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The Albert Porter Pueblo great house, located in the central Mesa Verde
region, was surrounded by numerous residential structures during the
Pueblo II and Pueblo III periods. Using a variety of exploitation measures of
wild game and turkeys, we test three hypotheses to see if there are meaningful
similarities or differences in the faunal assemblages from the great house and
the domestic households that surrounded it. Although the great house was a
unique and prominent architectural feature at Albert Porter Pueblo, the faunas
from the great house are generally similar to those from surrounding struc-
tures. However, there is some evidence that more meat of cottontails and
turkeys was consumed in the great house compared to domestic structures
during Pueblo III. Overall, all members from Albert Porter had equal access
to animal food and those used in rituals and ceremonies. We explore different
interpretations of social organization suggested by faunal remains.

La gran casa de Albert Porter Pueblo, ubicada en la región central de Mesa
Verde, estaba rodeada por numerosas estructuras residenciales durante los
períodos Pueblo II y Pueblo III. Usando una variedad de medidas de explota-
ción de caza silvestre y pavos, probamos tres hipótesis para ver si existen simi-
litudes o diferencias significativas en los conjuntos faunísticos de la gran casa
y los hogares domésticos que la rodeaban. Aunque la gran casa era una car-
acterística arquitectónica única y prominente en Albert Porter Pueblo, las
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faunas de la gran casa son generalmente similares a las de las estructuras cir-
cundantes. Sin embargo, existe cierta evidencia de que se consumió más
carne de coletas y pavos en la casa grande en comparación con las estructuras
domésticas durante el Pueblo III. En general, todos los miembros de Albert
Porter tenían igual acceso a los alimentos para animales y los utilizados en
rituales y ceremonias. Exploramos diferentes interpretaciones de organización
social sugeridas por restos de fauna.

keywords Great house, Pueblo II and III, Social organization, Faunal analysis

Spectacular buildings known as great houses were constructed in Chaco Canyon
between A.D. 800 and 1140 (Windes and Ford 1992). Early great houses outside
of the canyon appeared during the mid-A.D. 800s to the west, primarily along the
Chuska slope (Van Dyke 2008; Wilshusen and Van Dyke 2006; Windes 2015)
and in the late A.D. 800s and 900s for the areas south and east of Chaco Canyon
(Durand and Hurst 1991; Pippen 1987; Powers et al. 1983; Van Dyke 1999,
2008). Many suggested that Chaco Canyon was the center of a much larger regional
system, although there is debate about the nature and organization of that system
(Mills 2002). The Chaco regional system was an intricate structure that was most
likely based upon social power concentrated in the hands of people who occupied
the great houses. By A.D. 1080, the Chaco regional system expanded to its farthest
extent and, for the first time, spread north of the San Juan River (Windes 2007).
More than 250 outliers have been recorded in the Chaco regional system to date
(Chaco Digital Archive 2015).
A distinct change in architectural practice occurred during the late A.D. 1000s

and early A.D. 1100s when power shifted outside of Chaco Canyon into the
middle San Juan region. Great house construction continued during this period in
Chaco Canyon and in outlying areas; however, the massive, resource-laden con-
structions were replaced by smaller, more compact buildings with a masonry style
first described by Vivian and Mathews (1965) as McElmo style. Often, McElmo
style great houses consist of one or two square, compact units containing one or
two aboveground kivas and are surrounded by several rows of rooms. These
great houses often lack great kivas and enclosed plazas and there was less terracing
of rooms since they are often two stories or less in height (Vivian and Hilpert
2002:160). Albert Porter Pueblo is an example of a McElmo style great house
dating to the early A.D. 1100s (Ryan 2008, 2010, 2015).
Tied to the debate about the uses of great houses is the issue of social complexity

within communities inside and outside Chaco Canyon, particularly during Pueblo II
and Pueblo III periods. Many archaeologists agree that communities within Chaco
Canyon were socially, politically, and economically complex (e.g., Earle 2001;
Neitzel 1989; Wilcox 2004). Not all archaeologists agree with this interpretation.
They view communities within and outside Chaco Canyon as egalitarian in
nature. In this model, Chaco Canyon was a ceremonial center maintained by a
cadre of ritual specialists and was mostly empty except during periodic influxes of
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pilgrims (e.g., Mills 2004; Renfrew 2001:14–15, 2004). Plog (1995:192) calls for
more realistic approaches to the past by emphasizing that, when viewed over centu-
ries, both egalitarian and hierarchical relations probably existed in different areas
and at different times.

Zooarchaeology and Social Organization

Zooarchaeologists have suggested that various manifestations of social differen-
tiation can be identified from faunal remains in socially complex societies. The
basis of this approach is that differences in rank, wealth, or control of ritual and cer-
emonial practices may be expressed through privileged access to consumption or use
of certain species, to preferred portions of edible animals and occasionally through
prohibition of certain species. Major reviews by Crabtree (1990), deFrance (2009)
and Twiss (2012, 2015) as well as numerous case studies (e.g., papers in Jones
O’Day et al. 2004) demonstrate that these approaches work best in societies
where there are sharply defined differences in social position that are reinforced
through mechanisms such as inheritance, law, religion, or military force.
Most zooarchaeological studies of socially complex societies attempt to find

differences in animal bone assemblages that are derived from spatially discrete fea-
tures or structures that can be presumed to have been inhabited or used by individ-
uals or groups with certain social status. Driver (2004) has shown that biased
selection of archaeological contexts for studies of this type may exaggerate differ-
ences between faunal assemblages in some situations, resulting in self-fulfilling pre-
dictions about social differentiation, especially where social complexity has already
been established through documentary evidence. Nevertheless, there are numerous
convincing studies in the reviews cited above that demonstrate the ability of
faunal analysts to identify social differentiation in hierarchical societies.
Although Twiss (2012:357) suggests that food studies in archaeology no longer

focus solely on diet and subsistence, most of the examples she cites as moving
beyond the traditional ecological/subsistence focus of zooarchaeology and paleoeth-
nobotany are from societies with clear evidence of social differentiation. Her review
draws heavily from the archaeology of state societies inMesoamerica, the Andes, the
Mediterranean and Europe, as well as the archaeology of European colonization.
Similarly, deFrance (2009) cites numerous examples from the Andes, Southwest
Asia, India, China and Europe, and Crabtree (1990) focuses on Southwest Asia,
Medieval Europe and European colonization. Many of the studies cited in these
reviews are able to draw on various kinds of documentary evidence to establish
the nature of the social differentiation that is expressed in material culture and
faunal assemblages. A common approach to analysis is to collect faunal assemblages
from discrete spaces used by different social groups (e.g., nobles versus commoners;
priests versus laity; colonizers versus indigenes) and to demonstrate that differences
established through documentary or architectural evidence are reflected in faunal
assemblages.
Russell (2012) argues that the social and symbolic meaning of animals should be

just as important to the zooarchaeologist as food and subsistence practices, building
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on a substantial anthropological literature about food (e.g., Ayora-Diaz 2015;Mintz
and Du Bois 2002). Zooarchaeologists should assume that social behavior and
ideology underlie human-animal relationships in all societies, and this approach
should encourage zooarchaeologists to give more attention to a wide range of non-
subsistence practices and beliefs.
Russell’s (2012) approach is difficult to apply in less complex societies. Gifford-

