel wall profiles.
Modified from Hensler and Blinman (2002:376).

Wal] thickness means for Uncompahgre Brownware have been compiled by
Buckles (1971) and Benedict (1985) for both the finger-impressed and plain variety.
Buckles identified different mean thicknesses for both the plain and fingertip-
impressed type, 5.0mm and 6.5mm respectively. However. “ .. .the range in
vanation in sherds of a single vessel can be several millimeters” (527). Benedict
(1985) found that wall thicknesses of the Ute pottery from site SGA22 ranged from 4-
grmm (1985:136).

The ‘paddle and anvil® thinning technique has been conclusively demonstrated in
oth ethnographic and drchacological examples of Ute ceramic production. Buckles

b

(1971) tentatively noted evidence of the paddle and anvil technique on some
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Uncompahgre Brownware sherds, an observation shared by early Ute researchers
(e.g. Schroeder 1953). However, he admits that “Depressions-on both the interior and
exterior walls may be related to a variety of processes in addition te the paddle and
anvil technique” (Buckles 1971: 508).

Ethnographic descriptions of Ute pottery making technology note significant
variability in both vessel construction and finishing techniques. Barber (1876: 452)
describes whal is clearly a paddle and anvil thinning technique;

... the tools for smoothing and joining the tayers [coils] logether are a pe;dd.lc,
made out of wood and perfectly smooth, and an oval-shaped polished stone.
Both of these tools are dipped in the water (salt water is preferred), the stone
is held in the left hand and on the inside of the vessel and the paddle applied
vigorously until the surfaces are smooth. (Barber 1876 cited in Smith 1974:
84).
Hil} and Kane (1988) argue that petrographic analysis of six Uncompahgre
Brownware sherds recovered from the Dolores Archaeological Project (DAP)
excavations revealed particle alignment in the thin sections that betrayed paddle and
anvil construction. For example, they state that in the Uncompahgre Brownware
sherds, the temper particles werc aligned “ . . .paralleling the walls of the vessel” (Hill
and Kane 1988: 72). They argue tbat it is the compression of the coils with a paddle
and anvi that produces this preferred alignment. Some researchers, however,
emphasjze that paddle and anvil construction is a wall-thinning technique, rather than
an actual vessel construction method, and note that simple compression can produce
the same particle alignment (Lori Reed, personal communication 2003).

Other ethnographic descriptions give clues to other elements of Ute pottery-

making technotogy. For example, Smith’s ethnograplic descriptions note the width
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of the coils used to construct vessels: “The coil was one-half inch thick and almosi
two inches high. Each céi] went around the pot once; any remaining coil was pinched
off.” (1974:86). Finishing treatmem varied considerably, and ranged from wiping
with a wel hand 10 obliterating the coils on the extenor with a wooden paddle. Smith
also notes the use of organic tools, such as the prickly pear cactus. in finishing
interior and exterior vessel surfaces. “When the pot was finished, the thorns were
removed from the leaves of a prickly pear cactus; then the leaves were split and used
to rub both the inside and outside of the pot™ (Smith 1974; 86).

Other researcher’s descriptions of vesse! finishing techniques document much
diversity in Ute ceramics. Buckles (1971:510) noted the use of flexible, organic tools
and wet hands in the finishing of vessel interiors. This finishing technique is
evidenced by the undulating surfaces of the interior, and by the particles of temper
observed on wiped vessel interiors. “Uses of flexible tools are further indicated by
presences: of particles of temper which commonly intrude through the walls and are
coated with paste” He argues that a igid seraping 100l would have dislodged these
temiper pleces.

Based both on an A.D. ¢. 1645 thermoluminescence date and similarity to
Uncompahgre Browpware, Benedict (1985) argued that ceramics recovered from the
Caribou Lake site (3GA22) are Ute in origin. He argued that both the Punctate
pottery from excavation area C, and plainware pottery recovered from excavation
area A were of Ute manufacture (Benedict 1985:143). Benedict’s interpretation of
ceramics recovered from SGA22 is revealing, as he shares Buckles (1971) opinion

that punctuations were used to join the coils. He also noted the presence of anvil
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marks on the Intenor swiaces of excavation area C ceramics. Benedict (1983: 136)
made the distinction between vessel consfruction and vessel finishing techniques
when be stated, “ . .. .the laminar structure of the paste suggests realignment of
particles due to shaping with paddle and anvil.” The interior surface of the punctuate
ware was smoothed with a wet hand.

The plainware that Benedict (1985:131) identified was wiped on the exterior
surface with some sort of too! when the clay was leather hard. The interior surface
was smoothed and burnished, but Benedict does not specify the use of a specific tool;
he does note, however, that one sherd was evidently repaired prior to firing, resulting
in an observable addition to the sherd. This treatment is similar to the treatment
observed by Buckles (1971) for a Ute sherd identified in the Ute Prehistory Project.

Reed’s (1994) description of Uncompahgre Brownware also notes considerable
variability in the construction of this ceramic type. He described the fingemail and
fingertip impressed exterior surfaces observed by other researchers, and considers
both the plain and fingertip impressed variety ta be representative of Numic presence.
“  Of all the traits commonly regarded as Numic diagnostics, brownware ceramics
appear to be:the single best indicator of Numic affiliation.” (Reed 1994:195). Reed
believes that both Uncompahgre Brownware and Southern Paiute Utility ware to be
different enough to distinguish from ceramics produced by the Navajo, Apache and
other protehisterio groups.

Clearly, there is much variation in both ethnographic and archaeological
descriptions of Uncompahgre Brownware. Part of tliis confusion results from the

small sample size of this ceramic type, and ethnographic and archaeological
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descriptions imply that pottery making generally was not that imponant 1o the Ute; a
typical historic Ute site will contain the remains of only a few vessels al most (Dean
Wilson, personal ecommunication 2003).

Much more research is needed to clarify the chronology and variatien
characteristic of Uncompahgre Brownware. Thermoluminescence dating bas offered
some help iy this category, but in general, more frequent and controlled excavations
are needed of Ute sites. Even analyses of within group variation of Uncompahgre
Brownware are needed; Reed and Metcalt'(1999:156) assert. ““. . . variation in vessel
surface treatment may also reflect the preferences of discrete Protohistoric-era social
groups . . . It is perhaps, more plausible that different bands may have manufactured
different types of Uncompahgre Brownware”. This is.an intriguing point if one
considers the extent and contact that Ute bands sustained with surrounding cultural
groups.

The chronological variability of Uncompahgre Brownware is much more poorly
documented than that of Dinetah Gray. Some researchers suggest that the impressed
variety is more reminiscent of traditional Ute ceramics (Buckles 1971 ; Benedict
1985), and therefore dates earlier than the plainware types. However, more refined
chronological investigations are needed (o copfirm or deny this statement.

In the following section, I will present data collected from the analysis of 506
sherds derived from collections housed at the Anasazi Heritage Center in Dolores,
Colorado and the CU-Museum in Boulder, Colorado. These collections consist of
sherds classified as ‘Shoshonean’ from sites throughout west-central and southwest

Colorado. Site investigators (e.g. Benedict 1985; Buckles 1971: Errickson and Wilson




1988) have classified these ceramics as Ute. This data will then be compared with a
database complied by Lor Reed and Kathy Hensler (2000) that examined Navajo
Dinetah Gray construction and vesse! finishing techniques from both Dinetah and
Gobemador phase sites {see Figure 5 for map of sites). This consideration will both
document the variability in Ute ceramics and will identify distinguishing attributes
characteristic. of both Uncompahgre Brownware and Dinetah Gray. It is hoped that
this comparison wil) aid in the identification of possible ethnic indicators for both Ute

and Navajo ceramic traditions.
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CHAPTER IV:
METHODOLOGY

A total of 506 sherds was examined in an effort to better document characteristics
of Ute ceramics (see Appendix B). Thirty one sherds were anatyzed from collections
classified as Ute in the CU-Museum in Boulder, Colorado, and 475 sherds were
analyzed from collections housed at the Anasazi Heritage Center in Dolores,
Colorado. These sherds were classified as ‘Shoshonean’ and most were from
collected contexts in west-central and southwest Colorado; previous researchers
classified these ceramics as Ute. Aspects of Ute cerantics were then compared to
Navajo ceramics from sites in northwestern New Mexico (Figure 5). In order to
facilitate this study, ] assumed that all plainware and finger-impressed sherds were of
Ute manufacture, unless they obviously departed from published descriptions of
Uncompahgre Brownware.

These analysis results will be compared lo a database compiled by Reed and
Hensler (2000), which recorded attributes of Navajo Dinetah gray construction and
finishing techniques. Through this analysis focusing primarily on attributes related (o
technological style, it will be possible to determine if two different traditions exist by

examining Ute and Navajo ceramic construction and (inishing techniques.
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Experiments conducted on clay tiles documented probable surface treatment and

construction techniques that may have been employed by Ute and Navajo pofters. To

examine stirface treatment, tiles were wiped with ethnographically-documented
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organie matenals. This treatment was then compared to the patterns observed on
ceramics recovered from Ute and Navajo archaeological contexts.

