
 

 

 

 

 

 

A PRELIMINARY TYPOLOGY OF AZTEC FORMAL CHIPPED STONE TOOLS 

 

by 

Timothy J. Guyah 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A Thesis Submitted to the Faculty of  

The Dorothy F. Schmidt College of Arts and Letters  

in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the Degree of  

Master of Arts 

 

 

 

 

 

Florida Atlantic University 

Boca Raton, Florida 

May 2012 



 

ii 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright by Timothy J. Guyah 2012 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



A PRELIMINARY TYPOLOGY OF AZTEC FORMAL CHIPPED STONE TOOLS

by

Timothy J. Guyah

This thesis was prepared under the direction of the candidate's thesis advisor, Dr.
Clifford T. Brown, Department of Anthropology, and has been approved by the members
of his supervisory committee. It was submitted to the faculty of the Dorothy F. Schmidt
College of Arts and Letters and was accepted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for
the degree of Master ofArts.

SU~~SORY COMMlITEE:

~/i:J

~
Michael S. Harris, Ph.D.
Chair, Department of Anthropology

~s§.N~
Sandra L. Norman, Ph.D.

~~~
Heat er Coltman, DMA
Interim Dean, Dorothy F. Schmidt College of Arts and Letters

Dean, Graduate College

111



 

iv 

 

 

 

 

ACKNOWLEGDEMENTS  

 I truly appreciate the tireless efforts of my advisor Dr. Clifford Brown to 

challenge and help me through every step of graduate school.  Special thanks to Dr. 

Michael Harris and Dr. Sandra Norman, my committee members for their advice and 

mentorship.  Thank you to my good friends Raymond Gibson and Rachel Anderson for 

listening to my constant ramblings about the Aztecs, stone tools, and archaeology in 

general, I really appreciate your support.  Thank you Septimus Guyah, my father, for 

waking me up at 5:30 am, cooking me breakfast, and taking me to school for most of my 

childhood.  Thank you, Linda, my mother for making my favorite meals whenever I 

come back home from a long journey and showing me the importance of family, your 

actions will always be my definition of  selflessness.  Thank you, Sarah Guyah for 

supporting me in the most difficult portions of my life.   Thank you, Cheryl Guyah for 

showing me that no matter if everyone gives up on you; you never give up on yourself.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

v 

 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

Author:  Timothy J. Guyah 

Title: A Preliminary Typology of Aztec Formal Chipped Stone Tools 

Institution:  Florida Atlantic University 

Thesis Advisor: Dr. Clifford T. Brown  

Degree:  Master of Arts 

Year:   2012 

 

 This preliminary typology of Aztec formal chipped stone tools was created taking 

into account the context in which the lithics were recovered, their morphology, and 

manufacturing processes.  The typology defines six categories of stone tools: ornately 

decorated bifaces (this includes ceremonial lithic artifacts), projectile points, scrapers, 

perforators, denticulates, and other.  The thesis also includes an analysis of 10 previously 

unanalyzed Aztec lithic assemblages.  When taken together the typology and lithic 

analysis provide a summary description of the Aztec lithic industry.   

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

DEDICATION 

For the Aztec and those who study them,  

“Everything stated or expressed by man is a note in the margin of a completely 

erased text. From what's in the note we can extract the gist of what must have been in the 

text, but there's always a doubt, and the possible meanings are many.” —Bernardo Soares 

(Fernando Pessoa)    
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

The Aztecs are one of the great civilizations of the Americas, with a complex, 

highly differentiated socioeconomic structure; a tightly centralized but elaborate political 

organization; a sophisticated legal system; and an expansive foreign policy closely linked 

to a massive network of long-distance trade (Smith 1990). Although ethnohistorians have 

studied Aztec society extensively, Mesoamerican archaeologists have tended to neglect 

the Aztecs in favor of earlier cultures, e.g., Teotihuacán, or cultures judged to have more 

beautiful art and architecture, e.g., the Maya. The Aztecs merit far more study than they 

have typically received, not only because they were an unusually dynamic, and therefore 

an innately interesting society, but also because modern Mexican culture owes so much 

of its beauty to them.  

Smith (2004:21) expresses his frustrations with the fragmentary recordation of 