Gonzalez (2018:553–584) proposes that zooarchaeologists approach their analyses
with a diverse “toolkit” of methods and theories that allow exploration of human
behavior beyond reconstruction of subsistence. With the exception of studies of
meat-sharing among foragers and refuse creation among pastoralists, many of the
examples in her essay are still based on analysis of faunal assemblages from more
complex societies.
Our analysis starts with the well-established practice of comparing faunal assem-

blages from different structures in a community. We consider some behaviors that
should be detectable in zooarchaeological assemblages and that might be spatially
structured in a society where social differentiation was present, but not strongly
marked. To use Gifford-Gonzalez’ (2018) terminology; our “toolkit” here consists
of various middle-range theories that link social behavior to animal remains. We
consider three social phenomena possibly reflected in faunal remains: provisioning,
feasting, and sumptuary rules.
Jackson and Scott (1995, 2003) proposed that in chiefdoms (Earle 1987) the diets

of elites would potentially differ from that of non-elites through the process of pro-
visioning. One of the distinctive features of elite diets (especially in societies that
lacked large domesticates) would be the ability of elite individuals and families to
secure the most highly valued portions of animals that were hunted or raised by
commoners, as well as the ability to gain exclusive access to certain highly valued
species that were not part of the everyday diet. Provisioning can be reflected in
the parts of bodies represented, the presence of rare and prestigious taxa in elite resi-
dential areas, and higher taxa diversity as a result of access to unusual species
(Jackson and Scott 1995:107–108).
Feasts are defined as communal consumption events. They are important mechan-

isms to mobilize labor and for establishing and maintaining social relations (Dietler
1996:89–91; Hayden 2001; Wills and Crown 2004), but they are not in themselves
indicators of any particular type of social organization. Twiss (2012:379) has noted
that the term “feasting” covers such a wide range of behavior in such variable social
contexts that the term may have little analytical value. We use the term here to mean
events where there is public consumption of large amounts of food, sponsored by an
individual or social group for the purposes of acquiring or maintaining social status.
Hayden (1995, 2001:40–41) lists some archaeological signatures of feasts including:
food remains; preparation and serving vessels; food-preparation facilities; special
food-disposal dumps; feasting facilities and other special locations; associated pres-
tige items; ritualized items of etiquette; paraphernalia for public rituals; existence of
aggrandizers; recordkeeping devices; pictorial and written records of feasting; food-
storage facilities; and resource characteristics (also Pauketat et al. 2002). Faunal sig-
natures associated with feasting events include: the presence of rare or labor-
intensive animal taxa which could include domestic animals and difficult-to-obtain
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hunted animals; the quantity of food as reflected in bone waste; evidence for waste of
food such as the deposition of articulated joints and unprocessed bone; bone dumps
in special food-disposal features; prestige items; high number of storage facilities;
and abundance and intense exploitation of certain taxa (Hayden 2001:40–41).
Feasting models have been applied to Southwestern archaeology by faunal analysts
(e.g., Dean 2001; Grimstead and Bayham 2010; Hockett 1998; Kelly 2001; Potter
1997, 2000). Feasting interpretations are often based on ethnographic and first-
hand accounts from the Southwest (e.g., Bertram and Draper 1982:1027; Szuter
1991:23).
Hayden’s (2001) criteria for feasting are sometimes difficult to apply in archaeo-

logical contexts where we lack knowledge about how people thought about animals.
For example, domestic turkeys in the northern San Juan region may be seen as a
labor-intensive animal considering the amount of surplus maize required to feed
them (Rawlings and Driver 2010) and the need to protect them from predators,
which would make them candidates for feasts in Hayden’s system. On the other
hand, turkeys may have been considered as relatively low value if they were concep-
tualized as household animals (Rawlings and Driver 2008). The abundance of par-
ticular taxa or body parts may be taken as evidence for feasting (Hayden 2001).
However, establishing which taxa and/or body parts are over-abundant is not
unproblematic. Element counts cannot be taken at face value to represent human be-
havior because of the wide range of taphonomic factors that structure skeletal part
frequencies (Lyman 1994).
Sumptuary rules limit access to certain animals for food or for other purposes.

Some individuals or groups may have exclusive or near-exclusive access to certain
taxa, body parts, skins or feathers. Ideologies, including taboos, are systems of
beliefs which are often manipulated by ruling elites to maintain their legitimacy
(Johnson 1999:146; Johnson and Earle 2000:259). Ceremonies play an important
part in maintaining ideologies. Elites often link themselves with the supernatural
and the larger universe (Johnson and Earle 2000:252–253). A consideration of
ritual taxa, such as birds of prey and bears in the northern Southwest may shed
light on the role of these animals in ideological contexts. Rituals are a mode of
social communication that creates authority (Sebastian 2004:99), a context for
the construction and embodiment of symbolic meanings whose access can be con-
trolled and manipulated (Potter 2000:297–301; Judge and Malville 2004). Particu-
larly during Pueblo II and III periods, many animals such as bears and birds of prey
probably had ritual importance for Pueblo people (e.g., Bishop and Fladd 2018;
Judd 1954), perhaps similar to what has been recorded in more recent times (e.g.,
Gnabasik 1981; Ladd 1963). Identification of taxa that were unlikely to have
been used for food, and that possess special properties (e.g., rarity, distinctive
color, distinctive behavior) is a straightforward method of analysis.

Albert Porter Pueblo

Albert Porter Pueblo (5MT123) is the site of an ancestral Pueblo village located in
what is now southwestern Colorado near the modern town of Yellow Jacket
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(Figure 1). Most of the site—including the structural remains that are most clearly
visible on the modern ground surface—is contained within an 11.66-acre archaeo-
logical preserve owned by The Archaeological Conservancy (Ryan 2015). This
parcel of land was donated to the Conservancy by members of the Porter family
in 1988. Mr. Albert Porter, the site’s namesake, owned and farmed the property
for several decades before ownership was transferred to the Conservancy. Albert
Porter Pueblo was nominated to the National Register of Historic Places as an
example of a habitation site with public architecture (Lipe 1999) and was placed
on the register in 1999 (Ryan 2015).
The pottery found at the site suggest that ancestral Pueblo people inhabited the

location at least as early as Basketmaker III (A.D. 600–725) and Pueblo I (A.D.
725–920) periods (Ryan 2008, 2010, 2015). However, the site was most intensively
occupied during the Pueblo II (A.D. 920–1140) and Pueblo III periods (A.D. 1140–
1280). Evidence indicates that the site reached its maximum extent from approxi-
mately A.D. 1100 to A.D. 1250.
Albert Porter Pueblo was part of the Woods Canyon community (Ryan 2015).

This community is named for Woods Canyon Pueblo (Churchill 2002), the site of
a large village located approximately 1.8 km southwest of Albert Porter Pueblo.
Three large village sites are associated with the Woods Canyon community: (1)
Albert Porter Pueblo, (2) Bass Site complex (Site 5MT136)—located approximately
2.25 km to the west-southwest, and (3) Woods Canyon Pueblo (Site 5MT11842). A
fourth site, Woods Canyon Reservoir (Site 5MT12086)—located approximately
1.00 km to the south—was constructed during the Pueblo II period and was

figure 1. Plan and location of Albert Port Pueblo.

