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Table 6.20: Whitetail Deer Utility by Section and Feature
Sections are recorded in Roman numerals, features in Arabic.

V-A, V-A,
II,7 1,15 II,18 11,27 1,28 1II,34 11,37 IV,23 IV,50 V,78 V,81 V,87 32 K. M.
Low 1 5 6 2 12 1 2 0 6 0 0 0 4 21
Med 1 2 3 0 7 0 1 0 4 3 1 1 1 21
High 0 3 2 0 14 6 0 2 2 0 2 1 1 23
Total 2 10 11 2 33 7 3 2 12 3 3 2 6 65
Percentage Whitetail Deer Utility by Feature
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Figure 6.4: Percentage of Whitetail Deer Utility By Feature

06



Table 6.21: Percentage Whitetail Deer Utility by Section and Feature
Sections are recorded in Roman numerals, features in Arabic.

V-A, V-A,
1,7 1IL,15 1,18 11,27 IL28, II,34 1,37 IV,23 IV,50 V,78 V,81 V,87 32 KM.

Low 50% 50% 55% 100% 36% 14% 67% 0% 50% 0% 0% 0% 67% 32%
Med 50% 20% 27% 0% 21% 0% 33% 0% 33% 100% 33% 50% 17% 32%
High 0% 30% 18% 0% 42% 86% 0% 100% 17% 0% 67% 50% 17% 35%
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Table 6.22: Faunal Remains by Weight (g) in South and North

Sections
South North
Fish 306.01 37.42
Reptile 122.07 22.91
Bird 11.22 19.47
Lg Bird 28.13 17.50
Mammal 884.72 983.58
Med mammal 904.85 184.86
Med-Lg Mammal 35.41 41.76
Lg Mammal 3234.22 3644.26
UNID 66.24 31.94
Total 5592.87 4983.70

Table 6.23: Percent Faunal Remains by Weight (g) in South and
North Sections

South North
Fish 5% 1%
Reptile 2% 0%
Bird 0% 0%
Lg Bird 1% 0%
Mammal 16% 20%
Med mammal 16% 4%
Med-Lg Mammal 1% 1%
Lg Mammal 58% 73%

UNID 1% 1%
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Table 6.24: Haberman Residuals of Faunal Remains by Weight (g) in
South and North Sections
(Results over +/- 1.96 are significantly higher or lower than expected and are

highlighted)
Fish 13.67 -13.67
Reptile 7.61 -7.61
Bird -1.81 1.81
Lg Bird 1.19 -1.19
Mammal -5.27 5.27
Med mammal 21.06 -21.06
Med-Lg Mammal -1.24 1.24
Lg Mammal -16.47 16.47
UNID 2.91 -2.91

Conclusions

There are large differences between the class composition of faunal
remains at the north and south ends of the site. Numbers of large mammal
and large bird remains are significantly higher in the northern section, while
medium mammals and fish are significantly more represented in the
southern section. Bone weight also mirrors this.

Feature composition varies significantly by the type of feature. Hearth
features have greater than expected amounts of fish remains, special features
have greater than expected medium mammal remains, and the enclosure had
greater than expected large bird remains. The midden was more likely to
contain mammal and large mammal remains. Historic features contained
more fish and less mammal remains.

There were no significant differences between whitetail deer element

utility in the northern and southern sections of the site.
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CHAPTER 7: DISCUSSION

This thesis evaluates spatial patterning in faunal remains within the
domestic area of Aztalan. In Chapter 1 I outlined five specific questions. The
first was whether a sample from the northern part of the domestic area
differed from a sample from the southern part. The second was whether
animal remains could be associated with ritual activity at the site. A third
was whether faunal composition correlated with feature function; six
functional categories were used: enclosure, refuse pit, hearth, midden,
special/ritual and unknown. A fourth question concerned temporal variation
among those features and midden areas that could be dated. The fifth
question concerned use of white-tailed deer and whether body part
distribution of this large and abundant animal provided evidence of status
differences, ritual events at the site or logistical transport decisions by
hunters.

These questions are significant because they focus on issues of
difference and uniformity in cultural behaviors within the residential part of
the site, and they rely on intra-site spatial analysis to do this. To date, there
have been no wide-scale intra-site spatial analyses regarding faunal remains
at Aztalan. Faunal assemblages are especially useful because they represent
everyday behaviors such as eating and food procurement. In addition,
because they often had symbolic values in as well as their utilitarian ones,

animals can offer insights into the ritual activities at a site. The faunal
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assemblage can be considered to represent everyday and ritual activities
across the entire site.