Aztec objects: “Aztec objects are scattered in museums throughout the world, and there 

are few catalogs or comprehensive studies of particular classes of objects.  This makes it 

difficult to find relevant comparative examples for my fragmentary artifacts, hindering 

efforts to interpret their forms, uses, and meanings.” Although Smith was specifically 

referring to Aztec art, the same statement can be made about Aztec artifacts in general 

and for the purposes of this thesis, the Aztec stone tool assemblage.  This preliminary 

analysis of Aztec formal chipped stone tools will contribute to the relatively small body 

of literature that documents this great Mesoamerican society.   
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Although several archaeologists have studied Aztec formal stone tools (García-

Cook 1982; Healan 1993; Hirth 2003; Parry 2001; Sheets 1977; Spence 1967), most 

scholars have chosen to focus on the highly refined obsidian prismatic blade industry. 

Obsidian blades constitute the vast majority of the Aztec lithic assemblages and an equal 

proportion of the published material. Publications on nonobsidian chipped stone tools are 

far and few between, leaving the role of the formal biface industry largely unexplored. 

Although attempts at creating typologies of formal chipped stone tools have been made, 

these endeavors have been limited, incomplete, and are now obsolete. For example, 

García-Cook conducted his research in the early 1960s; however, he did not publish it 

until decades later (1982). Similarly, the work of the Tehuacán project (MacNeish et al. 

1967) and Tolstoy’s review of central Mexican stone tools (1971) stem from research 

conducted in the early 1960s. García-Cook (1982) did include a standardized 

classification of types, but he focused on all Postclassic tools and did not postulate 

affiliations with any particular culture group. Naturally, a great deal of archaeological 

research on the Aztecs has occurred since the 1970s; yet, despite extensive research, I did 

not succeed in finding any adequate, up-to-date synthesis of the Aztec flake stone tool 

assemblage. Therefore, I synthesized published and unpublished data to create this 

preliminary typology.  

Incorporated into the typology is a collection of artifacts recovered by George 

Vaillant in the 1930s from Casas Reales, an Aztec palace located in Chiconautla, 

Mexico. Tolstoy (1971) described a projectile point type recovered from this palace and 

named it the Chiconautla point.  I had access to Vaillant’s unpublished excavation field 

notes and artifact drawings that document this point type.  Unfortunately, Vaillant 
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committed suicide before publishing the full results of his excavations.  Dr. Clifford T. 

Brown has also briefly studied these tools, which are housed at the American Museum of 

Natural History in New York.  Dr. Brown has shared his data with me.  This data 

combined with Vaillant's excavation notes allowed me to reconstruct the archaeological 

contexts of these artifacts and provide previously unpublished specimens of the 

Chiconautla point. 

Aiming to add more formal tools to the typology, I analyzed several assemblages 

of Aztec lithic material curated at the Florida Museum of Natural History, an important 

endeavor as these assemblages had been largely unanalyzed.  John Goggin recovered 

these materials from multiple areas within Central Mexico.  Although the total number of 

specimens from these locations was not large (numbering in the hundreds, not the 

thousands), Goggin had systematically collected the artifacts from well-known and 

historically significant sites. Long overdue, the analysis of these unreported materials has 

contributed to the significance of my research and to the relatively small body of 

literature on Aztec stone tools. Unfortunately, only one formal chipped stone tool was 

found, as the assemblages were mostly composed of obsidian prismatic blades. However, 

analyzing this material gave me the opportunity to formulate and test hypotheses on the 

Aztec prismatic blade industry – a practical and meaningful use of this unused 

archaeological material. I have included my raw data from these assemblages in the 

Appendix.  
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2. HISTORICAL OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND 

 

 The Aztecs were the dominant political and ethnic group in Mesoamerica during 

the Late Postclassic period. Militaristic and politically astute, they rapidly conquered a 