6 SHAW BADENHORST ET AL.



presumably used by residents of the Woods Canyon community until the region was
depopulated about A.D. 1280 (Churchill 2002). Surface evidence at the Bass Site
complex suggests that this settlement was contemporaneous with Albert Porter
Pueblo. Pottery types, tree-ring dates, architectural styles, and site layout indicate
that Woods Canyon Pueblo succeeded Albert Porter Pueblo as the center of the
Woods Canyon community during the mid-to-late A.D. 1200s (Ryan 2015).
In 2000, the Archaeological Conservancy granted the Crow Canyon Archaeo-

logical Center (CCAC) permission to conduct a two-year testing project at Albert
Porter Pueblo (Ryan 2015). Testing began in 2001 and continued through 2002.
After obtaining permission from the Conservancy, CCAC conducted an
additional two years of testing; excavation was completed at the end of the
2004 field season.
Research at Albert Porter Pueblo was guided by Crow Canyon’s long-term

research design, titled “Communities through Time: Cooperation, Conflict, and
Migration” (Ryan 2015; Varien and Thompson 1996). This research design
focuses on the development and depopulation of ancestral Pueblo communities
in the central Mesa Verde region. The overarching goal of the Albert Porter
Pueblo project was to reconstruct the historic development of the village and the
associated community. The resulting reconstruction identifies multiple periods of
occupation, documents population growth and decline through time, and
addresses the emergence of the settlement as a community center. The presence
of an early A.D. 1100s great house and a dense cluster of associated smaller habi-
tations suggest that Albert Porter Pueblo served as a community center (Ryan
2008, 2010, 2015).
The most common architectural form found at Albert Porter Pueblo is the unit

pueblo (Prudden 1903), “Prudden unit” (Lipe and Varien 1999), or “kiva suite”
(Ryan 2015). Unit pueblos are a good example of vernacular architecture in that
they are characterized by few building types, a framework with few individual
variations, and architecture that is built by all members of society (Rapoport
1969). Unit pueblos at Albert Porter Pueblo were constructed on a southwest-
northeast axis, forming rows of residences. Most of these units appear to be
tightly clustered into architectural blocks surrounding the great house (Ryan
2008, 2015). Architectural blocks at the site were defined by CCAC researchers
on the basis of archaeological remains visible on the modern ground surface,
including rubble mounds, pit-structure depressions, and/or midden deposits with
distinct boundaries. Each architectural block at Albert Porter Pueblo contains
one or more unit pueblos. In some blocks—such as Architectural Block 1000—
structural remains were absent in some cases from the modern ground surface
but were present subsurface, as indicated by the results of a remote sensing
survey. Eleven architectural blocks were defined on the basis of surface evidence;
however, the results of the remote-sensing survey indicate the presence of numer-
ous additional architectural blocks that are not included on the site map. On the
basis of evidence from the modern ground surface, subsurface testing, and an
electrical-resistance survey, Ryan (2015) identified 58 pit structures, three
towers, dozens of surface rooms, a possible plaza, and one possible shrine. All
roomblocks at the site are linear and are oriented east-west. This layout of
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multiple, tightly spaced, often parallel aggregates of unit pueblos surrounding a
great house is typical of large villages constructed during the Pueblo II and
Pueblo III periods in the central Mesa Verde region (Varien et al. 1996:98). The
great house is located in Architectural Block 100 (Figure 2).
Various aspects of the faunal remains from Albert Porter Pueblo have been pre-

sented elsewhere (Badenhorst 2008; Badenhorst et al. 2012; Badenhorst and
Driver 2009, 2015). The total faunal assemblage representing all time periods
from Albert Porter Pueblo consists of 19,439 specimens, excluding isolated teeth
and eggshell (Badenhorst and Driver 2015). Of these, 9,978 (51%) were considered
“identifiable”, meaning that the skeletal element (or fragment) could be specified.
The assemblage consists of mammals, birds, fish, reptile and amphibian remains.
Cottontails, jackrabbits, turkey and indeterminate large bird are particularly
common. Most of the indeterminate large bird specimens are probably turkey
(Badenhorst 2008; Badenhorst and Driver 2015). For the purpose of this paper,
we combined all the faunas from the great house (including kivas and rooms)
keeping Pueblo II and Pueblo III periods separate. We compared these two assem-
blages to combined faunas from the surrounding residential roomblocks dating to
the same two time periods. We divided the fauna into these two broad categories
in order to increase sample size, and to investigate potential social differences
between those who used or conducted activities within and outside of the great
house.

figure 2. The great house feature (Architectural Block 100) at Albert Porter Pueblo.
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Methods

Small game was most likely obtained through garden hunting (Driver 2011; Driver
and Badenhorst 2017). Turkeys were raised in the household, probably by women
(Rawlings and Driver 2008). Artiodactyls were exceptionally rare, the result of cen-
turies of resource depression (Badenhorst and Driver 2009; Bocinsky et al. 2012).
The representation of these taxa in the great house and residential faunas are
measured using three common, standardized indices, all based on NISP (number
of identified specimens). First, the “lagomorph index” calculates the ratio of cotton-
tails (Sylvilagus sp.) and jackrabbits (Lepus sp.) in samples (Driver and Woiderski
2008; Szuter and Bayham 1989). Both these taxa occur throughout the Southwest
but occupy different microhabitats. Jackrabbits are usually associated with more
open environments, whereas cottontails prefer habitats with more cover such as
brush or rocky outcrops. The index has therefore been used as a proxy measure
of habitat condition, resulting either from natural or anthropogenic factors. The
index is calculated as (cottontail NISP)/ (cottontail NISP + jackrabbit NISP). Lago-
morphs that cannot be identified to genus are excluded from the equation for
reasons discussed by Driver andWoiderski (2008). Avalue of 1.00 indicates all lago-
morphs in a sample are cottontail, whereas a value of 0.00 indicates all the lago-
morphs are jackrabbit. This index is widely used in the American Southwest (e.g.,
Driver 2002, 2011; Driver and Woiderski 2008; Roler Durand and Durand 2006;
Szuter and Bayham 1989).
Second, the “artiodactyl index” (Szuter and Bayham 1989) has also been widely

used throughout the American Southwest. Artiodactyls found in the region include
deer, bighorn sheep, pronghorn, elk and bison, but deer is the most common artio-
dactyl in faunal assemblages in the central Mesa Verde region. The index compares
the number of artiodactyl specimens in a sample with those of lagomorphs (cotton-
tails and jackrabbits). Both lagomorphs and artiodactyls are commonly found in
samples from the Southwest and are assumed to result from hunting activities,
thus the index has been used to calculate the extent to which large game hunting
was practiced. The artiodactyl index is calculated as (NISP all artiodactyls)/ (NISP
all lagomorphs + NISP all artiodactyls). An artiodactyl index value of 1.00 indicates
a sample without any lagomorphs, whereas an index value of 0.00 represents one
without any artiodactyls. Calculation of the artiodactyl index has resulted in numer-
ous discussions about resource depression in western North America (e.g.,
Broughton and Bayham 2003). Variation in the index could be the result of environ-
mental change, hunting strategies, resource depression, or the social context of
hunting.
Third, we calculated a “turkey index”. When Spielmann and Angstadt-Leto

(1996:90) proposed the turkey index, they did not include indeterminate large
bird specimens. Driver (2002:151–152) modified the turkey index by including inde-
terminate large bird specimens. This was done because turkeys are by far the most
common large bird in faunal samples from the northern San Juan region, and some
analysts assume that all large bird specimens are turkey. While it is possible that a
few eagle or crane specimens are included in the indeterminate large bird category,
the effects are likely minimal. The modified turkey index is calculated as (NISP
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turkey + NISP large bird)/(NISP turkey + NISP large bird +NISP all lagomorphs). An
index value of 0.00 indicates a sample without any turkey or indeterminate large
birds, whereas a value of 1.00 indicates that these are present but there are no lago-
morphs in the sample. The index has been used to evaluate the extent to which com-
munities relied on turkeys for food (Lange 1950), as opposed to small wild game.
Lagomorphs are the ubiquitous small game in the American Southwest, and it is
assumed that all communities would have exploited them as part of the subsistence
base. One problem with the interpretation of the index is the presence of turkey
burials which may increase their NISP (Munro 1994, 2006).

Testing for Provisioning, Feasting and Sumptuary Rules

The primary source of food for centuries in the Southwest was plants like maize,
beans and squash (e.g., Adams and Bowyer 2002). We formulated three hypotheses
(Table 1) in order to test whether or not faunas from the great house differ from sur-
rounding residential roomblocks. We use the hypotheses to evaluate whether or not
residents in the great house were provisioned with artiodactyl meat, if the great
house served as the focal point for rituals and ceremonies that would reflect sump-
tuary rules, or if feasting activities were associated with the great house. While these
are not the only way to investigate faunal differences or similarities between differ-
ent occupation regions at site, we have previously argued that these approaches may
be useful in less complex societies (Driver 1996, 2002, 2011; Driver and Badenhorst
2017).