Investigating construction techniques involved experiments replicating both coil
application and paddle and anvil thinning. For example, both interier and exterior
cniling methods were explored in an effort (o better understand Ute ‘finger-
impressed’ coiling strategies. Similarly, because ‘paddle and anvil® use has been
noted by previous researchers (e.g. Hill and Kane; Smith 1974), a small pinch pot was
constructed and thinned by the paddle and anvil technique; the observable patterns
were then compared 10 paddle and anvil-thinned Hohokam partial vessels.

The purpose of this study is first and foremost an attempt to identify specific
construction and finishing fechniques employed in the production of Ute pottery, and
to compare these findings to Reed and Hensler’s (2000) database that docurnents
Navajo construction and finishing techniques. [ hypothesize that technological
choice, as seen through these methods of construction, can demonstrate ethnic
affiliation. Secondly, aspects of surface treatment were recorded to better document

100l types used to finish vessel walls, as this characteristic may also convey ethnie

information.

These data were then compared to an ‘in process” database compiled by Reed and

Hensler (2000) that documented variability in Navajo Dinetah Gray ceramics,

focusing primarily on construction and finishing techniques. The Ute and Navajo raw

data will be presented first, and the comparative database containing both Ute and

Navajo statistical information will be preserited at the conclusion of the data section.
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Each sherd wus examined a~ an individual analytical unit regardless of affiliation
to vessels, primanily because I wanied to examine aspects of (he coils used (o
construct the vessel. This method provided the most comprehensive access to
characteristics of vessel coils and other indications of vesse! construction techniques.
All sherds smaller than “thumbnail’ size were disregarded and not included in the
analysis. Furthermore. sherds that clearly departed from the Uncompahgre
Brownware tradition were excluded from the analysis, and if possible, were

reclassified.

Attributes Recorded

e following attributes were recorded for the Ute sherds; 1) vessel part, 2) vessel
form, 3) presence of mica, 4) weight (g), 5) mean wall thickness {mm), 6) number of
coils visible. 7) cumulative coil height (mm). 8) interior or exterior coiling, 9) interior
surface treatment, 10) exterior surface treatment, 11) evidence for paddle and anvil
counstrucyon, and 12) probable cultural affiliation.

In addition to these attributes, the following additional information was recorded;
provenlence, FS/Lot #, sample #, count in collection, and curation location of each
collection analyzed. A ‘comments” section was included to expand on any
characteristics that needed further clarification. The following describes the methods
employed 10 record each atiribute. All statistical testing was undertaken using SPSS

software. and significance was noted at the p<.05, p<.0l and p<.001 levels.

1) Vessel Part; 1designated each sherd to be either a rim, base or body, based on a

simple visual exarnination. More specific designations were not deemed necessary as
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I wax interested in the broader information pertaining to vessel formation techniques

and finishing treatment.

2) Vessel Form: I determined each sherd to be part of a jar. based both on a visual

examination and ethnographically and archaeologically documented descriptions of
Ute pottery that describe an overwhelming occurrence of jars and the fact that each
interior was undecorated (Buckles 1971; Reed 1994; Lori Reed, personal
communtication 2003). There are some ethnographically documented examples of
both bowl and figurines (e.g. Smjth 1974) but these examples have not been
documented archacologically. This attribute was not formally used in the
comparative analysis. of Ute and Navajo construction and finishing techniques.
Because no ‘bowls’ were-analyzed, it is possible that construction and finishing
techmiques may differ according to function. Further examination of Protohistoric

cerarnics could answer this guestion.

3) Presence of Mica: This atrribute was determined by a simple visual examination

conducted with the aid of a magnifying lamp. Effort was not made to determine if the
mica was predominantly a characteristic of the paste or a diserete addition (o the

temper. This attribute also was not used i the comparative database due 1o

difference in Ute and Navajo data collection.
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4) Wewght (): This attribute was calculated using a digital scale (grams) calibrated
to 0.1g. Reconstiructed vesse) parts were also weighed individually, as | wanted (o

remain consistent in keeping-analytical units 1o individual sherds.

5) Mean Wall Thickness (mm): Four points on each sherd were measured with

digital calipers calibrated to 0.1mm. The points were chosen subjectively according
to areas that represented the most-uniform thickness across the sherds. On rim sherds,
two out of the four thickness measurements were taken on the rim. No attempt was
made o separate rum and body measurements in the overall Mean. These four
separate measurements were automatically averaged in the Microsofi Excel database
and recorded to.0.1mm. This method was followed regardless of what vessel part
was being measured. .On rims and bases, and on some sherds that | thought may have

sustained repair, 1 noted more specific charactenstics that accounted for variation in

wall thickness in the ‘comments’ section.

6) Number of Coils Visible: Thjs attribute was visible predominantly on fingertip-

impressed pieces, and was recorded for 16 plainware sherds where coil height was
visible due to inadequate smoothing. The number of colls was determined based on a
visual examination (aided by a magnifying lamp) of the sherd exterior, interior and/or
sherd profile. Because the fingertip-umpressed sherds were generally unsmoothed on
the exterior surface. the coil juncture line was often apparent. 1 noted how I
determined the number of coils (in sherd profile, sherd exterior, or broke along cail

junctures) in the ‘comments’ section.
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7) Mean Coil Height (mm): This characteristic was only recorded if coils were
clearly visible. On sherds where both one and more coils were visible, the combined
height was measured from the bottom of the first coil to the top of the last visible coil.
This height was then divided by the number of coils visible. The result produced a
"nean coil height’ measurement. This anribute was determined based on all linies of
evidence available including indications on sherd profiles, interiors and exteriors.
Sometimes coil boundaries could be felt on the interior surfaces of some sherds, if the
interior had been only slightly smoothed. Ofien this information was used to confirm
or deny evidence for coil height observable on the exterior surface and sherd profile.
These measurements were taken with digital calipers calibrated in millimeters, and

were recorded to 0.1g.

8) Interior or Exterior Coiling: This attribule was recorded based on a visual

exanination and was aided by a magnifying lamnp. To reliably determine this
attrbute, each sherd had to be oriented properly. Some sherds were part of
‘reconstruclible vessels’ where rim and base sherds were also avatlable to compare
with impressions on body sherds. For these pieces, | (irst examined the rim sherd to
observe the orientation of the nail/tip impressions, and [ assumed that this same
orientation held true for the body sherds. Whether sherds were part of reconstructible
vessels or not is marked in the ‘comments’ section.

On ﬁuger-impres-sed body sherds that were not part of a reconstructible vessel

where the rim was available, the orientation was determined by the direction of the
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comux part of the nail impression, according 1o that assumed to be for a nght-handed
pouter (see Figure 6). Clearly, reconstructible finger-impressed vessels with rims
provided the strongest cases for proper sherd orientation. It was also possible to
discern coil-application on a small sample of plainware sherds, where the cotl
juncture was visible in the sherd profile.

Ceranucists Lori Reed and Kathy Hensler aided in sherd orientation when they
could identify if a sherd was eloser 0. the base, shoulder or rim of the vessel. For
example. sherds near the base of a vessel often vary considerably in thickness. The
thicker part of the sherd usually is located closer to the base, where the thinner part is
located higher on the body. Vessel necks and shoulders evidence similar differences

in thickness that can aid in sherd orientation.
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i 1igure 6: Ute nail-impressed rim sherd (A:sample# 95) pictured with interior-coiled,
nait-impressed replica rim sherd (B). The replica was made by Kathy Hensler.

Afler each sherd was properly oriented, the sherd profile and/or the coil junctures
were examined for evidence of interior or exterior coiling. To determine this
attribute, each sherd was compared to Hensler and Blinman’s (2002:376) diagram
depicting interior and exterior coiling (refer to Figure 4). Interior coil application is

achieved when a potter joins the cotls predominantly on the interior wall of the
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vessel, by aggressively smoothing the coil downward on the jnterior surface. This
results in a slanted coil — the direction of which can be observed in the sherd profile.
Converscly, exterior coll application results when a potter applies coils predominantly
to the exterior surface of the previous coil. Coil-joining is then achieved by
aggressively smoothing on the exterior surface of the vessel. This joining technique
results in the opposite slant to that created by interior application techniques. In
many cases, the fingertip-impressed sherds broke along the coil junctures, which
allowed me 1o see the observable coil slant in the sherd profile and also served as a

*double check’ (o confirm proper sherd orientation.

9 &10 Interior and Exterior Surface Treatment: These attributes were determined

based on a visual examination aided by a magnifying lamp. Determinations

regarding surface treatment were made based on both the results of replication

experiments and ethnographic descriptions.

General Descripti_on of Replication Experjrents

Sand temper was added to red clay recovered from a river-bed in the vicimty of
Farmington, New Mexico. The clay was then rolled out in slabs, which measured a
quarter-inch in thickness, and were cut into pieces approximately four inches square.
These ‘tiles’ were then wiped with different organic materials, and/or were hand
wiped to best imitate what may have been used 1o smooth the interior and exterior

surface of ibe sherds examined for the Ute database. Coiled replicas were made from

the same clay, but individual coils were rofled out and joined according to what was
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observed on the archaeological examples. No atlempt was made to exactly replicate I
actual coil height observed on archacological ceramic examples, because coil-joining

technology was the pritary interesl in these replicative experiments. i

Experiment #1: Tile wiped with Corn Cob i‘ |
|
The tile pictured below was wiped with a dried corn cob. The tile was given no {1 '
(ime to dry, and thus moisture content was high. This replication produced straight, i Ii
relatively evenly-spaced grooves that resulted in some temper ‘drag.’ Finishing with
4 corn cob has been described in Navajo ethnographic contexts (Carlson 1965: 64; i| '
Reed and Flensler 2000), but is much less common in Ute ethnographic descriptions.
It is-possible that such texturing was employed to help grip the finished vessel (Lon

|
Reed, personal communication 2003). |l
I
~
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Figure 7: Replicated clay tile wiped with corn cob (A) pictured with Ute examples.
(B=sample #255; C=sample#255; D=sample#6: b-=sample#7; F=sample#19). Note
paralle] striae.

