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THE MIXTECA-PUEBLA STYLISTIC TRADITION
AT EARLY POSTCLASSIC CHOLULA

Geofirey G. McCafferty

La ciudad prehispanica de Cholula {Puebla, México) fue uno de los centres culturales y religiosos mas importantes
de México central, y también fue la fuente del desarollo de la tradicién estilistica **Mixteca-Puebla.”” Estudios re-
cientes de la cultura material de excavaciones designadas ““UA-1"" de San Andrés Chelula, Puebla, han resultado en
nuevas interpretaciones de la cuitura e historia de la Cholula Postcldsica.

Excavaciones hechas en 1968 revelaron porciones de dos conjuntos residenciales, y tarbién una amplia coleccidn
de restos culturales. La clasificacién de materiales cerdmicos ha producido una tipologia alternativa, y se usa para
sugerir revisiones a la secuencia cerdmica contra las cronologias de Eduardo Noguera (1954) y Florencia Miiller
(1970, 1978). Este articulo ofrece un resumen breve de los resultados del andlisis de ta cerdamica UA-1. Finzlmente,
se usa la cultura material de Cholula como base para interpretaciones del crecimicnto de la tradicion estilistica
*‘Mixteca-Puebla’™ en Cholula.
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Fig. 1. Cholula center, showing Pyramid of Quetzalcoatl and abandoned Great Pyramid
(Historia Tolteca-Chichimeca 1976:folio 26v-27r).
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Introduction

After over 100 years of often intensive investigation,
the archaeological site of Cholula, Puebla, remains one
of :the great enigmas of Mesoamerican culture history.
While its size and the obvious importance of its Great
Pyramid are readily acknowledged, confusion surround-
ing Cholula’s historical development has often led schol-
ars to overlook the site in regional interpretations. An
important exception to this generalization has been in
terms of the evolution and diffusion of the Mixteca-
Puebla cultural horizon following the end of the Classic
period. In this case, Cholula has been suggested as the
center for the development of the style, although usually
with the caveat that, since little is known of the site, any
specific interpretations are speculative, In a sense Cho-
lula has been a sort of cultural “‘black box.”* Obviously
something important happened there, but since no one is
quite sure what it was, a diverse and sometimes contra-
dictory range of interpretations has been advanced,

In this paper I poke some holes in the ‘‘box,”’ shed-
ding light on questions of site chronology and cuitural
affiliations, while considering the development of Cho-
lula polychrome ceramics in the Early Postclassic period.
The data used are based on my dissertation research
from the UA-1 excavation on the campus of the Univer-
sidad de las Américas in San Andrés Cholula (McCaffer-
ty 1992a). After an introduction to Postclassic Cholula
and its role in the Mixteca-Puebla concept, I present a
revised classification of the Postclassic ceramic complex
and its developmental sequence. This new information is
then integrated with aspects of the Mixteca-Puebla con-
cept to suggest alternative interpretations of the cultural
context of Early Postclassic Cholula,

Historical Background for
Postelassic Cholula

Information on the culture history of Cholula is avail-
able from both detailed ethnohistoric accounts and exten-
sive archaeological investigations. Unfortunately, funda-
mental problems with each of these data sets have result-
ed in contradictory culture historical reconstructions.
Specifically, whereas the ethnohistory has usually been
interpreted as indicating a continuous occupation since
the Classic period, the archaeological evidence has been
interpreted as indicating at least a temporary abandon-
nment of the site.

The ethnohistorical sources that deal with the historical
sequence at Cholula range from mythico-historical tradi-
tions to detailed accounts-of the early Spanish conquista-
dors and missionarics. The earliest recorded episode re-
lates to the arrival of the Olmeca Xicallanca in the Cho-

lula area, where they were able to defeat a2 remnant tribe
of *‘giants” (quinametin)' (Ixtliixochitl 1975-1977.1;
529-530), This age ended with the departure of Cholula’s
priest/ruler Quetzalcoatl, and the accompanying cata-
clysm included the destruction of the Great Pyramid of
Cholula, known as Tlachihualtepet] (*‘Man-made moun-
tain’") in early accounts.

Wigberto Jiménez Moreno (1966:63) interpreted a
related account by Torquemada (1975-1983,1:452-454)
that the Olmecs ruled Cholula for 500 years before their
*‘tyranny’’ was broken by Toltec immigrants. Varying
interpretations of the Historia Tolteca-Chichimeca place
the arrival of the Toltecs between A.D. 1168 and 1292
(Chadwick 1971; Jiménez Moreno 1966). Using Jiménez
Moreno’s interpretation of the highly ambiguous text and
subtracting 500 years from these dates places the arrival
of the Olmeca Xicallanca in Cholula between about A.D.
650-800. While the methodology for realizing this date is
problematic, it does correspond well with archaeological -
evidence for Gulf Coast influence at Cholula and nearby
Cacaxtla (Lopez de Molina 1981; McVicker 1985; Pad-
dock 1987).

The ethnohistory of Cholula is somewhat clearer fol-
lowing the arrival of the Tolteca-Chichimeca. These Na-
hua groups settled in what is now San Pedro Cholula
(Carrasco 1971; Olivera and Reyes 1969), where a new
ceremonial center was established around the Pyramid of
Quetzalcoatl (Fig. 1). In some interpretations the Olmeca
Xicallanca were driven out (Carrasco 1971), but Olivera
and Reyes (1969) suggest that the modern municipal
division between San Pedro and San Andrés Cholula
reflects long standing ethnic boundaries between the two
ethnic groups (McCafferty 1989a,1989b).

The ethnohistorical tradition is laced with religious
mythology, but it probably contains some degree of his-
torical validity. According to these sources, Cholula was
occupied continuously since the Classic period, with
successive migrations of, first, Olmeca Xicallanca, and
then Tolteca-Chichimeca groups replacing, at least to
some extent, the existing populations. Prior to the publi-
cation of contradictory archaeological interpretations, this
ethnohistorical sequence was widely accepted (e.g.
Weaver 1972:196-199).