Hypothesis 1: Great House was Provisioned with Artiodactyl Meat
Artiodactyls were probably highly valued as sources of meat, fat, hide and raw
materials in the northern Southwest (Driver 1996; Grimstead and Bayham 2010).
We first investigate whether or not the great house at Albert Porter Pueblo was pro-
visioned with artiodactyl meat by using the artiodactyl index. The number of artio-
dactyl specimens is low for all time periods both within the great house and outside,
resulting in very low index values in all contexts (Table 2). There is no basis for
suggesting that great house inhabitants ate relatively more artiodactyl meat than
those in residential structures.

TABLE 1.

HYPOTHESES AND POTENTIAL FAUNAL SIGNATURES TO INVESTIGATE SOCIAL BEHAVIORS.

Hypotheses Potential Faunal Signatures References

1) Great house inhabitants were
provisioned with artiodactyl meat

High artiodactyl index; selected artiodactyl body
parts

Dean (2001); Jackson and Scott
(1995, 2003)

2) Great house was a focal point of rituals
(sumptuary rules)

Higher concentration of “unusual” fauna Roler Durand (2003); Muir and
Driver (2004)

3) Feasting occurred at the great house Relatively more artiodactyls and jackrabbits; higher
quantities discarded bone

Dean (2001); Potter (1997,
2000); Varien (1999)
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To test whether or not the great house was supplied with meatier parts of artio-
dactyl skeletons, the contribution of different meat sections were compared
(Table 3). “Meatier” sections include the skull, vertebrae, ribs, scapulae, pelvis
and upper limbs. Lower limbs are assumed to be of lower value. Details are provided
in Badenhorst and Driver (2015). A major limitation is the very low number of artio-
dactyl specimens in the Albert Porter Pueblo assemblage as a whole. In both time
periods and when time periods are merged the great house assemblages contain a
higher proportion of meaty body parts. This suggests that inhabitants of the great
house may have been able to procure preferred carcass portions, although the
small sample size cautions us not to accept Hypothesis 1 unequivocally.

Hypothesis 2: Great House was the Focal Point of Rituals and
Ceremonies
If great houses were focal points of rituals, we would expect to find more “unusual”
taxa associated with this structure. Unusual taxa are those that were probably
brought in by humans, were unlikely to have been food items, and could plausibly
be associated with ritual or ceremonial activity based on ethnographic data. Unusual
taxa are typically birds of prey and carnivores. Unusual taxa were found to be evenly
distributed across Albert Porter Pueblo in middens, rooms, and kivas (see Baden-
horst 2008 for details). There is a strong correlation between assemblage size and
the number of unusual taxa (Figure 3), so we conclude that differences in the rep-
resentation of unusual taxa are the result of sampling methods and do not reflect
ancient behavior.

TABLE 2.

ARTIODACTYL INDEX (AI) AT ALBERT PORTER PUEBLO, WITH ARTIODACTYL NISP COUNTS IN PARENTHESES.

Time Period Great House AI Residential AI

Pueblo II 0.01 (4) 0.07 (44)

Pueblo III 0.05 (80) 0.08 (27)

TABLE 3.

NISP OF ARTIODACTYL BODY PARTS FROM THE GREAT HOUSE AND RESIDENTIAL AREAS AT ALBERT PORTER
PUEBLO.

Location Date “Meaty” Specimens (N) Lower Limbs (N) Total % “Meaty”

Great House Pueblo II 3 1 4 75%

Residential Pueblo II 12 32 44 27%

Great House Pueblo III 39 41 80 49%

Residential Pueblo III 7 20 27 26%

Great House Pueblo II+III 42 42 84 50%

Residential Pueblo II+III 19 52 71 27%
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Hypothesis 2, that ritual behavior was centralized in the great house, is therefore
not supported by the data. Ritual animals occur in all contexts across the site during
the Pueblo II and Pueblo III periods. Both Roler (1999) for Guadalupe Ruin and
Mueller (2006) for Cox Ranch Pueblo found a similar distribution of ritual animals.

Hypothesis 3: Feasting at the Great House
Varien (1999) proposed that feasting activities may be associated with great houses
at outlying communities. We used three methods to investigate the possibility of
feasting in the Albert Porter great house based on Hayden’s (2001) criteria for feast-
ing. First, the percent NISP of common taxa in the great house and surrounding resi-
dences were compared, to see if great house residents had preferential access to
certain food species. Second, the lagomorph and turkey indices for the great
house were compared to surrounding residences. Third, we attempt to assess
whether the quantity of meat consumed in the great house was greater than in resi-
dential structures by comparing quantities of discarded bone with quantities of dis-
carded pottery.

Percent NISP
We compared the abundance of the most common taxa in the assemblage—cotton-
tail, jackrabbit and turkey/large bird—from the great house and the surrounding
residences by time period (Tables 4 and 5). During the Pueblo II period, all the
common taxa are found in similar proportions within and outside of the great
house. During Pueblo III times there is a significant increase in turkey relative to
other taxa, but this increase occurs in all contexts and is consistent with the regional
trends (Badenhorst and Driver 2009; Driver 2002). We have already shown that

R² = 0.8862
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figure 3. Total number of unusual taxa and the NISP of unusual taxa for the great house
and outside roomblocks during different times at Albert Porter Pueblo (Badenhorst
2008:106–110).
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large mammals, which might be expected at feasts, are rare in all contexts (Table 2).
In summary, utilization of the more common food species was similar among the
users of the great house and those occupying surrounding residences during the
Pueblo II and III periods at Albert Porter Pueblo.

Indices
The lagomorph index (Table 6) from the great house was compared to surrounding
residential units. The index is nearly identical for the Pueblo II and Pueblo III periods
in the great house and Pueblo II residences. However, the index is lower in residences
in Pueblo III times. Overall, the lagomorph index values do not provide any conclus-
ive evidence for more feasting in the great house when compared to surrounding
residences.

Accumulation Rates
Accumulation research in the northern Southwest examines the rate at which
cooking vessel sherds accumulate at archaeological sites. This establishes an
average annual accumulation rate per household for cooking-vessel sherds. The
accumulation rate is then used to measure the length of a site’s occupation (Varien
1999:6). The archaeological applications of cooking vessel weights in the northern
Southwest have been discussed elsewhere (Lightfoot 1994; Ryan 2010; Varien
1999:6; Varien and Ortman 2005:149; Varien and Potter 1997:194–196). Assuming
that cooking vessel sherd weights are related to the overall intensity and length of
human occupation, the ratio of bone to cooking vessels could provide an ordinal
estimate of the use of animal foods in relation to overall cooking activity. We com-
pared cooking vessel accumulation rates (weight of sherds) to bone deposition of all
taxa (Table 7), and then of artiodactyl, cottontail, jackrabbit and turkey remains

TABLE 4.

NISP AND PERCENT NISP FOR COMMON TAXA AT ALBERT PORTER PUEBLO DURING THE PUEBLO II PERIOD.

Common Taxa Great House Outside Great House

Sylvilagus sp. 238 (60%) 514 (66%)

Lepus sp. 41 (10%) 70 (10%)

Meleagris/large bird 115 (30%) 189 (24%)

TABLE 5.

NISP AND PERCENT NISP FOR COMMON TAXA AT ALBERT PORTER PUEBLO DURING THE PUEBLO III PERIOD.