Experiment #2: Tile wiped with Jupiper bark

The tile pictured beJow was wiped with a piece of wet juniper bark against clay

with a relatively high moisture content; again, this tile was given no time {o dry

before wiping. This replication produced slightly curved striae that resulted in
minimal temper-‘drag’. The curved striae patterns resulted from the juniper bark | | |
being wrapped around the hand, and wiping with a wrist, rather than forearm motion. i

This pattern has been observed archaeologically on both Ute and Navajo sherds

(Kathy Hensler, personal communication 2003).
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Figure 8: Example ol Ute plainware partial vesse! (A=sample#252) pictured with
replicated clay tile (B) wiped with wet juniper bark. Note irregular, curved striae on
both pieces. Also note irregular groave spacing.

Experiment #3: Tile wiped with wet hand

The tile pictured below was wiped with a wet hand on a clay surface with a high
moisture content. Wiping with a wet hand produced tiny trregular striae that are
difficult to see, and produced almost no temper drag. This type of finishing treatment
was noted on many Ute sherds in the analysis, and is commorily described in

ethnographic descriptions of both Ute and Navajo pottery making (e.g. Smith 1974;

Kathy Hensler, personal communication 2003).
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Figure 9: Replicated clay tile (A) wiped with a wet hand compared to Ute examples.
B=sample#107; C-=sample#150; D=sample#10}.

Experiment #4: Interior and Exterior Coil-Joining Techniques

This experiment was conducting after observing joining techniques on finger-
impressed Ute sherds. In many pieces, the nail impression bisected an observable
coil juncture; thus, an attempt was made to replicate this joining technique by using
an exaggerated nail jmpression to seal the coil juncture on the exterior surface of both
replicas. This experiment found that the nail impression was a moderately effective
joining method only on interior-coiled pieces joined when the clay was very wet; in
contrast, nail impressions on the exterior-coiled pieces were insufficient to seal the

coil juncture on the exterior surface.
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igure 10: Exterior-coiled replica (A} and interior-coiled replica (B) pictured with
interior-coiled Ule samples 484 (C) and 101 (). Note visibility of coil junctures on
extenor-coiled piece. Note visible coil juncture in replica A. Both replicas made by
Kathy Hensler.

Experiment #5: Finger-Impression

This experiment attempted to replicate finger-impressions observed on Ute sherds.
It was concluded that finger-impressions that produced an exaggerated ‘print’ and
impressions where the pai produced the dominant impressions were different
manifestations of the same coil-joining technique. Based on the finger-impressed
replicas, it is likely that nail impressions were sufficient to join coils only when the
clay was very wet, whereas vessels where the finger-tip impression was dominant

were probably constructed when the clay was drier.
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Figure 11: Finger-impressed Ute sherds (A=sample#107: B=sample#82;
C=sample#70; D=sarnple#72) pictured with finger-impressed replica (E). Replica (F)
made by Kathy Hensler.

These experiments provided the basis by which to identify the different
construction techniques and surface finishing treatments employed by Ute potters.
Although use of a specific too] was impossible to determine, it was possible to
distingush the use of ‘stiff organic’(1.e. dried corncob), *flexible organic’ (i.e. juniper
bark) and ‘wet hand’ finishing techniques. When a specific surface treatment was
ethnographically documented, and closely matched the treatment evidenced on the
replicated clay tile, I suggested that it was wiped with a specific tool (i.e. juniper
bark, corn cob) in the ‘commients’ sectjon.

Throughout the analysis, estimations were made using the replicated pieces to see
at what point in the construction process the clay was wiped. For example, if the
grooves were fairly deep, | inferred that the piece was wiped when wet. In contrast if

the grooves were shallow, or the finish appeared slightly polished, [ assumed that the
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surface was wiped when it was leather hard. Thése determinations were applicable jn
all cases of treatment: whether wiped with an organic ool or hand-wiped. This

inforiation was included in the appropriate section in the Excel database.

| 1) Evidence for Paddle and Anvil Use: Because paddle and anvil use bas been

documented for Ute ceramics by previous. researchers, this attribute was recorded. I
examined comparative examples of Hohokam partial and whole vessels, prehistoric
examples that were clearly thinned using a paddle and anvil. | also constructed a
pinch pot where [ used the paddle and anvil technique to thin the vessel walls. Both
this replicated piece and the observational knowledge 1 acquired by examining the
Hohokam ceramics provided the comparative basis by which I determined paddle and
anvil use on the Ute ceramics.

Both the interior and exlerior sherd surfaces were examined for smoothness and
the characteristic light ‘pitting’ that is common in vessels that are finished with a
paddle and anvil. In most examples, both the smaller sherds and the larger, partially

reconstructed sherds were too smail, or treatment was too indeterminate to reliably

determine this attribute.

12) Cultural Affiliation: This was recorded based on designations that previous

scholars made regarding cultural affiliation. In order to record this information, I
made the-assumption that all sherds in the collections at the AHC that were classified
as ‘Shoshonean’, and all sherds analyzed at the CU-Museurn classified as ‘Ute’ were

recovered from Ute-archaeological contexts. Because many of these sherds came




from collected and excavated contexts in west and Southwest Colorado, and alf had
already been classified as Ute by previous researchers (c.g. Benedict 1985; Buckles
1971; Ermckson and Wilson 1988), 1 felt justified in this assumption. All sherds were
assumed o be Ute unless they obviousty deviated from established descriptions of the
finger-impressed Uncompahgre Brownware and Ute plainware ceramic types.

The following descriptions refer to information recorded in the original Microsoft
Excel database included to ¢larify provenience information and factlitare statistical

coding processes.

Provenience: This refers to where the sherds were found. Most proveniences
recorded were from either amateurs’ private collections, surface collected

archaeological sites or excavated archaeological sites

ES/Lot #: This information refers to each Museum'’s recordation provenience
information. For example, both the Anasazi Heritage Center and CU-Museum

collections included site provenience information and an accession number, which

were recorded in this section.

Sample #: 1assigned eacb sherd an arbitrary sample nwmber in aseending order.
This information will be useful to future researchers who are interested in locating a
specific sherd recorded in this analysis. | did not record a number on any of the

sherds, but it would be possible to reproduce this analysis using the weight to identify

particular analytical units.
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Comments: This section allowed further-description of sherd characieristics, such as
rim and base shape, [ also recorded whether a sherd was partially reconstructed, or
was part of a lot that contained numerous sherds from the same vessel.

Attribute information was recorded in an excel spreadsheet, and then was
transferred to SPSS software for all statistical work. Frequency descriptions and
comparnson of attribute means of Ute sherds were first compiled on an “atuibute by
attribute’ basis to identify patterns in the data. After data pattems were established,

more complex, multivariate statistics were undertaken to see if these patterns

remained when constdering multiple attributes.

Differences in Ute and Navajo Data Collection

The Navajo database compiled by Reed and Hensler (2000) identified important
components of Navajo Dinetah Gray surface treatment and construction techniques.
Before a presentation of the Navajo data can be accomplished, differences in methods
of data collection between these two databases musl be described. In geperal,
methods were the same except Reed and Hensler did not distinguish between interior
and exterior surface treatment when evaluating ceramic assemblages. In their
database, they described primary tool use, and any additional tools use observed on
cither surface. Secondly, the researchers did not record the presence/absence of mica
in their analysis.

Thirdly, Reed and Hensler analyzed sherds on a vessel basis; for example, if they
could identify if a group of sherds composed a single vessel, they would only analyze

one sherd from thiat particular ‘lot’. This methodology contrasts markedly with that
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employed for the Ute database. 1n the Ute ceramic analysis, sherds were examined
as individual analytical units, because it was difficult to discern if single vessels were
unequivocally represented by a group of sherds. 1 realize that this method of using
sherds as individuat analytical units regardless of their vessel affiliation may be
problematic, as this methodology may have duplicated data®. However, this
technigque enabled me the best access to vessel construction technology.

Due to the better understood chronology of the Navajo data, Reed and Hensler
were able (0 assign each analyzed sherd to either the Dinetah or Gobernador phase
based on both a subjective evaluation of ceramic traits and reliable dating information
detailed in site r.epor‘ts". Conversely, [ was unable to reliably determine the dates of
most ceramics analyzed, as most were recovered from surface contexts and therefore
were nol reliably dated. This bias could obseure iemporal differences in construetion
and finishing techniques employed by Ute potters. All measurement equipment and

methods employed to conduet the analysis are identical to that described in the

methodology chapter.