It should be noted as a disclaimer here that this thesis is based on only
two spatially discrete samples from the site. More spatial analyses will help
to determine if the differences found here are representative of the entire
site-wide faunal assemblage. These interpretations are speculations as to

possible causes of the patterns found.

Differences in Faunal Remains by Section

Haberman residuals and chi square tests showed large, statistically
significant differences between the northern features sample at Aztalan and
the southern features sample. Specifically, there were more large mammals,
birds and unidentified mammal remains in the north and many more fish,
reptile and medium mammal remains in the south (Table 6.1, Table 6.2,
Table 6.3 and Figure 6.1). This was partly due to three outliers: two midden-
type features in section V-A (north) and a dog burial in Section II (south).
However, when these three were removed from analysis, there were still
significant differences. Unchanging were the greater than expected amounts
of fish in the southern section, while without the large mammal outliers,
greater than expected amounts of bird remains in the northern section
became apparent (Table 6.4, Table 6.5, Table 6.6).

Because all of the site inhabitants had access to the same ecosystems

surrounding Aztalan, intra-site variation is better explained by social rather
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than environmental factors. That is to say, everyone living at the site would
have been harvesting animals from the same river, the same forested
uplands and any other environmental niches in proximity. If this were true,
we would expect to see equal proportions of animal classes in the north and
south of the site. This is not the case, so an ecological argument explaining
these differences must be ruled out. In addition, deer body parts in both
sections of the site reflect a pattern of bringing the entire carcass back to the
site (Table 6.17, Table 6.18, Table 6.19, Figure 6.3). This indicates that
people in both sections did not have to travel far for the deer they hunted,
and probably were getting them from similar distances from the site.

Warwick (2003), looking at temporal patterns, found that fish, bird and
small to medium mammal use slightly increased in the Mississippian-Late
Woodland stratum compared to the earlier solely Late Woodland stratum,
while reptile usage decreased (Warwick 2002). Therefore, an explanation
that uses increased habitation in the southern section over time could
account for the increased use of fish. We know that the northern section of
the site was inhabited before the Mississippian occupation, as well as the
plaza (Zych 2013). The influx of people from the American bottom would
have necessitated more housing; perhaps this resulted in the expansion of the
domestic area to the south. Different ethnic groups living in different areas
of the site over time could have caused the differences we see in the

assemblage. In addition to Warwick (2002), Hudson (2001) also found



98

increased use of fish over time. A diachronic explanation is a very plausible
one, and should be further explored using other collections of faunal remains.

Social dietary differences are also a close fit with the results. In L.
Kelly’s (2000) dissertation looking at faunal remains in communities around
Cahokia, she found that the outlying farmsteads relied most heavily on fish,
waterfowl and smaller to medium mammals, the single mound centers relied
on deer intermediately, while at Cahokia, deer remains were unusually high.
Access to venison and one’s social status seem to have had a positive
relationship in Lohmann phase Cahokia (A.D. 1050 — A.D. 1100).

At Aztalan, we can see similar patterns. The northern end of the site
contains a platform mound considered to be a sacred area, although not used
for living space (Zych 2013). It stands to reason that those living near it
would have held a higher status than other site inhabitants. If we were to
consider that people living in the northern portion of the site had higher
status than those living in the southern portion of the site, and higher status
in Mississippian culture meant greater access to deer meat, the pattern of
faunal remains would make sense. Those with lower status would have been
more reliant on smaller, easier to access animals such as fish. Aztalan,
however, cannot be used in a direct comparison with Cahokia or its outlying
communities. Those inhabitants of the southern section still utilized deer for
the majority of their animal diet. In addition, both the north and the south

had similar proportions of high and low utility elements (Figure 6.3). It
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seems the occurrence is unlike Cahokia in regards to food provisioning (Kelly
2000). If that were the case, the northern area should have a greater degree
of high utility elements than the southern section as happened with the
American Bottom hinterland communities compared to the main mound
center.

Perhaps the patterns in the faunal assemblage can also be explained
by integrative ritual between the two cultural groups living at the site, as has
been posited to have happened at Cahokia (Alt 2012). The northeastern
platform mound is presumed to be the site of ritual activities (Zych 2013). In
addition, Richard’s 2011 excavation and analysis of Feature 8, which was
found in Barrett’s section V-A, indicates a possible feasting or ritual episode
(Picard 2013). Excavators found large amounts of copper, a nearly whole
groundstone celt and dense floral remains including tobacco. Most
Iinterestingly, among the faunal assemblage of the feature were raptor, deer
and canid remains.