Common Taxa Great House Outside Great House

Sylvilagus sp. 1,224 (34%) 184 (22%)

Lepus sp. 199 (6%) 111 (13%)

Meleagris/large bird 2,174 (60%) 535 (65%)
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(Table 8) from Albert Porter Pueblo. These taxa were selected as they formed the
mainstay of the meat economy.
Results indicate there is overall more than double the number of animal bones per

kilogram of cooking vessel sherds at the great house compared to outside contexts
during Pueblo III, but not in Pueblo II times (Table 7). The increase during Pueblo III
at the great house is a direct result of an increase in the ratio of cottontails and
turkeys but not jackrabbits and artiodactyls (Table 8). The bone to pottery ratio
may give some support to feasting on cottontails and turkeys in the great house in
Pueblo III times. However, feasting is not the only explanation for the presence of
more faunal specimens, and the data could simply indicate that the inhabitants of
the great house were able to obtain and consume more meat, an issue that we
discuss below.

Discussion

We have commented elsewhere on the “sameness” of assemblages in Pueblo II and
Pueblo III settlements in the central Mesa Verde region, and noted that the presence
of a great house seems to make no difference to the composition of faunal assem-
blages (Badenhorst and Driver 2015). Even on large villages from later Pueblo III
times it is very difficult to find any variation in the spatial distribution of fauna,
and what has been found most likely relates to the special deposition of unusual
taxa associated with ritual only in the very largest sites (Muir and Driver 2002,
2004). Traditional approaches to identifying social organization in zooarchaeology
rely upon the identification of pronounced differences in faunal assemblages (Crab-
tree 1990; deFrance 2009; Twiss 2012). Differences in assemblage composition are
then equated with differences in status, ethnicity, gender and so on. There has been
little discussion of the interpretation of assemblages that do not differ significantly.
Moving away from the more traditional approaches to the analysis of social com-

plexity, we return to Russell’s (2012) concept of social zooarchaeology and to

TABLE 6.

LAGOMORPH INDEX AT ALBERT PORTER PUEBLO.

Period Great House Outside Great House

Pueblo II 0.85 0.88

Pueblo III 0.86 0.62

TABLE 7.

ALL TAXA NISP/COOKING VESSEL WEIGHT (KG) FROM ALBERT PORTER PUEBLO.

Period Great House Outside Great House

Pueblo II (644/37.1) = 17.4 (1079/65.4) = 16.5

Pueblo III (4,714/167.2) = 28.2 (1274/103.4) = 12.3
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Gifford-Gonzalez’ (2018) suggestion that zooarchaeologists experiment with differ-
ent methodological and theoretical “toolkits” to examine the social construction of
animal bone assemblages. Here we offer some thoughts that might be explored
further—although not necessarily through zooarchaeological studies.
One interpretation of the faunal data from Albert Porter Pueblo is that there were

no differences in social status between the people who lived in (or used) the great
house and other inhabitants of the site. Every household participated in acquisition
of meat and other animal products, such as fur or feathers. It is still possible that
these activities were structured by gender or age within each household (Rawlings
and Driver 2008) or that a subset of people within the community were responsible
for certain procurement activities, especially for rare species used in ritual or ceremo-
nial contexts (see examples in Muir and Driver 2004). However, within these limit-
ations everyone could participate (Grimstead and Bayham 2010). This
interpretation is consistent with most of the faunal data from Albert Porter
Pueblo, and from other central Mesa Verde sites where spatial analysis of fauna
has been conducted (Muir and Driver 2002). We also suggest that the production
and consumption of turkey supports this interpretation. Domestic turkey appears
to have become an important source of food as access to wild game declined
(Driver 2002). A great deal of household labor went into raising turkeys; they
had to be fed and watered regularly and protected from predators. Their diet con-
sisted largely of maize (Rawlings and Driver 2010), and this required further
effort in the fields. Given the labor involved and the possibility that turkey was a
low status food, we might expect that high status households would participate
less in this activity—yet the use of turkey is similar between great houses and
other contexts.
In spite of the many similarities between assemblages, there is one consistent

difference between the samples from the great house and the surrounding residential

TABLE 8.

COMMON TAXA NISP/COOKING VESSEL WEIGHT (KG) AT ALBERT PORTER PUEBLO.

Cottontail NISP Great House Outside Great House

Pueblo II (238/37.1) = 6.4 (514/65.4) = 7.9

Pueblo III (1,224/167.2) = 7.3 (184/103.4) = 1.8

Jackrabbit NISP Great House Outside

Pueblo II (41/37.1) = 1.1 (70/65.4) = 1.1

Pueblo III (199/167.2) = 1.2 (111/103.4) = 1.2

Turkey/Large Bird NISP Great House Outside

Pueblo II (115/37.1) = 3.1 (189/65.4) = 2.9

Pueblo III (2,174/167.2) = 13.0 (535/103.4) = 5.2

Artiodactyla NISP Great House Outside

Pueblo II (4/37.1) = 0.1 (44/65.4) = 0.7

Pueblo III (80/167.2) = 0.5 (27/103.4) = 0.3
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areas: the relationship between the number of faunal specimens (cottontails and
turkeys in particular) and amount of pottery during Pueblo III times. There are, of
course, numerous methodological problems in comparing ratios of bone to
pottery and concluding that the great house inhabitants consumed more meat
than other members of the settlement. For example, there may be cultural and
natural taphonomic factors that affect these ratios; and we know very little about
how primary refuse was deposited at sites in this region and whether midden
material was subsequently moved around a village. But taking the pattern at face
value, we propose that the inhabitants of the great house were able to eat relatively
more meat than their neighbors during the Pueblo III period.
Eating artiodactyl meat was a rarity, and the meats consumed most often were

cottontails and domestic turkey. When turkey use increased in Pueblo III times
across the region and at this village, the change in behavior occurred throughout
the village. We also suggest that the inhabitants of the great house were engaged
in the same modes of meat production as their neighbors. Inhabitants of great
houses participated equally in these various methods for obtaining animal
protein, and presumably also increased their efforts in the fields to produce
surplus maize to feed a growing turkey population (Rawlings and Driver 2010).
Residents of the village would see great house families participating in the same sub-
sistence activities on a daily basis. A similar situation seems to have prevailed with
regard to animals that were used for ritual purposes. Great house inhabitants did not
display status differences through greater access to birds and mammals that had
special meaning—their household behaviors were the same as others. Just as with
food, great house inhabitants apparently wanted to look like their neighbors.
The way in which communities organized themselves, and questions of power,

status and egalitarianism have been long-standing themes in Southwestern archaeol-
ogy, with debates about social typologies giving way to reconstruction of more fluid
and varied arrangements of power and influence (McGuire 2011). The animal bone
assemblages from Albert Porter Pueblo suggest a number of aspects of social organ-
ization that might be explored further in Pueblo III communities. First, we propose
that great house inhabitants went out of their way to downplay differences between
themselves and other community members. They ate the same species in roughly the
same proportions (although not necessarily the same absolute amounts). They par-
ticipated in a diverse array of meat production strategies at the household level. They
used similar animal products in similar rituals. We suggest that great house inhabi-
tants used a variety of strategies to obtain more meat than their neighbors during
Pueblo III times. They ate larger amounts of all the main subsistence species and
they may have been able to obtain more “meaty” portions of artiodactyls such as
deer. We have no evidence for what these strategies may have been, but they
could include organization of feasts or communal hunts, the ability to mobilize
more labor at the household level, or receiving gifts of meat in exchange for manage-
ment of ritual and ceremony.
Traditional zooarchaeological approaches to describing social organization work

best in analysis of ancient societies where status was clearly defined and maintained,
and symbolized through differential access to material goods, including animal pro-
ducts. This approach is of limited value in the later horticultural communities of the
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American Southwest where social organization seems to have been more fluid, less
proscribed, and highly contingent on a range of circumstances. Analysis of faunal
assemblages from contexts at Albert Porter Pueblo show that distinctive structures
do not necessarily contain distinctive assemblages. However, we do not conclude
that this necessarily indicates an egalitarian, status-free form of social organization.
We propose that inhabitants of the site’s great house were able to advance their
nutritional status using various strategies during Pueblo III times.