large tributary and commercial empire that included most of Central Mexico, and they 

even planted colonies as far away as Nicaragua and Panama. Their meteoric rise was only 

cut short when Hernán Cortés, with the support of indigenous allies, overthrew the 

imperial capital, Tenochtitlán. 

 In the popular imagination, the Aztecs are often remembered for the religious 

practice of human sacrifice. This image was carefully cultivated by their Spanish 

conquerors, who naturally had a vested political and legal interest in proving their own 

moral and religious superiority in order to be allowed maximum latitude in controlling 

and exploiting their former foes. Unfortunately, the unbalanced picture of the Aztecs as 

extremely sanguinary has tended to obscure their significant political, cultural, artistic, 

and intellectual accomplishments. 

 Aztec is the modern name popularly given to the politically dominant, Náhuatl-

speaking ethnic groups of the Late Postclassic period in Central Mexico. In fact, ‘Aztec’ 

is an ambiguous term often considered a misnomer by scholars because no ancient 

political or ethnic group actually called themselves ‘Aztecs.’ The term derives from the 

name Aztlán, the legendary homeland of the Mexica people, which was located 

somewhere in northern México or possibly in the southwestern United States. Sometimes 
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Aztec is used specifically to refer to the Mexica, as they called themselves, a nomadic 

people who migrated to the Basin of Mexico in the 13
th

 century and eventually evolved 

into the leading military and political force in Central Mexico. In other cases, the word 

Aztec is used more broadly to refer to the various members of the Triple Alliance, which 

in addition to the Mexica also included the Tepanecs of Tlacopan on the western side of 

the Valley and the Acolhua of Texcoco on the eastern side. These groups are often 

referred to as Chichimecs, a term for nomadic peoples from the great deserts of northern 

Mexico. Adding to the linguistic confusion, the same word, Chichimec, is used in some 

Colonial period historical chronicles for a specific people who migrated to the Basin of 

Mexico in this period. The name Aztec (Azteca in modern Mexico) has now become, 

however, the generic vernacular term for the Náhuatl-speaking Central Mexican peoples 

of the later pre-Hispanic period in Mexico. 

 When the Mexica, Chichimecs, and other migrants arrived in the Basin of 

Mexico, it was already settled by agricultural peoples living in small states that had 

flourished after the collapse of the Toltec empire. Some of those settlements had been 

occupied since the Classic period Teotihuacán occupation. The nomadic hunter-gatherers 

who migrated in from the northern deserts settled among these prosperous, sedentary 

agriculturalists. Over several generations, Aztec culture evolved into a unique blend of 

Mexica-Chichimec traits with the millennial traditions of the urban cultures of the Basin 

of Mexico, which even then stretched back at least two thousand years to the Olmec and 

Tlatilco. Propinquity, intermarriage, trade, and political alliances all contributed to the 

process of acculturation. 
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 When they arrived in the Basin of Mexico, the Mexica initially fought with 

several of the existing small states there. Eventually they settled on a marshy island in 

Lake Texcoco, in accordance with an augury of one of their gods who foretold that they 

would settle on an island in a lake where they saw an eagle perched on a nopal cactus. 

This was the site where they built Tenochtitlán, their eventual imperial capital. Through a 

combination of military prowess and political stratagems, the Mexica overthrew the 

established powers of the Valley and formed a coalition with the Tepenac of Tlacopan 

and the Acolhua of Texcoco to create the Triple Alliance, which was the foundation of 

the Aztec Empire. 

 ‘Empire’ is no misnomer, because the central government ruled over an array of 

kingdoms comprising varied ethnicities. Each of the three principal allies, the Mexica, 

Acolhua, and Tlapanec, not only ruled over a substantial territory composed of their own 

politically subordinate communities, but also participated in the conquest of new regions 

and shared in the spoils. The actual area controlled by the imperium was large. It 

extended from the Gulf Coast of Mexico to the Pacific Coast. On the east, it ran from 