The larger amounts of deer in the northern section could be explained
by feasting events, instead of higher status. I only examined the animal
bone; more research would be needed using multiple lines of evidence to
determine features associated with feasting. The faunal remains as
cataloged are not conclusive evidence.

Feasts have been argued to be have been integrative community

builders and would have been important in a multicultural Cahokia
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(Pauketat et al. 2002; Alt 2013). Ritual items containing trumpeter swan
would have been important to a Cahokian-influenced community. If animals
associated with ritual in Cahokia were found in the northern area of Aztalan,
1t reinforces the idea of ritual occurrences happening there. The 2011
Feature 8 described in Picard’s thesis (2013) also reinforces the idea of
integrative ritual, perhaps even one in which the site inhabitants blended
their own belief systems. The raptor bones would have been important to
those with knowledge of the Southeastern Ceremonial Complex ideology,
while the canid bones could have been part of a local ideology that likely
influenced later groups like the Ho Chunk.

This ties in with a larger body of research suggesting that Aztalan, like
Cahokia, used rituals as a way to integrate different ethnic groups to form a

cohesive community (Zych 2013; Alt 2012; Pauketat et al. 2002).

Feature Descriptions

Barrett (1933) describes each feature that he excavated in varying
amounts of detail. Some features are accompanied by profile or detailed plan
maps, which will be included in this section as well as a short description of
the animal remains found. For a more detailed list of animal remains by
feature, please see the Appendix A. For maps of feature types by section,

please see Appendix B.
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Enclosure

Feature 23 in Section IV was the enclosure feature. Enclosure is
taken to mean any type of enclosed structure in the most general of terms.
Barrett describes it as:

“[a] line of post holes which is somewhat irregular, but which may be a
portion of some sort of a building or enclosure or which may possibly be a
portion of some sort of a further inner stockade. At the extreme
southwestern edge of the trench at this point there was a pit containing a
considerable quantity of shells.” (Barrett 1933:155)

Because 1t was located in the main habitation area at Aztalan, it 1s most
likely that it was the remains of a house (J. Richards, personal
communication 11/21/14). Animal remains found consisted of large
mammals, deer, waterfowl, sternum fragments of an unidentifiable large bird

and unidentifiable mammal fragments (Appendix).

Refuse Pits
Section II

Feature 14: Barrett found worked shell, fire blackened earth,
ceramics, an articulated right arm, a right femur and other human remains,
as well as animal bone fragments. There was a circle of cobbles around the
top rim of the feature. The entire feature was 4 feet deep; according to the
map, it was approximately 3 feet in diameter (Barrett 1933). Despite its size
and described artifact richness, only three specimens were cataloged: two

unidentifiable mammal bones and one unidentifiable bone fragment.
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Feature 15: This pit was 32 inches deep and contained a large layer of
mussel shells in its bottom layer. In an upper layer, there were burnt bones.
Specimens cataloged with this feature include a large amount of fish bone
(n=41) including elements from catfish and freshwater drum, as well as deer,
beaver, raccoon, Canis sp., and burnt bird bones.

Feature 18: A cylindrical pit, Feature 18 measured 4 feet across and
3.5 feet in depth. Barrett (1933) found fire cracked rock, shell hoes, ceramics
and fragments of a “particularly interesting and very small vessel” (Barrett
1933:119) that apparently warranted no further explanation or description.
There were bird remains, fish from the catfish and sucker families, as well as
deer, raccoon and bones from the genus Canis.

Feature 19: This was a roughly square pit, 5.5 in diameter and 5 feet
deep. Barrett (1933) found small copper flakes, a large shell layer, and a
layer of possible hearth sweepings (my interpretation) that included gravel,
clay and charcoal. There were two bones cataloged for this feature: a large
mammal rib fragment and a small unidentifiable fragment.

Feature 25: There were two bones cataloged for this feature: a
raccoon tibia and a mammal vertebra. The pit was cylindrical, 4 feet wide
and 5 feet deep (Barrett 1933). In a layer with a particularly organic soil
were an angular-rimmed sherd, likely Mississippian; animal remains; fire

cracked rock; ash; shell hoes; and other ceramic sherds. This was capped
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skeletons was that of a child of five or six years. It lay on its right side and
was very strongly flexed.” (emphasis mine). The turtle remains cataloged in
Feature 37 seem to be directly associated with the burial of the older child.