Acknowledgments

Faunal analyses were funded by a grant from the Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Council (Canada) to JCD and scholarship funding from Simon Fraser Uni-
versity to SB. Excavations at Albert Porter Pueblo were made possible by permission
of The Archaeological Conservancy and were funded by the Crow Canyon Archae-
ological Center, the History Colorado State Historical Fund, and the National Geo-
graphic Society. We thank our colleagues at the Crow Canyon Archaeological
Center for many years of collaboration and inspiration. We thank Deanna Grim-
stead and an anonymous reviewer whose knowledge and insightful suggestions
improved the paper.

Disclosure Statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Funding

Faunal analyses were funded by a grant from the Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Council (Canada) to JCD and scholarship funding from Simon Fraser Uni-
versity to SB. Excavations at Albert Porter Pueblo were made possible by permission
of The Archaeological Conservancy and were funded by the Crow Canyon Archae-
ological Center, the History Colorado State Historical Fund, and the National Geo-
graphic Society.

ORCID

Shaw Badenhorst http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6651-9660

References
Adams, K. R., and V. E. Bowyer

2002 Sustainable Landscape. Thirteenth-Century Food and Fuel Use in the Sand Canyon Locality. In

Seeking the Central Place. Archaeology and Ancient Communities in the Mesa Verde Region,

edited by M. D. Varien and R. H. Wilshusen, pp. 123–142. The University of Utah Press, Salt

Lake City.

DESIRABLE MEAT 17

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6651-9660


Ayora-Diaz, S. I.

2015 Food in Anthropology. In International Encyclopaedia of the Social and Behavioral Sciences, 2nd ed.,

9 Vols, pp. 290–295. Elsevier, Oxford.

Badenhorst, S.

2008 The Zooarchaeology of Great House Sites in the San Juan Basin of the American Southwest. PhD

Dissertation. Simon Fraser University, Burnaby.

Badenhorst, S., and J. C. Driver

2009 Faunal Changes in Farming Communities from Basketmaker II to Pueblo III (A.D. 1–1300) in the San

Juan Basin of the American Southwest. Journal of Archaeological Science 36:1832–1841.

2015 Faunal Remains. In The Archaeology of Albert Porter Pueblo (Site 5MT123): Excavations at a Great

House Community Center in Southwestern Colorado, edited by S. C. Ryan, pp. 448–475. https://

www.crowcanyon.org/ResearchReports/AlbertPorter/Albert_Porter_Pueblo_Final.pdf, accessed

July 24, 2018.

Badenhorst, S., R. Lyle, J. Merewether, J. C. Driver, and S. Ryan

2012 The Potential of Osteometric Data for Comprehensive Studies of Turkey (Meleagris gallopavo)

Husbandry in the American Southwest. Kiva: Journal of Southwestern Anthropology and History

78(1):61–78.

Bertram, J. B., and N. Draper

1982 The Bones from the Bis Sa’ani Community: A Sociotechnic Archaeofaunal Analysis. In Bis Sa’ani: a

Late Bonito Phase Community on Escavada Wash, Northwest New Mexico, edited by C. D.

Breternitz, D. E. Doyel and M. P. Marshall, pp. 1015–1065. Navajo Nation Papers in

Anthropology 14, Window Rock.

Bishop, K. J., and S. G. Fladd

2018 Ritual Fauna and Social Organization at Pueblo Bonito, Chaco Canyon. Kiva. Journal of

Southwestern Anthropology and History. DOI:10.1080/00231940.2018.1489623.

Bocinsky, R. K., J. A. Cowan, T. A. Kohler, and C. D. Johnson

2012 How Hunting Changes the VEP World and How the VEP World Changes Hunting. In Emergence

and Collapse of Early Villages: Models of Central Mesa Verde Archaeology, edited by T. A.

Kohler and M. D. Varien, pp. 145–152. University of California Press, Berkeley.

Broughton, J. M. and F. E. Bayham

2003 Showing off, ForagingModels, and the Ascendance of Large-Game Hunting in the California Middle

Archaic. American Antiquity 68:783–789.

Chaco Research Archive (http://www.chacoarchive.org). Accessed February 15, 2015.

Churchill, M. J.

2002 The Archaeology ofWoods Canyon Pueblo, a Canyon-Rim Village in Southwestern Colorado. Crow

Canyon Archaeological Center, Cortez. https://www.crowcanyon.org/ResearchReports/

WoodsCanyon/Text/wcpw_contentsvolume.asp.

Crabtree, P. J.

1990 Zooarchaeology and Complex Societies: Some Uses of Faunal Analysis for the Study of Trade, Social

Status, and Ethnicity. In Archaeological Method and Theory, Volume 2, edited by M. B. Schiffer, pp.

155–204. University of Arizona Press, Tucson.

Dean, R. M.

2001 Social Change and Hunting During the Pueblo III to Pueblo IV Transition, East-Central Arizona.

Journal of Field Archaeology 28(3/4):271–285.

deFrance, S. D.

2009 Zooarchaeology in Complex Societies: Political Economy, Status, and Ideology. Journal of

Archaeological Research 17:105–168.

Dietler, M.

1996 Feasts and Commensal Politics in the Political Economy. Food, Power and Status in Prehistoric

Europe. In Food and the Status Quest. An Interdisciplinary Perspective, edited by P. Wiessner and

W. Schiefenhövel, pp. 86–125. Berghahn Books, Oxford.

18 SHAW BADENHORST ET AL.

https://www.crowcanyon.org/ResearchReports/AlbertPorter/Albert_Porter_Pueblo_Final.pdf
https://www.crowcanyon.org/ResearchReports/AlbertPorter/Albert_Porter_Pueblo_Final.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/00231940.2018.1489623
http://www.chacoarchive.org
https://www.crowcanyon.org/ResearchReports/WoodsCanyon/Text/wcpw_contentsvolume.asp
https://www.crowcanyon.org/ResearchReports/WoodsCanyon/Text/wcpw_contentsvolume.asp


Driver, J. C.

1996 Social Complexity and Hunting Systems in Southwestern Colorado. In Debating Complexity.

Proceedings of the Twenty-Sixth Annual Chacmool Conference, edited by D. A. Meyer, P. C.

Dawson and D. T. Hanna, pp. 364–374. The Archaeological Association of the University of

Calgary, Calgary.

2002 Faunal Variation and Change in the Northern San Juan Region. In Seeking the Center Place:

Archaeology and Ancient Communities in the Mesa Verde Region, edited by M. D. Varien and

R. H. Wilshusen, pp. 143–160. University of Utah Press, Salt Lake City.

2004 Food, Status and Formation Processes: A Case Study from Medieval England. In Behaviour Behind

Bones: the Zooarchaeology of Ritual, Religion, Status and Identity, edited by S. Jones O’Day, W. Van

Neer and A. Ervynck, pp. 244–251. Oxbow, Oxford.

2011 Human Impacts on Animal Populations in the American Southwest. InMovement, Connectivity and

Landscape Change in the Ancient Southwest, edited by M. C. Nelson and C. Strawhacker, pp. 179–

198. University Press of Colorado, Boulder.

Driver, J. C., and S. Badenhorst

2017 Hunting by Farmers: Ecological Implications. In Economic Zooarchaeology. Studies in Hunting,

Herding and Early Agriculture, edited by P. Rowley-Conwy, D. Serjeantson and P. Halstead, pp.

165–172. Oxbow Books, Oxford.

Driver, J. C., and J. Woiderski

2008 Interpretation of the “Lagomorph Index” in the American Southwest.Quaternary International 185

(1):3–11.