northern Veracruz south to around Coatzacoalcos, while on the other coast it extended 

from western Guerrero to Oaxaca and also included an enclave in the Soconusco, on the 

coast of Chiapas. Within this broad area were several unconquered kingdoms, including 

most famously the Tlaxcalans, who became close allies of the Spanish, and the Mixtec 

kingdom of Tototepec in southern Oaxaca. Smith and Berdan (1992) believe that the 

Aztec empire consisted of at least two different kinds of provinces: tributary and 

strategic. Tributary provinces were typically located in the interior of the empire, shielded 

from the Aztec enemies. These provinces provided goods and services that sustained and 
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stimulated the Triple Alliance’s growth. In contrast, strategic provinces typically outlined 

the perimeter of the empire, protecting the Aztecs against enemy intrusion. The 

redistribution of tribute from the conquered kingdoms bought the loyalty of the Aztec 

ruling class and helped finance additional conquests. The empire included at least several 

million citizens, perhaps 10,000,000 or more, of which over a million probably lived in 

the Basin of Mexico itself. 

 When the Spanish arrived in 1519, the imperial capital of Tenochtitlán was home 

to probably 200,000 to 300,000 souls, making it larger than most contemporary European 

cities. The island city was laid out on a grid, with streets intersecting at right angles. 

Many of the streets ran along canals and much of the transportation was by canoe, 

evoking comparisons with Venice. City blocks were occupied with houses, some built of 

perishable materials, others built of adobe. Richer folk often lived in stone houses that 

sometimes had two stories. In the city center were royal palaces and a ceremonial 

precinct. The capital was not only an urban center but also included extensive raised 

fields (chinampas) carved out of the adjacent lake marshes that supplied food (and other 

agricultural products) to the inhabitants. The city was connected to the mainland by three 

major causeways running north, west, and south. The causeways each had a series of 

gaps designed to accommodate the flow of canoe traffic. The gaps were spanned by 

removable wooden bridges, so that when the spans were removed the gaps acted as moats 

for defense. 

Aztec religion embodied an extremely complex worldview. Religion justified the 

social order, explained nature and the cosmos, offered protection and comfort, and 

supplied a mythical history of human origins. The Aztecs worshipped a large pantheon of 
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gods through a multiplicity of ceremonies, both public and private. Many gods possessed 

multiple avatars, often four, each associated with a cardinal direction and color. Among 

the most noteworthy are the primordial creator deities, Ometecutli and Omecihuatl, the 

Lord and Lady of Duality; Quetzalcoatl, the Plumed Serpent, Promethean ally of 

mankind; youthful Tezcatlipoca, the all-seeing ‘Smoking Mirror;’ Huitzilopochtli, god of 

war; Tlaloc, the rain god, and his wife Chalchiuhtlicue, ‘Jade-is-her-Skirt;’ Tonatiuh, the 

Sun God; Coatlicue, the earth mother; and Xipe Totec, the flayed one, god of Spring, 

fertility and renewal. The gods were celebrated in a large number and wide variety of 

rites and ceremonies, usually accompanied by priestly intercession. Priests were as 

numerous and as diverse as the pantheon itself. The priesthood, which included both men 

and women, was organized in a hierarchy and included a wide array of duties. Most 

priests were dedicated to one deity or another. Priests trained from a young age in 

schools, the calmecac. Aztec city-states would dedicate a temple to their founding deity, 

a sign that religion also played a role in the Aztec political and social organization.   

 Aztec society was certainly complex, being socially stratified and economically 

diversified. At the apex of the social pyramid, of course, were the rulers, a small group of 

kings, provincial lords, and close relatives. Below them, there was a class of hereditary 

nobility, within which fine distinctions of rank were calculated. The bulk of the 

population was composed of commoners, freemen who cultivated their traditional lands 

and paid tax to the lords and rulers. The general population was organized into calpulli, a 

type of loosely organized territorial clan (see below). Beneath the commoners on the 

social ladder was a class of serfs or bondsmen followed by slaves. While rigid, the Aztec 