Barrett does not mention a dog burial, however, a mostly intact, male
dog skeleton was also cataloged with Feature 37. It was an older individual,
evidenced by pre-mortem healing of empty tooth sockets (these were molars
so they were likely to not have been intentionally removed, as might be the
case if the missing teeth were canines).

Dogs have a long history of ritual use in Eastern North American
ethnography (Hall 1997; Oberhotlzer 2000; Cook 2012). Historically, dog
sacrifices were made with propitious or renewing intent (Cook 2012; Radin
1970). The Ho Chunk and other tribes practiced dog sacrifice and
consumption in their Medicine Ceremony. The aim of the Ho Chunk
ceremony was to ensure initiates’ reincarnation after death. A dog would be
sacrificed at the beginning of the rite, and afterwards members would
participate in the dog feast (Hall 1997). There are perhaps even older rites
where a dog is sacrificed to the deity Disease-Giver in order to ensure health
and success in war (Radin 1970). In other tribes’ Medicine Ceremonies, the
dog sacrifice still occurred, but the purpose of the ceremony is for renewal
(Hall 1997; Cook 2012). In many of these instances, the dog plays a role in
petitioning a great spirit for matters regarding living and dying. In addition,

this belief system was widespread throughout North American peoples (Hall
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1997), indicating deep prehistoric roots. It is likely then that the dog in
Feature 37 was buried in some sort of association with the children’s deaths
(Figure 4.2).

Feature 34: Feature 34 in Section II is a complicated feature to
interpret based on Barrett’s description. He describes both it and Feature 33
as refuse pits that are closely associated by sharing an upper stratum.
Feature 33 had typical Mississippian artifacts (perforated mussel shells,
possibly hoes, a Mississippian style clay bird effigy) as well as a small piece of
1ron near its surface (Barrett 1933). Barrett does not commit to whether the
historic artifact is intrusive to a prehistoric pit, or whether the pit is itself
historic. No historic artifacts were found in Feature 34, however. (Barrett
1933)

There were interesting things about Feature 34. The first that was
apparent was the presence of another potential canid burial. Although there
was a NISP of 16 bones, the minimum number of individuals was one. In
addition, bones were present from the axial and radial skeleton, as well as
from front and hind limbs. Small metacarpals were also found. Taken
together, these suggest that a single animal was disposed/interred in a
primary context, since its small bones were not lost and disperse elements of
1ts skeleton are represented.

In addition to the dog, there were elk and deer remains, although not

1n amounts or portions to suggest a feast. There was, however, a stratum
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composed mostly of mussel shells. This was capped off with a layer of clay
and gravel. There were human bones among the rest of the refuse as well. In
Barrett’s words, the most striking part of this feature was a layer of grey ash,
which had in its center “a large pocket of very red ashes, so red in fact, that
they are striking feature of this pit” (Barrett 1933:135). What was burned
with the rest of the debris to produce the red color, and why is this in the
center of the other ashes? Are these red ashes or red ochre? If this were just
a general refuse pit, we would expect to see things dumped in without regard
to placement.

The question remains: is this feature the remains of some event that
required a specialized placement of the refuse in the pit, particularly the red
ash? Is the red ash really red ochre? Or is it simply a refuse pit that had a
coincidental red ashy center in one of the strata? This is perhaps the most

tentative classification, however, I believe that it is not a simple refuse pit.

Section IV

Feature 50: Feature 50 in Section IV contained a large plastered daub
fireplace, about a foot high and 6 feet by 1 foot in interior measurements
(Figure 7.1). According to Barrett: “The trench in the center of the fireplace
was filled with blackened earth and ashes, mixed with considerable numbers
of potsherds, points, shells and bones. Among the latter there was quite a

number of human bones of various kinds, some of which were partly burned
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while others showed no action of fire at all, as if dropped into the ashes after
the fire had been extinguished.” (1933:161).

In addition to the human remains, some of which are a secondary
internment, Barrett also found what could only be Ramey Incised pottery in
the fireplace. He describes it as “a shallow dish, with out-curved rim, and
with an elaborate scroll design in incised lines.” This, and a burned area
containing at around 80 lithic projectile points right next to the fireplace
indicate that this was the site of a ritual.

Some animal remains also point to ritual. The sacrum of a large swan
or crane-sized bird was found. In addition to potential ritual bones, there
were two juvenile deer and one very robust adult deer.