* Anempted reconstruction of each sherd *lot’ was not possible due'to time conslraints.
4 Other information for the ceramics from the Navajo sites analyzed is on file at Animas Ceramic

Consulting in Farmingtor. New Mexico.
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CHAPTER V:
COMPARING UTE AND NAVAJO CERAMICS
Evaluation of the Ute Database
The 506 sherds analyzed came from sites mostly located in west-central and
Southwest Colorado®. An overwhelming majority came from surface collections
from sites with poor chronological control. The following table details the site

number, reference and number of sherds analyzed from each collection:

Table 1: Ute Site Provenience Information

' —
; Site Number Number Reference
. of Sherds
AnalyzeL
SMN47 2] | Buckles197 ]
SMN46 ) Buckles 1971
Violet Haskill Collection 211 Buckles 1971
SMIN45 22 Buckies 1971
SMN41 61 Buckles 1971 ]
Ada Childers Collection 53 | Buckles 1971 .
J Vicinity of Monmose, | Buckles 197
CO
SMN2 | Buckles 1971 |
2 miles above SMN2 7 No reference
SGA22 26. Benedict 1985
SMNIS. I} Buckles 1971
SMN1962 17 Chandler and Eininger, 1981
5MT2223 4 | Dolores Aschaeologijcal Project, 1988
| 5MT2237 3 | Dolores Archaeologica) Project, 1988
T SMT4665 | 7 | Dolores Archaeological Project, 1988
[sMT2247 | 6 [ Doleres Archaeological Project, 1988
SMT6693 16 | Dolores Archaeojozical Project, 1988
| SMT7501 1 Dolores Archaeological Project, 988
@_ provenience 4[ 28 No reference
SMNI18 | 8 " | Buckles 1971 ]
Tota) sherds amalyzed | 506 |

$ See Appendix A for additional information about characteristics of these sites.
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All sherds from the Buckles collection were excavated. surface. or near surface
finds. The three historic Ute sites investigated (SMN41, SMN13 and SMN47)
contained pottery on the surface. However, only sherds from SMN41 could be
associated with a more refined provenience; they were found within collapsed
wickiup structures on the Lee Ranch Wickiup site, on the Uncompahgre Plateau area
of west-Central Colorado. Based on this information, Buckles determined that
Uncompahgre Brownware is a relatively late addition to archaeological complexes in
the region based largely on negative evidence. “Other contexts where sherds have
been found in the Uncompahgre area are undeterminate [sic] as to ages except on
negative evidence of the lack of ceramics in stratified sites” (Buckles 1971: 543).

The Dolores Archaeological Project excavafions. identified 67 sherds associated
with the protohistoric occupation of the area. Of these sherds, al) were recovered
from either surface contexts or disturbed fill resulting from excavations at Puebloan
sites. Of the six sites surveyed by the DAP included in this thesis, only one
(SMT6693) was single-component protobistoric.

Ceramics recovered from the other five sites were found in association with earlier
Anasazi PI or PIT artifact assemblages. Some archaeologists have used this co-
occurrence to argue for contemporaenity of the two wares, thus implying that
brownware ceramics and the people that produced them entered the Southwest earlier,
perhaps as early as the 12" century. However, Errickson and Wilson (1988: 406)
argue for a much later date for these wares in southwest Colorado. “This later date
range [A.D. 1500-1850] seems to be more reasonable for the micaceous brownware

sherds recovered from DAP sites, considering their association with Jeddito and
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Awatovi Yellow Wares know to date to this period.” In both the Buckles and DAP
investigations, the study of Numic-produced brownware has suffered from a Jack of
data from well-dated and excavated sites.

Benedict’s (1985) excavation of the Caribou Lake site (SGA22) yielded
protohistoric Ute ceramics; both punctate and plain types were recovered from
excavated contexts extending not farther than 10cm below the modern ground
surface. Because of the unreliable association of the ceramics with radiocarbon-
datable hearths, Benedict submitred sherds to be dated via thermoluminescence. The
(e pottery dated to the mid-1 7™ century, and was found in association with small
projectile point tips that resemble those used in the Protohistoric and early Historic
periods by area hunter/gatherer groups (Benedict 1985:132).

The lack of chronological control in many excavations and surface collections of
Ute sites is problematic  Much more research needs to be conducted on the regional
variations of Ute pottery and their relation to regional chronology. Benedict suggests,
that the fingertip impressed type of Ute wares, in general, are more representative of
traditional pre-17" century Ute pottery based on its similarity to southern Paiute
utility ware in well-dated pre | 7" century contexts. He states, “It can be argued that
the punctate pottery . . . 1s representative of traditional Ute ceramics, used prior to
acquisition of the horse™ (Benedict 1985: 143).

The 28. ‘no provenience’ sherds were donated to the Anasazi Heritage Center as a
private collection, and were designated ‘Shoshonean’ by Anasazi Hentage Center

staff. Site SMN1962 was collected through the Colorado-Ute Electric Association
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Rifle to Sar Juan Transmijssion Line Project (Chandler and Eininger 1981). and

incjuded no associated architecture oy features.

Presentation of Ute Data

Both [inger-impressed and plainware sherds were analyzed in an attempt to
identify aspects of surface treatment and construction techniques that may convey
ethnic information. Finger-impressed and plainware sherds varied significantly in
thickness and exterior surface treaiment, but the two types exhibit similar treatment
on the interior swface. These data are presented in the tables below.

Of the 471 Ute sherds analyzed, 56 plainware sherds were non-micaceous (21%),
while 210 plainware sherds were micaceous (79%). Of the finger-impressed sherds,
162 were non-micaceous (78%) while 43 had some mica present (22%). This
discrepancy probably reflects matenal avaitability rather than cultural preference, and
is thus not deemed useful as a cultural indicator for Ute or Navajo groups (Buckles
1971; Wilson, personal communication 2003), although some researchers héve noted

that sherds associated with Ute sites are often micaceous while Navajo Dinetah Gray
ceramics are often non-micaceous. However, it is often unclear whether mica is
present in the temper, or is part of the paste use to construct the vessel (Kathy
Hensler, personal communication 2003). This ambiguity complicates the

interpretation of mica in Ute and Navajo ceramics.
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Table 2: Frequency of Tool Use on Interior Sherd Surface

Plainware F inger»impxessed"
Indeterminate® 43 8
L 16.1% 3.9%
Wet hand 181 174
68.3% 84.8%
Flexible 18 23 -
organic 6.7% 11.2% B
Suff organic 2 0
0.8% 0%
Polished 22 0 |
8.3% 0%
Total 266 205
100% 100% |

More than more than 65% of plainware sherds were-finished on the interior

surface with a wet hand, while almost 85% of finger-impressed sherds were finished

in this way. The use of a flexible organic material such as cedar bark or a corn husk

was used on the interior surface on less than 10% of analyzed plainware sherds, while

slightly more than 10% of finger-impressed were finished on the interior surface with

a flexible organic tool. Twenty-two plainware sherds exhibited interior polishing,

while none of the finger-impressed sherds showed evidence of this type of finishing

treatment.
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Table 3: Frequency of Teol use on Exterior Sherd Surface’

Plainware F-inger-impressed“
Indeterminate 65 i ]
24 4% 0.5%
Wet hand 74 0
27.8% 0%
Flexible 39 3
organic [4.6% 1.4%.
Stiff organic 63 0
23.6% 0%
Polished I 0
0.4% 0%
Finger- 4 200
impressions 1.5% 97.5%
Stick- 20 1
Lmpressions 7.5% 0.5%
Total 266 205
, 100% 100%

Approximately 40% of the total 471 Ute sherds analyzed were finished on the
exterior surface with finger-impressions. Clay pieces were made to attempt to
replicate this technique, and it appears that the finishing techmque actually primarily
serves to join the cojls, and then perhaps was intended as a decorative technique as a
secondary goal. Buckles (1971) first identified fingertip impression as a means of
coil-joining, regardless of the extent of the nail impression evidenced n the sherds.

“The objective of such impressions appears (o have been to press the adjacent coils of

7 In this table, four sherds classified as plainware had some evidence of finger impressions and 20 had
evidence of stick impressions. In following tables examining cobstruction lechnique§, these sherds are
classified as ‘plainware’, rather than ‘finger-impressed’ pottery because the punctuations seemed
decorative and/or were only observed on part of the sherd.
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clay logether and at the same time (o decorate the vessels . . Jt is possible that both
[fingertip and nail] are the same technique but carried out with stighty different
manipulations of the hands and fingers on the surfaces of the vessels and (o differing
degrees of shaping”™ (Buckles 1971:527).

Much more variability is present in the extertor finishing of Ute plainware.
Finishing with a wet hand was the most common kind of technique among the
plainware type (27.8%). This technique is well documented ethnographically for Ute
potters (e.g. Smith 1974), and is arguably the simplest and most expedient type of
finishing technique. The ‘wet hand® finighing technique is followed closely by
wipiog with a stiff organic tool (23.6%). The third most common finishing technique
utilized a flexible organic 100l (14.6%). Finishing with a flexible organic tool was
identified by slightly irregular striaé¢ caused when the material conforms to a human
hand, while finishing with a stiff organic too} was identified by straight, deeply
grooved striae on the sherd surface. Replicated clay tiles demonstrate the observable

difference betweer finishing with a flexible aud stiff organic material (see Figures

7&8).