Beginning in 1970, archaeologists associated with the
Proyecto Cholula suggested a break in the cultural se-
quence following the Classic period (Miiller 1970:131;
Dumond and Miiller 1972; Dumond 1972; Marquina
1975; Mountjoy 1987). This was accompanied by the
abandonment of the Great Pyramid. Reoccupation of the
site occurred in the Early Postclassic pertod, with the
hiatus lasting from about A.D. 600 to 900.

In contrast to this interpretation, William Sanders
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Fig. 2. The Great Pyramid Tlachihualtepetl, showing location of the palace of the Aquiach Amapane (Historia

Tolteca-Chichimeca 1976:folio 7v).

Fig. 3. The god Tezcatlipoca with the 20 day signs (Codex Borgia 1963:17).
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{1989:215) has argued that the final construction phase
of the pyramid featured sculpture in a ‘‘mature Tajin
Totonac style’’ that should date to post-A.D. 800, pre-
sumably in reference to carved altars and stelae from the
Patio of the Altars south of the Great Pyramid (Acosta
1970a, 1970b; Contreras 1970). Sanders suggests that
Cholula was not abandoned and that in fact it ‘‘under-
went explosive growth’’ between A.D. 750 and 950
(Sanders, Parsons, and Santley 1979:133-134).

The final complete construction phase of the Great
Pyramid was intentionally covered with yet another mas-
sive layer of adobe fill. The pyramid was either never
completed or else was so thoroughly weathered (and per-
haps stripped of stone building material for later con-
struction) that it now appears as an earthen mound (Mc-
Cafferty 1992b). On top of the northeast platform of this
mound was an elite residence associated with the Altar of
the Carved Skulls (Noguera 1937) that dates to the Early
Postclassic period. Notably, a palace was depicted in the
same relative location in an illustration (Fig. 2) of the
Great Pyramid in the Historia Tolteca-Chichimeca (1976:
fol. 7v}, where it was associated with one of the two
Olmeca Xicallanca religious leaders, the Aquiach Ama-
pane.

A reinterpretation of the construction history of the
Great Pyramid indicates that, in fact, much of the cere-
monial precinct on the south side of the pyramid was
probably built during the Epiclassic and Early Postclassic
periods, or precisely during the period of the Olmeca
Xicallanca occupation (McCafferty 1989b,1992a,1992b).
While -important research is still needed to clarify the
cultural processes involved in this transition, I suggest
that the archaeological record is now consistent with the
ethnohistoric accounts as to the occupational continuity
of the site. Furthermore, architectural styles at Cholula
indicate similarities with the Gulf Coast region, the
probable point of ongin for the Olmeca Xicallanca ethnic
groups (Jiménez Moreno 1942; McVicker 1985).

Cholula and the Mixteca-Puebla Concept

One aspect of Mesoamerican history in which Cholula
has often been included is speculation about the develop-
ment of the Postclassic Mixteca-Puebla horizon. The in-
itial presentation of the ‘‘Mixteca-Puebla’ concept was
made by George Vaillant (1938, 1941), who perceived a
distinct “*culture complex’” that developed in the modern
states of Puebla {especially at Cholula) and Tlaxcala, and
in the Mixteca region of northwestern Oaxaca, in the
period following the decline of Teotihuacan. From there
the culture spread throughout Mesoamerica as the final
major cultural stage of the precolumbian era.

The most comprehensive synthesis of the Mixteca-

Puebla concept was developed by H. B. Nicholson
(1960, 1982). Nicholson identified a series of glyphic
symbols characteristic of the style, particularly relating
to the religious connotations of the god Quetzalcoatl. The
prototypical example of this style is the Codex Borgia, a
religious manuscript that was probably created in the
Puebla/Tlaxcala area, perhaps at Cholula itself (Nichol-
son 1966).

Based on attributes used to define the Mixteca-Puebla
style, the associated “*culture complex’ has been identi-
fied throughout Mesoamerica and as far as Nicaragua to
the south and Sinaloa to the north. Nicholson (1982} and
Jiménez Moreno (1942:128-129) have suggested the pos-
sibility that the Mixteca-Puebla style was developed by
the Olmeca Xicallanca ethnic group in the Cholula re-
gion.

Michael Smith and Cynthia Heath-Smith (1980: 15) ad-
vanced an important critique of the Mixteca-Puebla con-
cept in which they argued that, instead of indicating an
over-arching ‘‘culture complex,”” the Mixteca-Puebla
concept combines three distinct elements:

(1) the Postclassic Religious Style, a collection of stan-
dardized religious symbols that were popular throughout
Mesoamerica, beginning in the Early Postclassic period;
(2) the Mixtec Codex Style, a highly distinctive Late Post-
classic polychrome narrative style most commonly associ-
ated with codices, murals and ceramics of the Mixteca-
Puebla region; and (3) the Mixteca-Puebla Regional Ce-
ramic Sphere, the local ceramic complexes of the Mix-
teca-Puebla which share several stylistic features.,

In distinguishing these three phenomena, Smith and
Heath-Smith suggest that while the ‘‘Postclassic Reli-
gious Style>® was relatively widespread, the other ele-
ments were local developments that retained a high de-
gree of regional specificity. The significance of the cri-
tique is the suggested model for the transmission of the
*‘Religious Style’” through *‘processes of trade, commu-
nication and religious interpretation’” (Smith and Heath-
Smith 1980:39), and also for the critical evaluation of
often simplistic ascriptions of cultural contact.

In evaluating this model, Cholula would seem to be
central to all three of these phenomena. As the center of
the Quetzalcoat] cult it was probably a source of the
*‘Postclassic Religious Style.’’ As the possible origin for
the Codex Borgia and other precolumbian codices, as
well as tipo cddice polychrome pottery, Cholula was an
important center for the ‘‘Mixtec Codex Style,”’ or at
least the Borgia Group branch of it. And Cholula was
certainly a major source for the production of Mixteca-
Puebla polychrome ceramics.