Perhaps this feature was a primary and secondary burial location.
Even if it was not, it 1s not an ordinary refuse pit or fireplace, and points to

some sort of ritualized action by site inhabitants.

Unknown Features
These are the features that had unusual descriptions from Barrett, or
else not enough information to make a sure determination of presumed

usage.
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Section IV

Feature 54: This was an incomplete excavation. There could have
been a refuse pit feature located in this spot for which Barrett did not define
the boundaries. He encounters layers of shell and refuse as well as ashes. It
is not located in the riverbank midden, and there was also a circular layer of
daub above it. There was an elk toe bone, large mammal fragments and a

muskrat mandible.

Section V

Feature 78: Again, this was an incomplete excavation. Barrett found
charred logs and daub or plaster in one portion of the excavation unit. He
also found a pit with a modified skull, as well as vitrified daub or plaster. It
1s unknown if the remains come from what sounds like a burned structure or
the pit, or if they come from both. There were deer and mammal remains as
well as turtle shell fragments.

Feature 92: This could be part of the remains of the stockade. It
could also be part of a feature predating the stockade. Barrett describes an
excavation unit with a section of daub 20 feet in length, but he also describes
what could be considered midden. There were only a few fragments of
mammal remains, as well an elk calcaneus associated with this catalog

number.
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Figure 7.1: The location of Feature 50 in Section IV on Barrett’s plat map. Feature 50 is outlined in red. (Adapted from
Barrett 1933
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Section V-A

Feature 32: Feature 32 in section V-A had copperized bone. Deer and
elk bones were both present. Barrett categorizes this as part of the larger
midden; however I have categorized it as unknown. He describes it as a

feature found within the midden:

“Here, as in many other places in this large refuse area, there was a distinct
depression in which a larger amount of refuse than usual was deposited, though
there was not a deep, straight walled pit as in some of the other instances. This
depression measured about twelve feet in diameter and had a depth of 3.5 feet at its
center. It was of particular interest because it contained such quantities of kitchen
refuse rather than much ashes, charcoal, etc. and especially because it contained a
considerable number of small fragments of copper, and several evidences of
cannibalism in the form of dismembered bones, including a complete skull and two
calvaria.” (Barrett 1933:201-202).

The copper artifacts included a knife 2.5 inches long. In addition to skull
bones there were two adult legs, one of them articulated. The information
Barrett gives about the skull bones is not indicative of a simple midden,
which he acknowledges as well:

“At about the same level and two feet west of the [leg bones] were two calvaria of
adults. These were so exactly placed, bottom up, side by side, the one facing toward
the east and the other toward the west, that it seems hardly likely that they were
carelessly cast into this pit and fell accidentally in these positions. It seems more
probable that they were purposely placed in these positions for some reason, though
why they should have been so placed in a lot of refuse is difficult to imagine.”
(Barrett 1933:202-203).

Finally, the caption for the plate/picture of the entire skull found in the
features indicates that it was perhaps a war trophy:

“Human skull showing a fractured occiput as if struck with a blunt instrument.
There were also in place the upper three vertebrae. The lowest of the three showed
cutting as might be produced in severing the head from the body...” (Barrett
1933:462).

Clearly this was no ordinary refuse feature: what Barrett describes sounds

much like the 2011 Feature 8 feasting episode. There is one puzzling thing:



114

there were only 8 bones catalogued for the feature. In addition they are all
low utility foot bones with the exception of a scapula. Because of Barrett’s
description, I could not catalog Feature 32 as a midden feature, but because
of the cataloged assemblage, I could not categorize it as a ritual feature. It 1s,
however, tantalizing. Should more evidence of the feature assemblage turn
up, it could help support a view of the north end of the site having more

feasting episodes.

Differences between Prehistoric Features Types

The most striking difference between the feature types was the high
presence of fish bones associated with hearths (Table 6.11, Figure 6.2). There
are a number of possible explanations for this.

In my own experience excavating in the Midwest on an Oneota site,
hearth features seemed to have an abundance of fish bone. This could be
because the basic pH of wood ash helped to preserve an otherwise fragile set
of remains. It could also be that fish were small enough to not necessitate
sharing of food, and that individual families just made meals of them by their
hearths, and having finished, tossed the bones back in. It could be that there
were less of the large mammal remains found in middens, and so fish bones
were more likely to stand out to the excavator due to a lack of more

distracting large bones. Finally, there is also the idea of different activity
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zones. Binford’s (1978) work among the Nunamuit showed that smaller
bones were most likely to be found in the area of consumption, or hearth
(Figure 2.2). Meanwhile, larger bones would have been left in areas of
butchering or disposed of separately. Small fish bones, therefore could have
just been tossed into the fire, while large mammal bones might have dumped
in refuse pits or the midden.