Ute Construction Techniques

In the following table, Ute finger-impressed and Ute plainware sherds are
separated. This separation was undertaken 1o illustrate the different properties of both

Ute ceramic types in the areas of méean sherd thickness, interior vs. exterior coiling

and mean coil height.
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The data resulting from this analysis were the most interesting when considering

construction techniques visible on Ute sherds. In most finger-impressed sherds, it was

possible to see coil junctures either on the sherd surface or sherd profile (see

methodology section). Secondly, it was possible to see whether the coils were joined

primarily on the interior or exterior surface. Coils showing an interior-joining

1echmque are first smoothed vertically on the interior surface, while exterior-joined

coils are first smoothed vertically on the exterior of the vessel. This treatment creates

distinctive coll sloping, which can be discerned macroscopically. This determination

was made by consuliing Hensler and Blinman (2002). These determinations hold

great promise for distinguishing differences in Uncompahgre Brownware and Dinetah

Gray construction methods.

Table 4: Characteristics of Ute Ceramic Construction Technigues

Mean Sherd | Interior f Exterior Mean
Thickness Coiled (%) Coiled (%) Coil
(mean) Height
(mean) ‘
| Finger- 6.13mm §9.9% 10.1% 9.19mm
impressed (n=205) (n=182) (n=18) (n=205)
n=205
Plainware | 5.81mm 100% 0% 9 16mm
n=266 J (n=266) L(n=1.6) (n=0) (n=16) ’

The finger-impressed sherds were slightly thicker than the plainware sherds. It
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was possible to discern coil height of 16 plainware sherds, because the exterior or
interior surface had not been sufficiently smoothed. Interestingly, the coil height

ved on these fow plainware sherds was almost identical to the mean of the




(ingernail-impressed sherds. A statistical les( was not conducted 1o determine
siyniticance of this data, because of the possible bias inherent in the small sample
size. However, this result is intriguing, and may imply a simijarity of construction
techniques used by manufacturers of both plain and finger-impressed pottery types.
One of the most interesting aspects of this analysis concerns the frequency of
interior vs. exterior coil application. Almost 90% of the finger-impressed sherds
:unalyzed were intenior-coiled, while close to 10% evidenced exterior coil application.
Both interior and exterior coil application, like other aspects of ceramic construction
are learned, and could .be a reliable ethnic indicator. Also notable is the interior-coil
application visible on 16 plainware sherds. The interior-coil application and the coil
height visible in the plainware sherds are almost identical 1o that identified in the

finger-impressed samples.

Evaluatioo of the Navajo Database

Lori Reed and Katby Hensler of Animas Ceramic Consulting in Farmington, New

Mexico, analyzed Dinetah Gray sherds from both Dinetah and Gobernador phase sites

in northwest New Mexico®. Their initial results were presented at the 12
Siudies Conference held in Farmington, New Mexico in Spring of 2000. Reed and
Hensler's (2000) database consists of ceramic assemblages from 26 sites identified
through projects associated with Fruitland Coal Gas Gathering Systems.

Additionally, whole Dinetah Gray vessels housed in thé Museum of New Mexico

were also examined. Reed and Hensler recorded all the information described for the

8 Further information about sites analyzed in Reed and Hensler's (2000) study is on flle at
Animas Ceramic Consulting in Farmington, New Mexico.
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Ute database. cxcept for the presence of mica. Based on their ceramic expertise and
access Lo chronological information, Reed and Hensler were able Lo identify many
Dinetah Gray types associated with both the Dinetah and Gobernador phases.

Also included in this database are 31 “Ute” sherds included in the Buckles
collecton. These sherds have an ‘undulating’ exterior surface, which is the hallmark
of a traditionally Navajo [DSF].construction technique (Reed and Hensler 2000).
Although these sherds were collected in the vicinity of Montrose, Colorado, their
construction technique is distinctly Navajo, and could be an example of early Navajo

occupation in west-central Colorado (Lori Reed, personal communication 2003).

Presentation of Navajo Data

Out of 233° Navajo Dinetah ‘Gray sherds analyzed, 177 were attributed to the
Dinetah phase, and 25 were attributed to the Gobernador phase, while 31 could not be
attributed 1o any phase. First, data on Navajo finishing techniques will be presented,

followed by data documenting Dinetah Gray construction techniques.

Table 5: Navajo Tool Use Summary: Identifiable Tool use by Phase.

Phase Indeterminate | Wet Hand | Flexible | Stiff DSF
Organic | Organic
Dinetah 34 126 22 0 132
N=177 19.0% 71.0% 12.4% 0% 74%
Gobemador | 9 10 4 3 8
N=25 36.0% 40.0% 16.0% 1.2% 32%
No Phase 2 29 0 0 31
attributed .06% 93.5% 0% 0% 100%
N=31

9 This number includes the 3 re-classified Navajo sherds from the Buckles Collection.
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Although interior and exterior surface treatment were not distinguished in the
Navajo database, in a later study Henster ef ol (2003:23) note the frequency of both a
wet hand and (lexible organic tool in Dinetah Gray finishing technigues. “More
typical is the use of a wet harid and a flexible organic tool, corn husk or juniper bark
in smoothing the jar interior . ..". Hensler er al. (2003:43) also note a temporal
change in use of both flexible organic and stiff organic tools through time. Their
analysis of Dinetah Gray ceramics from LA55979 (A.D. 1541), LA16257 (A.D.
1590-1653), and LA78178 (A.D. 1602-1720) identified an increasing frequency of
the use of both flexible and stiff organic tools at each site.

However, according to the sherds analyzed in Reed and Hensler’s (2000) database,
there 15 no marked temporal difference in surface treatment of Dinetah Gray sherds.
This finding contradicts the Jater observations described by Hensler e/ al. (2003).
However, statistics investigating this temporal difference were not performed on this

data due to the discrepancy in sample sizes between phases.

Table 6: Characteristics of Navajo Ceramic Construction Teehniques by

Phase
| Phase Mean Sherd | Interior Exterior  |Mean Coil T
| Thickness | Coiled | Coiled Height
(%) (%)
Dinetah | 5.09mm | 0% 100 % 16.31mm
n=177 (n=59) n=0 (n=177) (n=55)
Gobermador | 4.60 mm 0% 100 % 18.96mm
n=25 (n=15) n=0 (n=25) (n=11)
No Phase 7.5mm 16% 3.2% 14.41mm
aitributed (m=31) (0=5) (n=1) (n=10)
(n=31)
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As will be demonstrarted through descriptive statistics, variables relating to the
properties ol coiling (mean thickness, mean coil height, interior vs. exteriar) provide
extremely reliable differentiators between ceramics that have been labeled Navajo
and Ute.

Independent sample t-tests were run on mean sherd thickness and mean coi) height
1o determine if the differences between the phases were significant at the p<.0S,
p<.0l and p<.00] confidenece levels. As shown below, the differences in mean
thickness between Dinetahand Gobernador phase sites is not significant. The sample
size 1s small, but these data seem (o contradicl other research that documents a
general increase in Navajo vesse] wall thickness through time (Kathy Hensler,
personal communication 2003). Again, the validity of these statistics is likely

affected by the small sample size

Table 7a: Group Statistics Showing Analytic Vaniables Used in Independent
Sample T-Test

Phases N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Ercor Mean
Mean Dinetah
Coil 55 | 16.3055 4.68139 63124
Height

Gobemador | 11 18.9636 2.91626 87928
Mean  Dinetah 59 | 5.087 7510 0978
Thick

Gobernador | 15 | 4.598 17320 .1890

1
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Tz?bl_e 7b: Results of T-Test Comparing Mean Coil Height and Mean Thickness
of Dinetah and Gobernador Phase Dinetah-Gray Ceramics

Dinetah vs. \|
Gobernador Levene's Test for
hase Equality of Vadances t-test for Equality of Means J
{ Sig. (2- '
F | Sig. t of tailed) |
Mean Coil Equal variances | . - i - l
Height assumed 1.145 ‘ 289 -1.808 | 64 075
Equal variances [ ' |
not assumed | -2.456 | 21.887 ‘ 022 |
Mean Thick  Equal variances I ; ~
assumed 176 ‘ 678 2.265 |72 | .027 l
Equal variances ] 2.300 !22 113 ‘ 031 ‘
not assumed ' . -

One of the most striking features of these data is the direction of coil junctures observed
on the Navajo sherds; of the 233 sherds analyzed, mean coil height was visible on 66
sherds, while coil application technique (i.e. interior vs. exterior coiling) was visible on
202. Of this sample, all Gobernador and Dinetah phase ceramics evidenced exterior
coiling. Interestingly, S of the sherds that were re-classified from the Buckles collection
were interior-coiled, while only 1 exhibited exterior-coiling. This result demounstrates
that it may be necessary to examine the cultural affiliation of these sherds more closely.
However, 1he exterior-joining techniques identified on the majority of these sherds
resemble those described by Tschopik (1941) for Navajo potters in 2 modem
ethnographic context. **. . .vessel construction techniques observed at this early 16"
century site [LA55979] are those still shown by early 20" century Navajo pofters —
reflecting a cultural conservatism that is at odds with the supposition that the Navajo only

learned how to create pottery after their southwestern advent” (Hensler ef al. 2003: 45).
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Comparing Ute and Navajo Ceramic Attributes: Mean Coil Height, Mean
Thickness, Frequency of Interior and Exterior Coiling and Joining Technique

Out of the 471 plain and fingertip impressed Ute sherds and 233 Navajo Dinetah
Gray sherds analyzed, coil application was visible on 221 Ute sherds and 202 Navajo
sherds'®. Eighty-nine percent of the 22) Ute sherds exhibited interior cotl-joining
techniques. Most of these sherds were finger-impressed, as coiling direction was
difficult to detect on the Ute plainware. On most Ute plainware sherds (n=266), 1 was
unabie to detect interior or exterior coiling due 1o obliteration of construction
techniques. However. on 16 plainware sherds it was possible to detect coil direction
by looking at coil junctures visible in the sherd profile. All of these plainware sherds
exhibited interior coil-joining techniques.