One of the pervasive themes of the “"Postclassic Reli-
gious Style" is the prevalence of iconographic elements
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of the Quetzalcoat! cult, including feathered serpent mo-
tifs and xicalcoliuhqui patterns (Nicholson 1960, 1982).
Ethnohistoric sources clearly place Cholula at the center
of this religious movement (Rojas 1927; Durén 1971:
128-139; Torquemada 1975-1983: 386-388; Motolinia
1985:176-177).

The conquistador Bernal Diaz del Castillo (1963:202)
noted that Cholula’s Pyramid of Quetzalcoatl was even
larger than the Templo Mayor of Tenochtitlan (see also
Lépez de Gémara [1964:130]). Gabriel de Rojas (1927)
in 1581 described religious pilgrimages to Cholula from
diverse parts of central Mexico, with nobles coming to
the temple of Quetzalcoat! to pay tribute and receive con-
firmation of their authority.

The mechanism for the diffusion of the Postclassic Re-
ligious Style is problematic. In addition to the possibility
of religious *‘souvenirs”” carried back from pilgrimages,
the iconography of Quetzalcoat! may have been transmit-
ted by the pochteca, professional merchants affiliated
with their patron, Quetzalcoatl/Yacatecuhtli, with their
guild centered in Cholula (Durdn 1971:262; Rojas 1927).

A possible ethnographic analogue of this process may
be found in the spread of Islam in Africa by ethnically
oriented Hausa merchants (Cohen 1979; Curtin 1984).
The Hausa established a trading *‘diaspora” based on
concepts of ethnic and religious identity. The network
was maintained through the distribution of religious
icons, creating a ‘‘safety net’’ of religious partisans.

In regard to the “*Mixtec Codex Style,”’ Nicholson
(1960, 1982:229) suggests that the Codex Borgia was the
definitive example of the Mixteca-Puebla style, based on
its use of glyphic symbols relating to the religious pan-
theon and calendrical system (Fig. 3). The Codex Borgia
and related texts are distinguishable from examples of
the Mixtec group of codices (Nicholson 1966), perhaps
relating to regional differences in provenience. Addition-
al evidence for a Puebla/Tlaxcala provenience for the
Borgia Group is presented in articles by Contreras Mar-
tinez (this volume), and Sisson and Lilly (this volume).

Architectural features of the Great Pyramid also pro-
vide evidence of the ‘‘Mixtec Codex Style.’* The woven
petate motif occurs as both a stone panel on Edificio F
(Marquina 1970:41; Fig. 4) and a painted panel on Edi-
ficio 3-1 of the Patio of the Altars (Salazar 1970), In the
Mixtec codices Bodley, Selden, and Becker II, the petate
motif is associated with the concept of royal marriage,
and is translated as rayw, or *‘throne” (Smith 1973:29,
109).

In the Patio of the Altars the decorated taludes that
encircle the plaza feature a greca-frieze motif, the equiv-
alent of the Mixtec glyph for #iuu, meaning “‘town’” or
“eity” (Smith 1973:38-39; Fig. 5). The Mixtec name
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for Cholula was Nuu ndivo, or “Town of the Steps™
(Rajas 1927; Smith 1973:72,n.98). I suggest that the
view of the Great Pyramid from the south would have
been of the 60 m. tall staircase sitting on a frieze of
grecas, creating i effect a 25-story tall place glyph for
the Mixtec equivalent of Nuu ndiyo (Fig. 6). The famous
“Hollywood'" sign pales in comparison!

The use of the perare and greca-frieze motifs as archi-
tectural elements on the Great Pyramid is evidence that
its architects shared a similar vocabulary of symbolic
meaning with the artists who painted the Mixtec codices.
Not only were the motifs similar, but the contexts in
which they were used were ‘‘grammatically correct,””
The possibility is consistent with theories of the multi-
ethnic constituency (including Mixtec, Chocho-Popoloca,
and Nahua groups) of the Olmeca Xicalianca (Jiménez
Moreno 1966; Paddock 1987:50-51). It is also central to
the concept of a Mixteca-Puebla culture complex, since it
implies an eclectic blending of culture traits from the
central highlands, the Mixteca Alta, and including the
Gulf Coast.

The final aspect of Smith and Heath-Smith’s (1980)
model involves the identification of ‘*Mixteca-Puebla
Regional Ceramic Spheres.”’ The famous Cholula poly-
chrome pottery is the classic example of this style (Smith
and Heath-Smith 1980:35-37; Nicholson 1982:243), yet
contradictions between the two major ceramic studies
from Chelula (Noguera 1954; Miiller 1978) have had
serious implications for the developmental sequence of
Cholula polychrome pottery.

Eduardo Noguera’s (1954) outstanding initial study of
Cholula ceramics has spurred comparisons with other
polychrome styles from throughout Mesoamerica, lead-
ing to the consensus interpretation that polychrome pot-
tery developed in Cholula and was transmitted as a con-
sequence of the diffusion of Mixteca-Puebla culture
(Chadwick 1971: Weaver 1972). Noguera identified five
major polychrome types, and postulated a developmentai
sequence for the Postclassic period in which laca oc-
curred in Chotulteca [, mare occurred in the poorly
defined Cholulteca II, and firme occurred in Cholulteca
II.

To account for the early development of policroma
laca i Cholulteca I, Noguera (1954:142) inferred an
evolutionary relationship between it and the Classic per-
od “‘fresco ware'’ found at Teotihuacan. This naturalis-
tic succession fit well with the ethnohistorically derived
culture history that saw Cholula as the major culture cen-
ter to survive the collapse of Teotihuacan (Noguera
1954:302-303).