Durand, S. R., and W. B. Hurst

1991 A Refinement of Anasazi Cultural Chronology in the Middle Rio Puerco Valley Using

Multidimensional Scaling. In Anasazi Puebloan Adaptation in Response to Climatic Stress, edited

by C. Irwin-Williams and L. Baker, pp. 233–254. U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land

Management, Albuquerque and Eastern New Mexico University, Portales.

Earle, T. K.

1987 Chiefdoms in Archaeological and Ethnohistorical Perspective. Annual Review of Anthropology

16:279–308.

2001 Economic Support of Chaco Canyon Society. American Antiquity 66(1):26–35.

Gifford-Gonzalez, D.

2018 An Introduction to Zooarchaeology. Springer, Cham.

Gnabasik, V. R.

1981 Faunal Utilization by the Pueblo Indians. MA Thesis. Eastern New Mexico University, Portales.

Grimstead, D. N., and F. E. Bayham

2010 Evolutionary Ecology, Elite Feasting, and the Hohokam: A Case Study from a Southern Arizona

Platform Mound. American Antiquity 75(4):841–864.

Hayden, B.

1995 Pathways to Power: Principles for Creating Socioeconomic Inequalities. In Foundations of Social

Inequalities, edited by T. D. Price and G. M. Feinman, pp. 15–86. Plenum Press, New York.

2001 Fabulous Feasts. A Prolegomenon to the Importance of Feasting. In Feasts. Archaeological and

Ethnographic Perspectives on Food, Politics, and Power, edited by M. Dietler and B. Hayden, pp.

23–64. Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington.

Hockett, B. S.

1998 Sociopolitical Meaning of Faunal Remains from Baker Village. American Antiquity 63(2):289–302.

Jackson, H. E., and S. L. Scott

1995 The Faunal Record of the Southeastern Elite: The Implications of Economy, Social Relations, and

Ideology. Southeastern Archaeology 14(2):103–119.

2003 Patterns of Elite Faunal Utilization at Moundville, Alabama. American Antiquity 68(3):552–572.

Johnson, M.

1999 Archaeological Theory. An Introduction. Blackwell Publishing, Oxford.

DESIRABLE MEAT 19



Johnson, A. W., and T. K. Earle

2000 The Evolution of Human Societies: From Foraging Group to Agrarian State. Stanford University

Press, Stanford.

Jones O’Day, S., W. Van Neer and A. Ervynck (editors)

2004 Behaviour Behind Bones: the Zooarchaeology of Ritual, Religion, Status and Identity. Oxbow,

Oxford.

Judd, N. M.

1954 The Material Culture of Pueblo Bonito. Smithsonian Miscellaneous Collections 124, Washington,

DC.

Judge, W. J., and J. M. Malville

2004 Calendrical Knowledge and Ritual Power. In Chimney Rock. The Ultimate Outlier, edited by J. M.

Malville, pp. 151–162. Lexington Books, Oxford.

Kelly, L. S.

2001 A Case of Ritual Feasting at the Cahokia Site. In Feasts. Archaeological and Ethnographic

Perspectives on Food, Politics, and Power, edited by M. Dietler and B. Hayden, pp. 334–367.

Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington.

Ladd, E. J.

1963 Zuni Ethno-Ornithology. MA Thesis. University of New Mexico, Albuquerque.

Lange, C. H.

1950 Notes on the Use of Turkeys by Pueblo Indians. El Palacio 57(7):204–210.

Lightfoot, R. R.

1994 The Duckfoot Site. Volume 1 and 2. Archaeology of the House and Household. Crow Canyon

Archaeological Center (Occasional Paper No. 4), Cortez.

Lipe, William D.

1999 National Register of Historic Places Registration Form for Albert Porter Pueblo (5MTI23).

Submitted on Behalf of the Crow Canyon Archaeological Center. Colorado Historical Society,

Denver.

Lipe, W. D., and M. D. Varien

1999 Pueblo III (A.D. 1150–1300). In Colorado Prehistory: A Context for the Southern Colorado River

Basin, edited by W. D. Lipe, M. D. Varien, and R. H. Wilshusen, pp. 290–352. Colorado Council

of Professional Archaeologists, Denver.

Lyman, R. L.

1994 Vertebrate Taphonomy. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

McGuire, R. H.

2011 Rethinking Social Power and Inequality in the Aboriginal Southwest/Northwest. In Movement,

Connectivity and Landscape Change in the Ancient Southwest, edited by M. C. Nelson and C.

Strawhacker, pp. 57–73. University Press of Colorado, Boulder.

Mills, B. J.

2002 Recent Research on Chaco: Changing Views on Economy, Ritual, and Society. Journal of

Archaeological Research 10(1):65–117.

2004 Key Debates in Chacoan Archaeology. In In Search of Chaco. New Approaches to an Archaeological

Enigma, edited by D. G. Noble, pp. 123–130. School of American Research Press, Santa Fe.

Mintz, S. W., and C. M. Du Bois

2002 The Anthropology of Food and Eating. Annual Review of Anthropology 31:99–119.

Mueller, J. L.

2006 Ritual, Feasting and Trajectories to Social Power in a Southern Chacoan Great House Community.

MA Thesis. Washington State University, Pullman.

Muir, R. J., and J. C. Driver

2002 Scale of Analysis and Zooarchaeological Interpretation: Pueblo III Faunal Variation in the Northern

San Juan Region. Journal of Anthropological Archaeology 21:165–199.

20 SHAW BADENHORST ET AL.



2004 Identifying Ritual Use of Animals in the Northern American Southwest. In Behaviour Behind Bones:

the Zooarchaeology of Ritual, Religion, Status and Identity, edited by S. Jones O’Day, W. Van Neer

and A. Ervynck, pp. 128–143. Oxbow, Oxford.

Munro, N. D.

1994 An Investigation of Anasazi Turkey Production in Southwestern Colorado. MAThesis. Simon Fraser

University, Burnaby.

2006 The Role of the Turkey in the Southwest. In Environment, Origins and Population, edited by D.

Ubelaker, S. D. Stanford, B. Smith and E. J. E. Szathmary, pp. 463–470. Handbook of North

American Indians: Volume 3. Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, DC.

Neitzel, J. E.

1989 The Chacoan Regional System: Interpreting the Evidence for Sociopolitical Complexity. In The

Sociopolitical Structure of Prehistoric Southwestern Societies, edited by S. Upham, pp. 509–556.

Westview Press, Boulder.

Pauketat, T. R., L. S. Kelly, G. J. Fritz, N. H. Lopinot, S. Elias, and E. Hargrave

2002 The Residues of Feasting and Public Ritual at Early Cahokia. American Antiquity 67:257–279.

Pippen, L. C.

1987 The Prehistory and Paleoecology of Guadalupe Ruin, New Mexico. University of Utah

Anthropological Papers No. 12. University of Utah Press, Salt Lake City.

Plog, S.

1995 Equality and Hierarchy. Holistic Approaches to Understanding Social Dynamics in the Pueblo

Southwest. In Foundations of Social Inequality, edited by T. D. Price and G. M. Feinman, pp.

189–206. Plenum Press, New York.

Potter, J. M.

1997 Communal Ritual and Faunal Remains: An Example from the Dolores Anasazi. Journal of Field

Archaeology 24(3):353–364.

2000 Ritual, Power, and Social Differentiation in Small-Scale Societies. In Hierarchies in Action: Cui

Bono?, edited by M. W. Diehl, pp. 295–316. Center for Archaeological Investigations, Occasional

Paper No. 27. Southern Illinois University, Carbondale.

Powers, R. P., W. D. Gillespie, and S. H. Lekson

1983 The Outlier Survey: A Regional View of Settlement in the San Juan Basin. Reports of the Chaco

Center No. 3. National Park Service, Albuquerque.