The joining techniques for Ute finger-impressed and Navajo Dinetah Gray
ceraraics are markedly different. For example, in addition to being interior coil
joined, Ute potters were primarily using the nail to join the coils on the exterior
surface. On many sherds analyzed, it was just a matter of how wet the clay was (and
alternatively, how long the natl was) that determined the extent of the nail impression.
The nail impression would most often bisect the coll juncture thus effectively (albeit
weakly) connecting two coils. Furthermore, Ute coil-joining was conducted laterally,
much like the technique of Puebloan potiers who worked across, rather than down the
pol. Interestingly, experimental finger-tip coil-joining resulting in coil obliteration

was impossible when tried on exterior-joined clay replicas. Thus, finger-impression

1 This number includes the 3 Tsherds from the Buckles collection re-classified as probable Navajo.
This designation was made based on the appearance of 1he DSF technique, and an evatuation by

ceramicist Lori Reed.
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as a coll-joining method is only viable on interior Joined ceramic vessels (refer o
Figure 10).

This technique contrasts dramatically with that deseribed both ethnographically
and archaeologically for Navajo coil-joining methods The Navajo, as Tschopik
(1941) noted, join coils by first applying the clay coil to the vessel exterior, and then
smoothing and further joining the coils by sliding their fingers (or thumb) down the
extenior of the vessel surface. This technique produced coils that slant to the exterior,
rather than interior, of the vessel. Reed and Hensler identified this technique first i
their study of Navajo vessel formation at LAS5979 (Reed and Hensler 2000). It 1s
this coil-joining technique (DSF) that some researchers have been calling finger-
impressed, and has hence been a major hindrance in the distinguishing between Ute
and Navajo pottery. However, when viewing this difference as one of construction
rather than finishing, it is,possible to identify a major difference in pottery technology
that is probably ethnically based.

Similar differences related to vessel construction techniques were identified when
documenting mean coil height and mean thickness of Ute (finger-impressed and
plainware) and Navajo sherds. The mean coil height of Navajo sherds was almost
twice that of Ute sherds baséd on an independent sample t-test that was run

comparing the mean thickness and mean coil height of Ute and Navajo sherds. A

significance level of p<.001 was detected in both tests.

101




Table 8a; Group Siatistics -Showing Analytic Variables for Independent Sample

T- Test'!
|
i } Std. Error
Cuitlure | N Mean Std. Devjation | Mean
Mean Ute
Thickness 47 5.947 { 1.2565 .0579
Navajo | 112 5.731 1.3067 1235
Mean Coil  Ute
Height 122 '8.1246 } 1.94122 17575
Navajo
78 16.3910 J 470786 | 63306

lable 8b: Independent Sample T-Test Comparing Mean Thickness and Mean
Coil Height of Ute and Navajo Sherds.

Levene's Test
for Equality of
Variances

{-tesl for Equality of Means

F sig. |t of Sig. (2-ailed)

Mean Equal
Thickness  variances |2.4686 |.102 | 1.620 | 681 106
assumed

Egual
variances
not
assumed

1.581 163.318 116

Mean Coil  Equal
Height varances | 40740 | .000
assumed

15.166 108 .000

Equal

variances .
not 12.946
assumed

93.943 .000

Even though a comparison of mean thickness between Ute and Navajo ceramic

sherds was not significant, Ute sherds were generally thicker than Navajo sherds.

10 All Navajo sherds are not included in this test because of differences in data collection; Reed and
Hensler (2000) measured sherd thickness-on a vesse! basis, while I used sherds as individual analytical

units (see Methodology chapter)
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The box plot shown belaw depicts the mean thickness for Ute and Navajo sherds. It
i$ interesting 10 nole the significantly thicker “outliers’ shown above the Ute sherd
mean. In spite of this difference, however, the means between the two wares are
markedly similar.

Figure 12: Box plot Showing Mean Thickness of Ute and Navajo Sherds.
Note “outliers’ in Ute distribution.
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Table 9a: Group Statistics Showing Analytic Variables for Ute Finger-
impressed and Navajo Dinetah Gray Sherds

|
Std. Error

Culture. N Mean Std. Deviation | Mean
Mean Ute Fingér- | 545 1 6.120 1.1640 0813
Thickness impressed

Dinetah Gray | 112 5.731 1,3067 1235
Mean Coil ~ Ute Finger-- | 4nq 9.1189 1.80878 18540
Height '|mpresseGd

inetah Gra .

Dine Y178 163910 | 470786 53308




Table 913:. Results of Independent T-Test Comparing Mean Thickness and
Mean Coil Height of Ute Finger-impressed and Navajo Dinetah Gray Sherds

Levene's Test
for Eguality of

Variances t-test for Equality of Means
!

F Sig. |t ‘df Sig. (2-tailed)

1

Mean Equai |
Thickness  variances | 7089 | .008 | 2.785 | 315 .006
assumed

Equal

variances
not 2.692 206.947 .008 .

assumed

Mean Coil  Equal |
Hexght variances | 37 192 | .0D0 | -14.388 | 182 | .000
assumed

Equal
variances
not
assumed

L -12.885 | 85.728 .aoo
|

Even though a significant t-value was not detected when the thicknesses of all Ute
and Navajo sherds were compared, when comparing just Ute finger-impressed and

Navajo Dinetah Gray thickness, significance is detected at the P<.008 level.

Similarly, comparisons of mean coil height demonstrated evep higher significance at
the p<.001 Jevel. This comparison shows that both mean thickness and mean coil
height can be useful attributes in distinguishing Ute and Navajo ceramics.

This difference in wall thickness between the two ceramic types has been noted by
numerous researchers (e.g. Eric Blinman and Lori Reed, personal commuuication
2003). and tests seem (o confirm these observations. However, when comparing Ute

plainware to Navajo plainware, there is a similarity in wall thickness.
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T ablg 10a: Group Statistics Showing Analytic Variables for Ute Plajnware and
Navajo Dinetah Gray Sherds

_ ( B Std. Error

Culture N Mean Std. Deviation | Mean
Mean Ute '
Thickness  Plainware 268 ' 5.808 1:3083 J 0802

Dinetah

Gray 112 5.731% 1.3067 1235
Mean Coll Ute
Height Plainware 16 0.1625 221175 55294

Dinetah )

Gray 78 16.3910 4.70786 53306

Table 10b: Results of T-Test Showing Mean Thickness and Mean Coil Height
Comparison Between Ute Plainware and Navajo Dinetah Gray Sherds

Levene's Test
for Equality of
Variances I-test for Equality of Means _J
‘ ‘ Sig. (2-
F Sig. t | af tailed)
Mean Equal
Thickness  vanances | 426 | .515 510 376 610
assumed
Equal
vaniances ,
not 510 | 208.898 .610
assumed ‘ ‘
Mean Coil  Egual | '_
Helght variances | 5492 | 021 -5.988 92 .000
assumed
Equa) .
variances ‘
not -6.412 47.796 | .000
assumed ) ‘

This t-test identified virtually the same thickness means for Ute plainware and

Navajo Dinetah Gray. Visual observations also corroborate a similarity between the

rwo wares. For example, Benedict (1985) argued that the Ute plainware identified at

site SGA22 was more representative of later pottery found on Ute sites. The finger-
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impressed Ute pottery has long been thought to represent raditional Ute ceramics
from a Numic ceramic tradition. but more precise dating must be conducted before
this statement can be reliably.evaluated.

The difference in mean coil height between Ute plainware and Navajo Dinetah
Gray was tound to be significant at the p<.05 level. However, considering the small
sample size involved, the usefulness of this determination should be viewed with

caution.

Discriminant Analysis Results: Ute and Navajo Ceramic Attributes

Multivariate analysis was undestaken to see if Ute and Navajo construction
methods were significantly different. ‘Stepwise’ statistics determined thal coil-
joining technique, interior vs. exterior coiling, mean sherd thickness and mean coil
height provide the strongest differentiation between the two ceramic types.

The comparative database used for discriminant analytica) techniques employed in
this study consisted of 200 Ute and Navajo sherds only. This database 15
considerably smaller, because only the examples that contained the above listed
attributes were used. Of the 200 sherd sample, 10 were plainware recovered from Ute
archaeological sites, 109 were finger-impressed sherds recovered from contexts

assumed to be Ute, and §1 were Navajo Dinetah Gray sherds.
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'Fgl?le J1 ] Stepwis_e Statistics Showing Most Effective Anributes for
Differentiating Ute and Navajo Ceramics (Variables Entered/Removed(a,b.c.d)

| Wilks' Lambda (
df d! T
( Step | Entered Slats 2 df3 B ExactF x
Slatistic J df1 | df2 | Sig. (
1 Jaining r
Technique | 2 i197 000 | 595.376 |2 | 197.000 \ ,000
2 lAl/Ext |
Coiling 082 12 12 |197.000 | 224.309 ‘4 392.000 | .000 i
3 Mean Coil | I '
Height | .063 |3 |2 (197.000 | 193.005 (6 | 390.000 | .000
4 Mean )
e ees | 059 )4 2 |197.000 | 150.819 |8 | 388.000 1000

At each siep, the variable that minimizes the overall Wilks' Lambda is entered.
a Maximum number of steps is 8.

b Minimum partial F to enter is 3.84.