The second major coramic study was conducted under
the direction of FFlorencia Miiller (1970, 1978) as part of
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Fig. 4. Detail of the carved stone falud of Edificio F on the
west side of the Great Pyramid, showing woven petate motif
{photograph by P. Chilcote).

Fig. 6. View of the Great Pyramid of Cholula from

Iig. 5. Temple with greca frieze motif
along the bhase (Codex Nuttall 1975:534d).
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the south, showing preca frieze motif on falud of

the Patio of the Altars on either side of the

central staircase (Marquina 1975:118,Fig.77).
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Fig. 8. Plan of the UA-1 excavation,

the Proyecto Cholula. The revised Cholula ceramic se-
quence proposed by Miiller was directly related to the
Basin of Mexico sequence, to the extent that temporal
phases were even borrowed from Mexican mythico-his-
torical traditions (but see Smith 1987). According to
Miiller, manufacture of all polychrome pottery occurred
after A.D. 1325—the traditional date for the foundation
of Tenochtitlan! This late date effectively prevented Cho-
lula from playing a significant role in the development of
the Mixteca-Puebla ceramic style, since by that time the
style was well developed in other areas (but see Smith
and Heath-Smith 1980:36-37).

Even as Miiller was developing her revised Postclassic
ceramic chronology, investigators at the Universidad de
las Américas (UDLA; Fig. 7) were acquiring informa-
tion that can be used to challenge it (Mountjoy and Pet-
erson 1973). Excavations at UA-69 in the faculty hous-
ing complex produced a radiocarbon date of A.D. 1250
+95 (GX-1815) from a trash pit containing 20 percent
polychrome pottery representing several identifiable
types (Mountjoy and Peterson 1973:30). Although this
lone date does overlap slightly with Miiller’s Cholulteca
HI phase at the 1-sigma range, it also represents a di-
verse assemblage of polychrome types from this relative-
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ly early period.

A second excavation (UA-79) discovered an extensive
midden deposit that contained significant amounts of
polychrome pottery relating to the Late Postclassic peri-
od {Barrientos 1980; Lind et al. 1990). The UA-79 an-
alysis laid the groundwork for studying the UA-1 ceram-
ics, since it raised important guestions about Noguera’s
and Miiller’s Postclassic sequences. Specifically, prelimi-
nary inspection of the UA-1 materials indicated that there
were fairly high concentrations of ceramic types that
were not well represented in the UA-79 collections.

The UA-1 Excavation

The UA-1 site was excavated in 1968 as a summer
field school on the campus of the University of the Ame-
ricas, under the direction of Daniel Wolfman (1968).
Four weeks of excavation exposed three main structural
components (Fig. 8): two Postclassic period domestic
compounds (Structures ! and 2) and a Terminal Forma-
tive period platform (Structure 3). Also encountered
were numerous features, including three wells, 19 buri-
als, additional walls, and several trash deposits. An ex-
tensive midden deposit found in the patio probably relat-
ed to the occupation of Structure 1.

The most extensively exposed of the Postclassic hous-
es was Structure I, which consisted of four rooms,
exterior porch areas, and an associated patio (McCafferty
1992a). The floors of the rooms were covered with
plaster, and the adobe walls had a thin layer of painted
stucco. A small oval enclosure just south of the house
was probably a remazcal (‘‘sweat bath”)}, Because of a
layer of ash and charcoal found just above the house
floor, and also the high number of artifacts found in situ,
it is likely that the house was destroyed by fire.

Room 3 was the largest of the rooms and probably
served as a multi-purpose area combining sleeping space
and household ritual. It featured a stucco-covered plat-
form that Wolfman (1968:9-10) described as an *‘aitar™
(Fig. 9). This identification is supported by the discovery
of possible offerings on top of it and also a small en-
closed ‘‘niche’” beside the platform where three anthro-
pomorphic braseros were found in situ (Fig. 10). Similar
altars have been found in Postclassic houses at Coxcatlan
(Sisson 1973, 1974), Tetla-11 at Chalcatzingo (Norr
1987), and possibly at Cihuatecpan (Evans 1988).

The other large room (Room 4) was a later addition,
possibly indicating the developmental growth of the
household group (see also Tourtellot 1988; Healan 1989).
This room was disturbed by two intrusive features: a
mass burial of six individuyals (including an adult female
and five children) and a well.

The second domestic compound (Structure 2) was only

partially excavated, due to lack of time. It also consisted
of a series of small rooms, and the construction techni-
ques were similar to those of Structure 1. Ceramics from
the floor contact and associated features indicated that
these two domestic structures were not contemporaneous,
with Structure 1 occupied earlier than Structure 2.

The UA-1 site provides a unique data base for the
study of Postclassic Cholula (McCafferty 1992a). As one
of the only residential areas ever excavated at the urban
center, it contains primary and secondary deposits relat-
ing to household contexts. The wide variety of artifact
classes provides an excellent opportunity for contextual
interpretations of the material culture (Hodder 1982,
1986; McCafferty 1992a).

Finally, the site contained a number of primary and
secondary “depositional contexts from which ceramics
could be sampled to develop an alternative ceramic ty-
pology and, through seriation analysis of those assem-
blages, construct & revised ceramic sequence.

The UA-1 Ceramic Analysis

In the UA-1 analysis, I modified the UA-79 classifica-
tion developed by Michael Lind and his students (Caskey
and Lind n.d.; Barrientos 1980). The goal of the ceramuc
typelogy is to maximize the number of discernible cate-
gories, while at the same time to maintain a means of
relating those categories to one another (McCafferty
1992a). The result is a system based on attributes of sur-
face treatment that identifies basic types, but with inter-
nally distinctive subtypes defined by more elaborate
surface treatment, usually in the form of added decora-
tive techniques.