Prudden, T. M.

1903 The Prehistoric Ruins of the San Juan Watershed in Utah, Arizona, Colorado, and New Mexico.

American Anthropologist 5(2):224–288.

Rapoport, A.

1969 House Form and Culture. Prentice-Hall Inc., Englewood Cliffs.

Rawlings, T. A., and J. C. Driver

2008 Food Production and Gender Relations in the Prehistoric Northern San Juan Region. In Celebrating

Jane Holden Kelley and her Work, edited by M. F. Kemrer, pp. 137–156. New Mexico

Archaeological Council Special Publication No. 5, Albuquerque.

2010 Paleodiet of Domestic Turkey, Shields Pueblo (5MT3807), Colorado: Isotopic Analysis and Its

Implications for Care of a Household Domesticate. Journal of Archaeological Science 37:2433–

2441.

Renfrew, C.

2001 Production and Consumption in a Sacred Economy: The Material Correlates of High Devotional

Expression at Chaco Canyon. American Antiquity 66(1):14–25.

2004 Chaco Canyon. A View from the Outside. In In Search of Chaco. New Approaches to an

Archaeological Enigma, edited by D. G. Noble, pp. 101–106. School of American Research Press,

Santa Fe.

DESIRABLE MEAT 21



Roler, K. L.

1999 The Chaco Phenomenon: A Faunal Perspective from the Peripheries. PhD Dissertation. Arizona State

University, Tempe.

Roler Durand, K.

2003 Function of Chaco-era great houses. Kiva 69(2):141–169.

Roler Durand, K., and S. R. Durand

2006 Variations in Economic and Ritual Fauna at Salmon Ruins. In Thirty-Five Years of Archaeological

Research at Salmon Ruins, New Mexico. Volume Three: Archaeobotanical Research and Other

Analytical Studies, edited by P. F. Reed, pp. 1079–1100. Center for Desert Archaeology and

Salmon Ruins Museum, Tucson and Bloomfield.

Russell, N.

2012 Social Zooarchaeology: Humans and Animals in Prehistory. Cambridge University Press,

Cambridge.

Ryan, S. C.

2008 Constructing Community and Transforming Identity at Albert Porter Pueblo. In The Social

Construction of Communities: Studies of Agency, Structure, and Identity in the Southwestern

U.S., edited by M. Varien and J. Potter, pp. 69–86. Altamira Press, Walnut Creek.

2010 The Occupational History of Albert Porter Pueblo During the A.D. 1130–1180 drought. Kiva 75

(3):303–325.

2015 (editor) The Archaeology of Albert Porter Pueblo (Site 5MT123): Excavations at a Great House

Community Center in Southwestern Colorado. Electronic Document, www.crowcanyon.org/

albertporter, accessed July 24, 2018.

Sebastian, L.

2004 Understanding Chacoan Society. In In Search of Chaco. New Approaches to an Archaeological

Enigma, edited by D. G. Noble, pp. 93–99. School of American Research Press, Santa Fe.

Spielmann, K. A., and E. A. Angstadt-Leto

1996 Hunting, Gathering, and Health in the Prehistoric Southwest. In Evolving Complexity and

Environmental Risk in the Prehistoric Southwest, edited by J. A. Tainter and B. B. Tainter, pp. 79–

106. Addison-Wesley, Reading.

Szuter, C. R.

1991 Hunting by Prehistoric Horticulturalists in the American Southwest. Garland Publishing, New York.

Szuter, C. R., and F. E. Bayham

1989 Sedentism and Prehistoric Animal Procurement among Desert Horticulturalists of the North

American Southwest. In Farmers as Hunters. The Implications of Sedentism, edited by S. Kent, pp.

80–95. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Twiss, K. C.

2012 The Archaeology of Food and Social diversity. Journal of Archaeological Research 20:357–395.

2015 Methodological and Definitional Issues in the Archaeology of Food. In Commensality: From

Everyday Food to Feast, edited by S. Kerner, C. Chou and M. Warmind, pp. 89–98. Bloomsbury,

London.

Van Dyke, R. M.

1999 The Chaco Connection: Evaluating Bonito-Style Architecture in Outlier Communities. Journal of

Anthropological Archaeology 18:471–506.

2008 Sacred Landscapes: The Chaco-Totah Connection. In Chaco’s Northern Prodigies: Salmon, Aztec,

and the Ascendancy of the Middle San Juan Region after A.D. 1100, edited by P. F. Reed, pp.

334–348. The University of Utah Press, Salt Lake City.

Varien, M. D.

1999 Sedentism and Mobility in a Social Landscape: Mesa Verde and Beyond. University of Arizona Press,

Tucson.

22 SHAW BADENHORST ET AL.

http://www.crowcanyon.org/albertporter
http://www.crowcanyon.org/albertporter


Varien, M., and S. G. Ortman

2005 Accumulations Research in the Southwest United States: Middle-Range Theory for Big-Picture

Problems. World Archaeology 37(1):132–155.

Varien, M., and J. M. Potter

1997 Unpacking the Discard Equation: Simulating the Accumulation of Artifacts in the Archaeological

Record. American Antiquity 62(2):194–213.

Varien, M. D., and I. Thompson

1996 Communities through Time: Cooperation, Conflict, and Migration. Draft Manuscript on File, Crow

Canyon Archaeological Center, Cortez.

Varien, M. D., W. D. Lipe, M. A. Adler, I. M. Thompson, and B. A. Bradley

1996 Southwestern Colorado and Southeastern Utah Settlement Patterns, A.D. 1100–1300. In The

Prehistoric Pueblo World, A.D. 1150–1350, edited by M. A. Adler, pp. 86–113. University of

Arizona Press, Tucson.

Vivian, R. G., and B. Hilpert

2002 The Chaco Handbook: an Encyclopaedic Guide. University of Utah Press, Salt Lake City.

Vivian, R. G., and T. W. Matthews

1965 Kin Kletso: A Pueblo III Community in Chaco Canyon. New Mexico Technical Series 6(1).

Southwestern Monuments Association, Globe.

Wilcox, D. R.

2004 The Evolution of the Chacoan Polity. In Chimney Rock. The Ultimate Outlier, edited by J. M.

Malville, pp. 163–200. Lexington Books, Oxford.

Wills, W. H., and P. L. Crown

2004 Commensal Politics in the Prehispanic Southwest. An Introductory Review. In Identity, Feasting, and

the Archaeology of the Greater Southwest, edited by B. J. Mills, pp. 153–172. University Press of

Colorado, Boulder.

Wilshusen, R. H., and R. Van Dyke

2006 Chaco’s Beginnings. In The Archaeology of Chaco Canyon: An Eleventh-Century Pueblo Regional

Center, edited by S. H. Lekson, pp. 211–259. School of American Research, Santa Fe.

Windes, T. C.

2007 Gearing Up and Piling On: Early Great Houses in the Interior San Juan Basin. In The Architecture of

Chaco Canyon, New Mexico, edited by S. H. Lekson, pp. 45–92. University of Utah Press, Salt Lake

City.

Windes, Thomas C.

2015 Early Puebloan Occupations in the Chaco Region, Volume I: Excavations and Survey of

Basketmaker III and Pueblo I Sites, Chaco Canyon, New Mexico. Arizona State Museum

Archaeological Series 210. University of Arizona, Tucson.

Windes, T. C., and D. Ford

1992 The Nature of the Early Bonito Phase. In Anasazi Regional Organization and the Chaco System,

edited by D. Doyel, pp. 75–86. Maxwell Museum of Anthropology, Anthropological Paper No. 5,

University of New Mexico Press, Albuquerque.

DESIRABLE MEAT 23


	Acknowledgments
	References