¢ Maximum,partial F {o remaove is 2.71.

d F level, tolerance, or VIN insufficient for further computation.

The most effective way to differentiate the two 1s through examination of coil-
joining technique. Navajo Dinetah Gray ceramics are distinctive through the
presence of the DSF technique, while many Ute ceramics are clearly joined by simple
fingerup-impression. Use of interior and exterior coil application strategies is the
next best indicator of group type difference, with Navajo Dinetah Gray ceramics most
often evidencing exterior coil application, while Ute ceramics most ofien show
evidenee for interior coil application.

Mean coil height provides the 3" most reliable technique for distingujshing the
two ceramic types. Through this analysis, coil height identified for Navajo sherds
was almost twice that for Ute sherds. Often, ceramics broke along coil junctures,
which served as both a double check for coil height-as well as interior and exterior

coiling. Finally, mean sherd thickness represented the 4% most reliable differentiating
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altribute. This s only true when comparing Ute finger-impressed to Navajo Dinetah

Gray ceramics. Thuos, these four atiributes are extremely reliable factors to employ
when attempting to distinguish Ute finger-impressed and Navajo Dinetah Gray
ceramics. The following data cross-tabulation'show the predicted group membership

for all 200 sherds analyzed in this comparative database.

Table 12: Cross tabulation Showing Predicted Group Membership of

Discriminant Analytical Data.
[
Predicted Group for Analysis 1 Total
Ute Ute Finger- Dinetah
Plainware | impressed Gray
Cuiture  Ute Count 10 10
Plainware
% within .
Culture 100.0% 100.0%
Ute Count
Finger- 109 109
impressed
% within . .
Culture 100:0% 100.0%
Dinetah Count 7 74 81
Gray
% within
Cotture | 8.6% 91.4% 100.0%
Total Count 17 109 74 200
% within
Cotore | 85% | 54.5% 37.0% | 1000%

These data offer very strong support for archaeologists wishing to distinguish Ute
and Navajo ceramics; 100% of the time, the statistics placed Ute plainware in the
appropriate descriptive category. Similar (100%) placement was accomplished with
Ute finger-impressed sherds. Correct placement of Dinetah ‘Gray sherds was
accomplished 91.4% of the time; this lower (bt still reliable) percentage 1s probably

due to greater variability in ceramics between the Dinetah and Gobernador phases.
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The separation of data observed here (and in the Scatterplot below) suggests that
researchers seeking to replicate this analysis will be able to effectively distinguish
between the twa wares when considering the variables of mean coil height, mean

sherd thickness, coil-joining technique and frequency of interior and exterior coiling.

Figure 13: Scatterplot Results of Discriminant Analysis

Canonical Discriminant Functions
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The results of this discriminant analysis identify a distinct separation between Ute
finger-impressed, Navajo Dinetah Gray and Ute plainware ceramics sherds.
Importantly, this study confirms that the two wares can be macroscopically identified

if one considers the four variables noted in the data cross tabulation (see Table 12).
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The separation of data observed here (and in the Scatterplot below) snggests that
researchers seeking to replicate this analysis will be able to effectively distingnish
between the two wares when considering the variables of mean coil height, mean

sherd thickness, coil-joining technique and frequency of interior and exterior coiling.
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The results of this discriminant analysis identify a distinct separation between Ute
finger-impressed, Navajo Dinetah Gray and Ute plainware ceramics sherds.
Importantly, this study confirms that the two wares can be macroscopically identified

f one considers the four variables noted in the data cross tabulation (see Table 12).
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This finding offers great promise for the future field identitication of Ute and Navajo
ceramic traditions.

Interestingly, the two Ute samples evidence very different clustering, probably
based on the difference in surface treatment and vesse) wall thickness. Navajo
Dinetah Gray and Ute finger-~impressed sherds show sigaificant difference in all
attributes, and cluster separately. This different clustering between Ute plainware and
Navajo Dinetab Gray is due mostly to the differences i coil height and presence of
interior and exterior coiling strategies. If coil height and interior and exterior coiling
were not a factor in this examination, the two groups would be virtually
indistinguishable.

If Ute plainware is consistently shown to date later than Ute finger-impressed
pottery, the use of this technique could stem from iucreased contact with Navajo,
Puebloan and Plains potters throughout the protohistoric period, as ceramics from
these traditions are characterized by heavily wiped exterior surfaces. However.,
Greubel (1989) dated plain pottery recovered from site SMN2629 to ¢ A.D. 1025-
1386. which corresponds tothe available dates for finger-impressed pottery from site
SGF1336 (Rhodes 1986, cited in Reed and Metealf 1999: 156). More
thermoluminescence dating of plainware and finger-impressed Ute ceramics 1S
needed to establish this chronology.

Other researchers have suggested that the use of plainware and finger-impressed
pottery reflects different cultural or ethnic traditions among Ute groups. Reed and
Metcalf (1999:156) state, “Although the sample of excavated sites with brownware

ceramics is small, it appears that the plain type is prevalent in the eastemn and
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southern portions of the study area, and that Fingertip-impressed type is dominant in
the northwestern portion of the study area [western Colorado|.” Obsidian sourcing
data also corroborates this evidence; obsidian from Ute sites 10 northwest Colorado 1s
traced to Utah sources, while obsidian from Ute sites in west-central and southwest
Colorado is more often traced to New Mexico sources (Reed and Metcalf 1999: 156).
According to ethnohistoric documents, the southern Ute bands had significantly more
contact with Navajo and Pueblo groups than did northern Ute groups. This proximity
afforded southern Ute groups’ greater access to both foreign pottery technology and
foreign slaves.

The Navajo sample, although clearly separated from both Ute finger-impressed
and plainware types, does not cluster as tightly as both Ute samples. This could be
due to the differences that exist in Dinetah and Gobernador phase ceramics. Navajo
ceramics from earlier sites more often display the ‘undulating’ surface characleristic
of the DSF coil-joining technique, while later Dinetah Gray ceramics are more often
finished with flexible or stiff organic materials. [t is well docwnented thal Navajo
vessel characteristics changed as a result of increasing contact with Pueblo groups
afier the Revolt of A.D. 1680. These changes may account for the ‘loose’ clustering
of Navajo attributes iu relation to both Ute samples.

This comparison shows that significant differences exist between Ute and Navajo
ceramics, and many of these difterences (coil height, interior vs. exterior coiling,
mean sherd thickness and surface treatment) can be 1dentified through a visual
examination. The ability to macroscopically identify ceramics from protohistoric

hunter/gatherer contexts, together with other lines of evidence, holds great promise to

111




further decipher trade (and raiding) networks and settlement distribution of Ute and

Navajo archaeological sites.




CHAPTER VI:
CONCLUDING THOUGHTS AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE
RESEARCH

Previous studies of Ute and Navajo ceramics have suffered from small sample

sizes, and lack of temporal control over the data. The results of this analvsis of sites
that have been called Ute and Navajo, establishes that significant differences do exist
between the Numic and Athapaskan ceramic traditions — differences that could aid
in the field identification of Ute and Navajo sites. This should challenge
archaeologists who have been dubious about differences between Navajo Dinetah
Gray and Ute Uncompahgre Brownware ceramics. The most significant result of this
apalysis, however, concerns the construction lechniques as an ethnic differentiator
between Ute and Navajo ceramics.

Ute potters utilized thin coils. and eonnected the coils laterally across the pot.
This technique often left the finger-print visible on the exterior surface, as there was
no sliding motion 1o compress the coils, but was rather a pressing motion using the
fingertip and/or fingernail. This technique differs markedly from that used on many
Navajo Dipetah Gray vessels. Navajo potters used extremely thick coils, and used a
downward sliding finger (DSF) technique to join the coils vertically. With this
technique, it is unlikely that any distinct fingerprints would be evident on the exterior
surface; rather, this surface treatment ofien creates an “undulating’ exterior surface
that has sometimes been mistaken for finger-impression. Ethnographic descriptions
documented by Tschopik (1941) provide additional evidence of the longevity of this

technique, which has been identified at Navajo sites dating to the 16" century

(Hensler and Goff 2001).




Also revealing was the frequency and association of interior and exterior couing
strategies with Ute and Navajo pottery. The interior coiling technique observed on
Ute sherds was likely the resuh of a lateral pinchingand smoothing method. whereas
the exterior coil-joining pattern observed on Navajo Dinetah Gray types was
produced by the DSF technique, which smoothed the coils downward on the exterior
surface. [n Ute finger-impressed vessels, the fingemail or tip was the primary means
to join the coils after initial interior-joining. Therefore, it is predicted that Ute
ceramics will have a higher breakage rate along coil junctures than Navajo Dinetah
Gray ceramics.

[nterestingly, the construction techniques associated with Ute finger-impressed
vessels are marked]y different when compared to ethnographic descriptions.of Ute
pottery-making, which document the use of vegetal temper, very thick coils.and both
paddle and anvil and coil and scrape fmis-h'ing techniques (e.g. Smith 1974). These
differences could be the result of dramatic territonal shifts made possible by the
introduction of the horse. Because the protohistoric Navajo were much more
sedentary than their Ute neighbors, it may be likely that southern Ute groups
sustajned heightened contact with Navajo, ancestral Pueblo and surrounding hunter-
gatherer groups due to increased trading and raiding activities.