For example, the type Ocotldn Red Rim is defined by
its polished orange slip and red painted band on the rim
(Fig. 11). This basic type may be elaborated by such
techniques as incising (usually in a horizontal panel that
is painted brown/black), or different degrees of painted
decoration (ranging from simple horizontal bands to
complex polychrome motifs). Yet, regardless of the de-
gree of elaboration, the attributes of the basic type are
maintained. Subtype variation can thereby be discriminat-
ed without losing the over-arching similarity of the type
identity.

Briefly, the UA-1 typology recognizes six basic poly-
chrome types. Two additional decorated types also oc-
cur, and in the more elaborate subtypes these can also be
polychrome. Including subtypes, this system comprises at
least 25 distinct categories of decorated pottery. The
eight basic decorated types include:

Apolo Black and Red on Orange Polychrome is identi-
fied by a streaky orange slip over a white base coat, and
then with painted decoration in either black or red (Fig.
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Fig. 9. Room 3 of Structure 1, showing the altar and brasero nic¢he (photograph by D. Wolfman).

Fig. 10. Detail of the brasere niche with brasero UA-1 No. 10826 in sitee (photograph by . Wolfman),




Fig, 11. Ocotlin Red Rim, showing the relationship of the hasic type to different subtypes: a. Ocotldn subtype
Sencillo; b. subtype Incised; c. subtype Banded; d. subtype Banded Elegante; e. subtype Llegante; 1. exterior
of subtype Banded Elegante; g-h. subtype Cristina Matte.
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Fig. 12. Apolo Black and Red on Orange Polychrome: a. Apolo subtype Sencillo; b-d. subtype Geométrico;
¢. subtype Elegante.

Fig. 13, Aquiahuac Burnt Orange Polychrome: a-b. Aquiahuac subtype Sencillo; c. subtype Santa Catarina;

d. subtype Zdocalo.




Fig. 14, Coapan Laca Polychrome. M See also color section.

Fig, 15, Cocoyotla Black on Natural: a-h, Cocoyotla subtype Sencillo; c-d. subtype Incised; e. subtype Band-
ed; [. subtype Banded Elegante; g. subtype Elegante; h-j. subtype Chalco Black on Orange.




Fig, 16, Cuaxiloa Matte Polychrome: a-d. basic type; e-f. subtype Polished Cream.

Fig. 17. San Pedro Polished Red: a-b. San Pedro subtype Incised; c-d. subtype Incised Black on Red; e. sub-
type Incised Graphite on Red; f. subtype Elegante.

66
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Fig. 18. Torre Red and Orange on White Polvehrome.

Fig. 20. Torre Polychrome portrait plates: a. UA-§
No. 11872; b. UA-1 No. Y351, B Sec also color sectwn.,
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TABLE 1

CERAMIC FREQUENCIES FROM SELECTED CONTEXTS

wWell 1 Well 2 Intrusive Trash well 3 Structure
Kidden Hidden 1 Floor
(®/%X) (#/%) (%/%) (%/%) (#/%) (#/%)
KAJOR DECORATED TYPES
APOLO BLACK & RED/ORANGE 163/ .46 24/7.06 6/.04 127.004 0 7/.016
AGQUIAHUACH BURNT ORANGE 14/.04 16/.04 36/.21 7/7.002 0 3/.007
COAPAN LACA 1/.003 0 1/.006 2] 0 v}
COCOYOTLA BLACK/NATURAL ¢} 9/.02 10/.06 204/.07 20/.08 A47/.11
Sencillo o] (7/.718)% (4/.40) (65/.32) 1] {(39/.83)
Banded 0 (1/.1%) (3/.30) (110/.54) (17/.85) (5/.11}
Banded Elegante 0 (1/.11) (3/.30}) 0 (3/.15) (1/.02)
Chalco Black/Orange 0 0 0 (24/.12) 4] (2/7.04)
CUAXILOA MATTE 6/.017 7/.018 77.04 237/.08 62/.25 15/.03
OCOTLAN RED RIM 1/.003 6/.016 11/.06 33z2/. 11 21/.08 118/.27
Sancillo 4] (4/.67) (6/.55) (246/.74) (16/.76) (91/.77)
Elegante (1/1.00) (1/.17) (2/.18) a (27.10) (16/.14)
Crigtina Matte 4] (1/7.17) (1/.08) (56/.17) (1/.05) (3/.03)
SAN PEDRCO POLISHED 2/.006 16/.04 4/.02 65/.02 3/.012 10/.02
TORRE RED & ORANGE/WHITE 2/.006 47.011 6/.04 228/.08 27/.11 2/.005
MASOR UMDECORATED TYPES
CERRO ZAPOTECAS SANDY PLAIN 3/.008 14/.04 2/.012 87/.03 4/.016 5/.012
MOMOXPAN METALLIC ORANGE Bd/.24 75/7.20 42/7.25 587/.20 39/.16 84/.18
SAN ANDRES RED ' : 50/.14 108/.28 17/7.10 216/.07 25/.10 32/.07
TEPONTLA BURNISHED 3/.008 2/.005 4/.02 75/.03 3/.012 11/.03
XICALLI PLAIN 15/.04 21/.06 22/.13 841/.29% 44/.,18 98/.23
MINOR TYPES
COLONIAL/HISTORICAL 0 75/.20 0 1/.0003 Q [o]
LATE POSTCLASSIC 7/.02 a 1/.006 1/.0003 4] 4]
EARLY POSTCLASSIC 0 Q o] 11/.004 1/.004 4]
GLASSIC 2/.006 0 1/.006 20/.007 o} 1/.002
PRECLASSIC 1/.003 0 4] 4/.001 o] 1/.002
UHIDENTIFIED 1/.003 Q 0 11/.004 1] 0
SUBTOTAL OF IDENTIFIABLE RIMS 355/1.060 377/1.00 170/1.00 2949/1.00 248/1.00 434/1.00

{.80 of (.70 of (.68 of {.76 of (.95 of (.84 of
total) total) total} total) total) total)

UNIDENTIFIABLE 90/.20 165/.30 79/.32 908/.24 13/.05 B83/.16
(burnt, eroded, too small)

tll!l:tlﬁst-lxx-nx:-zs;x--.sl-tnlx.ul:x!!txxl-ttllllxx-l:::-ts‘lallltltutrt:ttlt:.I.x:'xttttt

TOTAL RIM SHERDS 445/1.00 542/1.00 249/1.00 3858/1.00 262/1.00 517/1.00

* HNumbers in parentheses indicate frequencies of selected subtypes relative to the basic type
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12). Subtypes of Apolo are Sencillo, Geométrico, or Ele-
gante, depending on the degree of elaboration in design.