The composition of other feature types is more straightforward.
Midden features contained a lot of mammal and large mammal bones. This
could be due to meat sharing and butchering among community members.
That the statistics showed medium mammal bones were most likely to show
up in ritual features is due to the one outlier of the dog burial. If the burial
were excluded, medium mammal bones would have been more present in
refuse pits and unknown features.

Finally, and most frustratingly, many of the large bird bones occur in
an unidentified enclosure called Feature 23 in Section IV. There was a
hearth in the unit according to his plan maps, as well as pit full of shells
(Barrett 1933). However, Barrett gives no more information on it other than
that the excavation could not follow the full line of postholes, so the

boundaries of the enclosure are incomplete. There are no dimensions given.
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Differences Between Historic and Prehistoric Features

Because there were historic features in the southern portion of the site,
I believed it worthwhile to compare the known historic features (Feature 29
and Feature 33 in Section II) with the presumed prehistoric ones to
determine if there were similarities. Because we don’t know the dates of the
features excavated, we have to rely on feature assemblages to determine
cultural affiliation. Although faunal remains alone would not have done this,
similar animal assemblages would have put a note of caution in: perhaps the
people who made the historic features had also made the ones we thought
were prehistoric. The two assemblages were vastly different.

The main difference came down to one of fish and mammals. All of the
prehistoric features had much more mammal remains than the historic
features, while they had much less fish. Even though the southern section
had much more fish than the northern section, the historic features had
much more fish than the southern features.

This could be the result of a couple things. Perhaps the historic tribe
camping at the site was only there long enough to fish, not to mount hunting
expeditions. Perhaps there were hostile groups in adjacent territory,
curtailing any far-ranging food gathering. There is not enough evidence

about what tribe was there or for how long to make any definite conclusions.
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Conclusions

Using a collection that was almost 100 years old, I was able to trace
feature level proveniences for an Aztalan faunal assemblage. So far, this is
the only spatial analysis of animal remains at the site. It is now possible to
see that faunal remains differ markedly depending on which part of the site
is being analyzed, as well as the context the remains were found in. We are
perhaps closer to identifying the area near the northeast mound as the
location of feasting episodes and other community building rituals. We know
that the assemblage as a whole is quite different from the assemblage from
individual features, as well as the clusters of features.

I believe differences in faunal remains between northern and southern
features points to different activity areas at the site. The northern domestic
area, close to a mound, had much more white-tailed deer than the southern
domestic area. The southern features, while still having a majority of white-
tailed deer, had more fish than northern features. In addition, the northern
features are known to contain feasting deposits from the Richard’s 2011
excavations (Picard 2013). The large amount of large mammals (mostly deer)
were the results of people consuming more of them in the northern section —
perhaps this was in part due to feasting activities. It could also coincide with
a later occupation in the southern section.

In addition, faunal remains differ based on the types of features they

are found in. Barrett’s monograph points to three possible ritual features at
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the site, which were further confirmed by the types of faunal remains
identified therein. There is evidence that inhabitants at Aztalan used dogs in
conjunction with burials. Large birds may also have been used in ritual
activities. Other types of features had specific types of animals that were
more likely to be found in them. Hearth features were most likely to contain
fish, in addition to being most likely to be in section II.

Future avenues of research could include using different artifact types
In a spatial analysis as well. Most productive would be a ceramic spatial
analysis using Barrett’s collection, especially since Middle Mississippians had
different styles for utilitarian and ritual vessels (Richards 1992). In addition,
clusters of shell tempered (Mississippian) and grit tempered (Late-Woodland)
sherds might point the way for discovering ethnic neighborhoods at the site.

In the event that the collection would be open for destructive dating, or
should non-destructive dating techniques emerge, it would be invaluable to
test the southern features to definitely determine historic or prehistoric
affiliation.

This study represents the productivity of re-visiting old collections
with new questions. It underscores the importance of curating artifacts that
in the past have been considered as not useful (faunal remains, for example)
for material culture analyses. The spatial analysis of the Barrett collection

faunal remains has, however, given insights on the spatial and ritual
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behaviors present at Aztalan during the Middle Mississippian/Woodland

occupation.
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