This increased level of contact and well documented raiding activity may account
for the variability in modem descriptions of Ute pottery making, but may also help to
explain the reasons behind the extreme differences associated with Ute plainware and
finger-impressed pottery types. Researchers have noted a higher frequency of

plainware:in the southwest, where finger-impressed speeimens are more cCoOmmon in
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the west-central and northwest part of Colorado (Reed and Metcall 1999). Again,
this could be the result of heighteried contact with Navajo groups to the south.

The Ute plainware is virtually identical to wiped Dinetah Gray vessels of the
Gobernador phase, and may be a later addition to the Ute artifact assemblage.
Benedict (1987:143) suggests-that “There is no reason to suppose that the micaceous
plainware vessels recovered from post-comtact Ute wickiups are representative of
traditional Ute ceramics”. An even more intriguing suggestion would be that the
wiped plainware recovered from Ute sites could be the product of kidnapped Navajo
women potters. Ute raiding for slaves in both-Navajo and Apache communities is
well-documented throughout the Protohistoric, so it should not be a surprise if Navajo
ceramics are found on Ute sites, or if Ute ceramics are found in Navajo contexts.

Although the coil height and direction of coiling observed on the Ute plainware
implied Ute manufacture, the sample size (n=16) is 100 small to make any
conclusions. It is an analysis of these very different construction methods, rather than
outward emblems of style-that will enable archaeologists to better differentiate Ute
and Navajo ceramic traditions. For example, construction methods are less likely to
change than outward emblems of style.

These techniques can show distinetive ceramic traditions that derive from different
social networks. Ceramic construction and finishing techniques are probably passed
down from mather to child, and ¢an'be virtually immutable even in situations of
intense cultural exchange — this tenacity has been demonstrated in the Navajo case
by the persistence of the DSF technique. It can be argued that this type of family-

group learning is more likely to demonstrate group membership (at least to the
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archaeologist) than outward emblems of style. According to Jones™ (1997) definition,
attention 1o lechnological style can demonstrate both inclusion in a broader social
group, and networks of common descent — two central components of ethnie
identity. Because of the tenacity of learned traditions shown especially in the Navajo
case with the use of the DSF technique, it is possible to identify both Ute and Navajo
ethnic traditions through the analysis of ceramic construction and fimshing
techniques.

Another significant result of this study concerns the need 10 re-examine
archaeological indicators of ethnic identity. By examining attributes related to
technology of style and activities governed by habitus (after Bourdieu 1977)
archaeologists can gain a much more nuanced understanding of learned behaviors and
how they relate to ethnic 1dentity. For example, construction techniques, often
obscured or obliterated by smoothing and/or polishing, are often not visible
macroscopically on ceramic surfaces. However, with wares that are not sufficiently
smoothed or polished, these patterns can be discerned often with a simple visual
examination.

When finger-impressions and ‘undulations’ on vessel exterior surfaces are viewed
within a context of construction techniques and not simple decoration, it can be
argned that ethnic traditions can be much more readily identified. However, ethnic
affiliation of both Ute and Navajo plainware is more problematic. For example,
further research involving the examination of a larger sample of wiped plainware
from the Southwest, coupled with more refined thermonluminescence dating methods

could provide the information to answer this question. X-ray studies are needed of
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plainware recovered from Ute and Navajo sites to detect joining and coil application
strategies that could shed light on cultural affiliation.

An examination of construction techniques and their information transmittal is
gspecially promising in ethnic-based research. Washburn (2001), in her analysis of
processes of information transmittal, reported cultural knowledge as the determining
factor tn accurate reproductious of artifacts. “Individuals with appropriate knowledge
will not only reproduce the details, but will reproduce them in the appropriate
compositional configuration” (Washburn 2001: 96). Although her analysis focused
primarily on the reproduction of artwork, her study bas implications for
archaeological research; namely, extreme variation in an established artifact tradition
may mean that someone unfamiliar with that culture fs reproducing the artifact.

Another avenue of identifying traditions that may be tied to ethnic identity is the
examination of use-wear. An artifact’s use life can differ according to cultural
preference (Lightfoot, Martinez and Schiff 1998). and differences in use wear
between Ute and Navajo vessels were noted afler the analysis. For exaple, Ute
vessels appeared to have sustained much iess cooking alteration than Navajo Dinetah
Gray vessels. Infacl, none of the Ule sherds analyzed had clear cooking modification
(Kathy Hepsler, personal communication 2003), while Navajo Dinetah Gray vessels
sften sustairied extreme cooking-related use-wear.

This observation may fit with established Ute and Navajo settlement patterns. For
example, the Ute were more mobile than the Navajo, especially in the 18" and 19¥
centuries. -As a result, Ute vessels could have been used primarily for storage or

‘caching’, rather than cooking. This interpretation is further supported by the lack of

117




any serving-related wares documented in Ute archaeological contexts. In contrast.
bowls and “ollas’ in addition to jars have been found a1 Navajo sites dating to both (he
Dinetah and Gobernador phases (Hensler and Goff 2001). Itis possible that
construction and finishing techniques may vary according to vessel form — to answer
this question, more studies specifically targeting vessel form and associated
construction methods are needed. Therefore, further analyses examining both use
wear and vessel form hiold promise for identifying cultural uses of Ute and Navajo
ceramics, and determining if construction techniques are as culturally-bound as they
seem.

Hensler and Goff (2001) note the persistence of Navajo vessel construction
technology throughout the Protohistoric and into mmodem times. This Athapaskan
ceramic tradition persevered even through the time of interaction with the Pueblos
after A.D. 1680. This implies an adherence to tradition and learned behavior that is
tenacious, even in the face of intense culture contact. Thus, the examination of
activities govemned by habitus, and cultural conservatism holds great promise for the
identification of ethnic traditions in the Protohistoric period.

Judging from ethnographic descriptions of Ute pottery-making, it appears that Ute
ceramic traditions sustained more change, in both construction techniques and surface
reatment than did Navajo ceramic technology. This différence could be the result of
increased trade and/or intermarriage with surrounding groups. Further research into
Ute ethnographic and ethnohistorical sources, and charging Ute settlement patterns

could substantiate this observation.
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It is clear from this study that ethnje affiliation and location of cultural groups
cannol be based primarily on Spanish ethnohistoric documentation. Although
Spanish records can shed light on archaeological interpretations, they alone cannot be
used to pinpoint geographical locations of specific communities, especiatly in light of
the frequent trading, shifting allegiances and raiding for slaves that characterized the
Protohistoric Period. Therefore, archaeological approaches become increasingly
important for the inferpretation of the protohistoric Southwest, especially considering
the ‘ephemeral’ database i relation to comparatively robusi ancestral Puebloan
archaeological record.

This study has identified important aspects of Numic and Athapaskan ceramic
construction techniques. Sherds recovered from protohistonic sites evidencing
exterior coiling, the use of large coils compared to surrounding traditions, and an
‘undulating’ exterior surface created by the DSF technique can be identified as
distinctly Athapaskan, while sherds recovered from protohistoric sites that evidence
finger-impressions, use small coils, interior-coil application and lateral pinching
techniques can be identified as deriving from a Numic ceramic tradition. Therefore,
these data can be used in conjunction with other archaeological indicators of Ute and
Navajo occupation to betteriidentify Ute and Navajo signatures.

Attention to “technology of style’ and ceramic construction techniques has been
lacking in studies of Protohistoric pottery; however, the strength of the data presented
here 'suggests that such considerations can distinguish ceramic traditions that probably
indicate ethnic identity. This approach thus represents a new way to address ceramic

identification in the Protohistoric American Southwest. Perhaps most significantly,
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this study challenges the shift to expensive microscopic, chemical means of ceramic
identification comraon in archaeology today. Instead, archaeologists can train
themselves in the macroscopic identification techniques described in the methodology

section, and save thejr respective organizations time and money.
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APPENDIX A
[Site Other ITes(ed Collected | Excavated | Site Type Ref.
Features

SMN4] wickiup, X open areh Buckles
hearth B (1971)

SMNI3 hearth X open camp Buckles

(197))
JR—

SMN2 Petroglyph. X shelrered Buckles
Ash camp. rock (1971)
concentra- an
tion, hearth

SMN46 X isolated find | Buckles

1 (1971)

SMN45 | hearth X sheltered Buckles

¢amp (1971)
5MNI8 bearth X sheltered Buckles
camp (1971)
SMN X open camp Chandler
; 1062 and
Eininger
| (1981)
| 5GA22 hearth X open camp Benedjct
. (1985)

SMT rubble X opca camp Wilson and

2223 maound, Errickson
artifact (1988)

| scatter
| SMT artifact X open camp Wilson and
2237 scatter Errickson
{1988)
SMT artifact X open camp Wilson and
4665 scatter Errickson
(1988)
SMT artifact X open camp Wilson and
2247 scatter Errickson
(1988)

SMT artifact X open camp | Wilson and

, Errickson

6693 scatter (1988)

SMT artifact X open camp -Wi!‘son and

7501 s_c;attel" Errickson

‘ (1988)
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