Aquiahuac Burnt Orange Polychrome is identified by a
darker ‘‘burnt orange'’ slip over a white base coat.
Painted decoration again includes black and. red, but us-
ually with a broad red band on the interior base (Fig.
13). Another common element is a panel of diagonal
lines on the exterior rim. Subtypes include Sencillo, San-
ta Catarina, and Zdécalo, defined on the basis of degree
of elaboration and characteristic motifs.

Coapan Laca Polychrome is the most elaborate of the
Cholula polychromes, and is identified by a lacquer-like
finish over a white base coat. As noted by Noguera
(1954:139), the painted outer surface was often poorly
bonded to the white base, so that it chips off easily.
Painted decoration includes brilliant colors and complex
motifs that often incorporate codex style symbolic ele-
ments (Fig. 14). No subtypes have been recognized, per-
haps because of the relative scarcity of this type in do-
mestic contexts. '

Cocoyotla Black on Natural in its basic type is the
equivalent of Noguera's negra sobre color natural del
barro, often called **Aztec 1" It is identified by a light-
ly burnished, unslipped tannish orange body with black
painted decoration, usually in the form of horizontal or
wavy lines on the vessel walls (Fig. 15). More elaborate
decoration in zoomorphic or floral motifs may occur on

the interior base. Subtypes include Sencillo, Incised, -

Banded, Banded Elegante, and Chalco Black on Orange.
Cuaxiloa Maite Polychrome is identified by a dull
white/light gray slip. Painted decoration is in brown and/

or orange, and is usually in the form of complex geomet-.

tic motifs in a panel around the rim (Fig. 16). Occasion-
ally the interior base will feature an elaborate codex-style
motif, The only subtype that occurs in quantity has a
polished rather than matte surface.

Ocotldn Red Rim is identified by a red painted band
that occurs on the rim above a polished orange slip (Fig.
11). In its basic subtype (Sencillo) it is otherwise undec-
orated. As discussed above, however, it can occur in
several other subtypes, including Incised, Banded, Ele-
gante, Banded Elegante, and Cristina Matte.

San Pedro Polished Red is identified by its deep red
(guinda) slip that is usually polished to a high gloss (Fig.
17). It occurs in numerous subtypes, the most common
of which include Sencillo, Incised, Black on Red, Ele-
gante, and Incised Graphite on Red. This last subtype is
usually found in the form of long-handled sahumadores,
or incense burners.

Torre Red and Orange on White Polychrome is recog-
nized for its use of color, particularly white. The bright-
ly colored designs usually include complex geometric

motifs on the vessel walls, but occasionally have elabo-
rate codex style representations on the interior base (Fig.
20). A design trait that often appears is a panel of diago-
pal lines on the exterior rim, in a pattern similar to
Aquiabuac Burnt Orange Polychrome.

Polychrome types almost always occur as serving
wares, such as cajetes (bowls) or platos (plates). Utilitar-
jan wares such as ollas (jars), comales (griddles), and
cazuelas (cooking pots), as well as less elegant serving
wares, occur in five basic types: Cerro Zapotecas Sandy
Plain, Momoxpan Metallic Orange, San Andrés Red,
Tepontla Burnished, and Xicalli Plain.

In summary, the UA-1 ceramic classification creates
an alternative to the existing typologies for Postclassic
Cholula ceramics.? By providing an expanded system for
quantifying variability, potential differences between par-
ticular ceramic assemblages can be detected that relate to
temporal and/or social variation.

The UA-1 Ceramic Seriation
and the Postclassic Chronology

The UA-1 site produced thirteen depositional contexts
suitable for a seriation analysis of ceramic frequencies.
Four discrete assemblages, from three wells and the ex-
tensive trash midden, provide the best data potential,
while other features, such as the house floor contact
layers and several sherd concentrations, provide addition-
al information. A seriation of the ceramic percentages
from these assemblages produced a revised ceramic se-
quence for Postclassic Cholula® (McCafferty 1992a). Dis-
tinctive ceramic complexes were recognized from the
four principal deposits and also from the Structure 1
floor contact and an intrusive midden associated with
Structure 2 (Table 1).

To summarize these data, the UA-1 excavation indi-
cates ceramic complexes spanning the Postclassic and
Colonial period (Fig. 19). The most extensive component
relates to Structure 1 and the associated Trash Midden
and Well 3 deposits. Decorated ceramics include moder-
ate to high concentrations of Ocotldn Red Rim, and low
to moderate amounts of Cocoyotla Black on Natural.
Variations in the proportions of Torre Polychrome and
Cuaxiloa Matte Polychrome may relate to cultural differ-
ences in disposal patterns, or perhaps short-term change.

In contrast, the intrusive midden associated with Struc-
ture 2 had a high frequency of Aquiahuac Polychrome
and low amounts of Apolo, Cuaxiloa, Ocotldn, and To-
rre. Well 1 had a very high amount of Apolo Poly-
chrome and a low frequency of Aquiahuac. Finally, Well
2 contained a high proportion of Colonial/historical glaze
wares, indicating that it post-dates the Conquest; poly-
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Fig. 19. Postclassic Cholula ceramic chronology.
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Fig. 21. Ocotldn Red Rim subtype Cristina Matte with “sgetopus”’ motif (UA-1 Bag No. 8076).

Fig. 22. Ocotldn Red Rim subtype Cristina Matte with Gulf Coast style anthropomorphic figure (UA-1 No.
10927).
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chrome pottery included low amounts of Apolo, Aquia-
huac, and San Pedro Polished Red.

These new data allow a significant reinterpretation of
Noguera’s {1954) sequence because of the greater num-
ber of identified types, and they are in direct contrast to
Miiller’'s (1978) assertions that polychromes were all
contemporaneous during the Late Postclassic period. To
formalize this distinction, I propose a new set of chrono-
logical phase names for Postclassic Cholula.

Based on ethnohistorical sources, we have the rare
luxury of knowing the precolumbian names for Cholula
during different phases of its culture history, and I sug-
gest that these are appropriate terms for identifying
chronological distinctions. For example, after the arrival
of the Tolteca-Chichimeca in about A.D. 1200, the site
was called Tollan Cholollan. I therefore suggest that the
period from about A.D. 1200-1350 be called the Early
Cholollan phase, as characterized by the Aquiahuac cer-
amic complex found in the intrusive midden at Structure
2 and at the C-14 dated UA-69 site (Mountjoy and Peter-
. son 1973). The Late Cholollan phase would date from
about A.D. 1350-1550, as characterized by the Apolo
Polychrome complex found in Well 1 and at UA-79 (Ba-
rrientos 1980).

Early Postclassic Cholula was associated with the Ol-
meca Xicallanca occupation, when the city was calied
Tlachihualtepetl, after the Great Pyramid. 1 suggest that
the period from about A.D. 1000-1200 be called the Late
Tlachihualtepetl phase, characterized by the Ocotlin Red
Rim complex found at Structure 1 and possibly in the
UA-1 Trash Midden and Well 3.* The Early Tlachihual-
tepetl phase (ca. A.D. 800-1000) was not represented at
UA-1, but ] suggest that it should be characterized by the
Cocoyotla Black on Natural complex found at the Altar
of the Carved Skulls (Noguera 1937).

Finally, while we do not know the name for Classic
period Cholula, Ixtlilxochitl (1975-1977,1:529) provided
the name for the inhabitants as quinametin (*‘giants’),
and [ therefore propose the phase name Quinametepec to
indicate the Classic period construction of the Great
Pyramid. ‘

The proposed ceramic sequence is based on only a
small sample of contexts from a limited area of the Cho-
lula urban center and must be treated as preliminary. An
even greater question is the ascription of absolute dates
to the phases, since only a single radiocarbon date has
ever been published from a Postclassic ceramic assem-
blage at Cholula (Mountjoy and Peterson 1973:30). It
should be a prionty for future research to test this se-
quence with additional seriation analyses, particutarly
using assemblages associated with archaeometric dates.

——————_«-
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Conclusion

The UA-1 site provides unique information for the
interpretation of Postclassic Cholula. The recent boom in
Mesoamerican studies of household archaeology demon-
strates the research potential of archaecological investiga-
tions of domestic contexts (e.g., Evans 1989; Healan
1989; and articles in Wilk and Ashmore 1988).

Additionally, the development of an alternative ceram-
ic typology, and the detailed analysis of vessel fragments
from discrete depositional contexts, has provided the op-
portunity to re-evaluate ceramic sequences proposed by
Noguera (1954) and Miiller (1970, 1978). Preliminary
interpretations and a tentative ceramic chronology are
proposed, with the suggestion that the most comprehen-
sively excavated portion of UA-1 be dated to the Late
Tlachihualtepetl phase, ca. A.D. 1000-1200.

What, then, can the UA-1 excavation contribute to an
understanding of a Mixteca-Puebla culture complex of
shared religious ideology and stylistic traits? In reference
to the tripartite model proposed by Smuth and Heath-
Smith (1980), the UA-1 material culture in varying de-
grees does indicate Mixteca-Puebla traits in each of the
three categories.

Smith and Heath-Smith {1980:19-20) suggest that the
xicalcoliuhqui pattern and vanations of the feathered
serpent motif may be considered symbolic manifestations
of the ‘‘Postclassic Religious Style.”” Examples of these
stylistic motifs occur frequently on polychrome ceramics
at UA-1, particularly Cuaxiloa Matte and Ocotldn sub-
types Elegante and Cristina Matte. Although only one
possible figurine representing Ehecatl/Quetzalcoat]l was
found,’ others representing Tlaloc, Xipe Totec, and per-
haps Xochiquetzal, also relate to the Postclassic religious
pantheon of central Mexico.

Examples of the **Mixtec Codex Style’’ vccur in what
Miiller (1978) called *‘tipo codice,”” a group incorporat-
ing stylistic elements similar to those found in the codi-
ces. In addition to the xicalcoliuhgui and feathered ser-
pent motifs, other symbolic elements include crossed
bones, eagle {cathers, and tule grass.

The most significant example of the “*Codex Style”
is a set of five Torre Polychrome dishes found both
in the trash midden and in association with the Structure
1 house floor. These depict a bald human head with a
speech scroll coming from ihe mouth, differentially pat-
termed black face paint, and, occasionally, elaborate ear
plugs (Fig. 20). Although these figures are not painted in
a style clearly identifiable with either Mixtec or Borgia
Group codices, they do comply with what Nicholson
(1960, 1982:229) referred to as a “*Disney type'’ carica-
ture, and T believe they may represent an early stage in
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the development of the style. Similar examples oceur 1
Noguera (1954:279) and Miiller (1978:203,1dm.44-2}.

Finally, the quantity and diversity of polychrome pot-
tery found in association with Late Tlachihualiepetl con-
texts suggests a relatively early presence of the **Mix-
teca-Puebla Regional Ceramic Style.”” The predominant
type found in association with the floor of Structure 1
was Ocotlén Red Rim, including examples of the sub-
types Elegante and Cristina Matte. The Trash Midden
and Well 3 had more diverse polychrome assemblages,
with moderate amounts of Torre Polychrome and Cuaxi-
loa Matte, in addition to Ocotldn Red Rim.

Comparisons of the Late Tlachihualtepetl ceramic
complex with ceramics from other regions provide useful
information for interpreting the cultural interactions that
may have contributed to the early Mixteca-Puebla ceram-
ic assemblage found at Cholula. Cocoyotla Black on Nat-
ural has obvious parallels with Early Aztec pottery from
the Basin of Mexico (Noguera 1954:282-283), but it is
also similar to *‘X Fine Orange’’ from the Gulf Coast.
The Cocoyotla subtype Chalco Black on Orange has par-
ticularly close affiliation with Mixquic Black on Orange
found around Lake Chalco in the southern Basin of Mex-
ico (Hodge and Minc 1991:84-96). Polychrome pottery
similar to Torre Polychrome and Cuaxiloa Matte Poly-

data set. To take the lid off the “*black box'’ that has
been precolumbian Cholula will require extensive inves-
tigations in a variety of site contexts, both in and around
the center. I believe that the TUJA-1 excavation demon-
strates the potential rewards of such an undertaking.
However, like Tenochtitlan before it, Cholula is under-
going rapid and devastating modern development, and
unless a significant investment in new research is made
the lid to that box will soon be nailed shut.
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1. The term “‘giants’ is generally applied to the Classic per-
iod Teotihuacanos (Davies 1977:111).

2. Michael Lind (Lind et al. 1990) has recently proposed an-
other alternative typology, also using ceramics from the Uni-

Correlation of Cholula Polychrome Ceramic Typologies
MCCAFFERTY (1992a) LIND at al. (1990)

chrome is also known from the Basin of Mexico (S¢-
journé 1983) and has recently been found at Xaltocan
(Elizabeth Brumfiel, personal communication).

Other types with similarities to Gulf Coast pottery in-
clude Cuaxiloa Matte Polychrome and Ocotlin subtype
Cristina Matte. Illustrated examples of Isla de Sacrificios
pottery are virtually indistinguishable from pottery found
at UA-1 (Garcia Payén 1971:535-536). This possible
Gulf Coast connection is further supported by decorative
motifs, including an octopus (Fig. 21) and a figure with
Maya-style cranial deformation, black face paint, and an
elaborate feathered headdress (Fig. 22).

In conclusion, analysis of the UA-1 material culture

Tabie 2.
NOGUERA (1954)

Xicotenco Black on
Qrange

Decoracidén negro
sobre color
natural del
barro

Cocoyotla Black on
Hatural/ Sencillo
subtvype

Cocoyotla Black on
Natural/ Banded
subtype

Cocoyotla Black on
Hatural/ Chalco
subtype

Cuaxiloa Matte Poly-
chrome

Cocoyotla Black on
Hatural/ Elegante
subtype

Ocot lan Red Rim/
Ccristina Matte
sublype

Policroma maté

Cristina Polychrome

Palicroma firme Torre Red and ¢range Albina Polychrome

sheds light on the culture history of Early Postclassic
Cholula, and particularly on its role in the development
of the Mixteca-Puebla stylistic tradition. Cholula had a
vibrant polychrome tradition in the Late Tlachihuvaltepetl
phase, and the closest stylistic similarities were with the
Gulf Coast. This conclusion seems to support Jiménez
Moreno’s (1942) and Nicholson’s (1982) hypotheses that
the Mixteca-Puebla horizon may have originated during
the Olmeca Xicallanca wccupation of Cholula. It further
supports the architectural evidence from the Great Pyra-
mid for Gulf Coast interaction during the Epiclassic peri-
od and strengthens assertions that Cholula was never
abandoned.

These suggestions are obviously based on a limited

on White Polychrome
Aguiahuac Burnt Crange
Polychrome/ Santa
Catarina subtype
Ocotlan Red Rim/
Elegante sudbtype
Policroma laca Coapan Laca Polychrome
San Pedro Palished Red/
Elegante subtype
Apolo Black and Red on
Qrange Polychrome/
Elegante subtype

Decoracién negrao
@ rojo sobre
anaranijado

Apolo Polychrome/
Geométrico subtype
Aquiahuac Polychrome/

I6calo subtype

Decoracidn
sencillo

Apolo Polychroma/
Sencillio subtype

Aquiahuac Polychrome/
Seng1llo subtype

Ocotlan Red Rim/
Sencillo subtype

Ocot1dn Red Rim/ Banded
subtype

£stela Polychrome

Catalina Potychrome

Diana Polychrome

Mila Polychrome
Silvia Polychrome

Marta Polychrome
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versidad de las Américas (UDLA), including the UA-1 assem-
blage. Although thiere arc many similarities between these two
schemes, I prefer to modify the original UDLA typology for
the sake of consistency and because I feel it provides greater
flexibility for identifying variation. Table 2 presents a compari-
son of type names from Noguera (1954), McCafferty (1992a),
and Lind (Lind et al. 1990).

3. The seriation analysis was conducted using Gelfand’s
Method Il as described in Marquardt (1978). See McCafferty
(1992a) for a detailed discussion of the methedology and re-
sults,

GEOFFREY G. McCAFFERTY

4. Recent excavations by the Centro Regional de Puebla
have encountered a rich midden deposit in an abandoned well,
with ceramics relating to this Late Tlachihualtepetl complex.
Two C14 dates fall in the 900-1000 range (Sergio Sudrez Cruz,
personal communication).

5. Figurine UA-1 No. 9999 was described on the original
Object Card as a representation of Quetzaleoatl, with a head-
dress and green and red painted decoration. The figurine was
missing from the collection when the assemblage was reana-
lyzed during my dissertation research, so this identification is
considered tentative.
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