class system was not completely ossified: some social mobility was possible.  
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 The calpulli was the main Aztec unit of social and economic organization. Its 

structure and composition are difficult to reconstruct from existing historical and legal 

documentation and have therefore been debated by ethnohistorians and anthropologists. 

Although some calpulli may have been defined by social class, economic status, or trade, 

most calpulli were evidently localized kinship groups composed of households loosely 

related by descent from common ancestors. Calpulli were localized, that is, formed of 

adjacent households, so that they formed wards or districts within Aztec cities and towns. 

Each had its own ceremonial district, temple and god, school, and administrative 

building. Calpulli were corporate groups, meaning that they acted as economic units in 

some matters, such as land tenure or usufruct, inheritance, and taxation. Most seem to 

have held land in common and doled out parcels for use to its members, who enjoyed use 

rights but could not sell or alienate the property. Some calpulli, however, may have been 

defined by particular crafts or trades, such as goldsmithing or featherworking. Calpulli 

were administered by leaders who were at least nominally elected, although the position 

of headman often stayed in the same family. He was seconded by a council of elders. The 

calpulli was also a unit of government administration. The calpulli maintained a census 

of its members, maps of their lands, and provided tribute (in goods or services) as a unit. 

The role of the calpulli as a social and economic structure diminished and eventually 

disappeared under Spanish rule because of changes in law and policy imposed by the 

conquerors. 

Commerce and trade was intimately intertwined with the Aztec military and 

political expansion.  Refusal to trade was often a pretext for military conquest. The long-

distance merchants, called the pochteca, were  highly specialized and formed an 
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important and exclusive social group. Pochteca often entered enemy territory as spies. 

Both Tenochtitlán and its smaller twin, Tlatelolco, had major marketplaces with an 

extraordinary variety of goods for sale. Markets were carefully organized by type of 

product and were extensively regulated. Taxes were assessed, prices were sometimes 

regulated, and disputes were adjudicated by judges. Most towns had markets and, as in 

medieval Europe, market days rotated among groups of communities. Cacao beans were 

employed as currency, but most transactions involved barter. Market exchange and 

economic surpluses often correlates with occupational specialization.  

Many Aztecs practiced specialized occupations; not everyone dedicated 

themselves to agriculture. Besides rulers and farmers, there were warriors, priests, 

featherworkers, goldsmiths, silversmiths, painters, potters, lapidaries, and merchants, 

among many other artisans and professionals.  Perhaps one of the most significant 

examples of the Aztec’s organizational complexities is its development of a certain 

occupational groups like guilds. Formed by members practicing the same craft, guilds are 

occupational organizations created to control the quality of its products and treatment of 

its members. Occupational specialization often correlates with economic surpluses, 

meaning the basic subsistence needs of a majority of the citizenry are economically met 

through the exchange of money, goods or labor. This economic exchange enables the 

development of non-food procuring occupations. Berdan in “The Aztecs of Central 

Mexico: An Imperial Society” (2005:35) explains how this surplus food procurement 

contributed to Aztec occupational specialization:  

The intensiveness and variation in food production had two major consequences 

in Mesoamerica. First, it stimulated specialization in all areas of food production 

from chili peppers or flowers to fishing or fowling…Second, the intensive and 
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highly diversified systems of food production yielded sufficient surpluses to 

release many people entirely from food-getting enterprise. These persons 

channeled their energies and skills into craft production, trade, political 

administration, military duty, religious services, or a multitude of professional 

occupations. 

The professional occupations not associated with food procurement would later be 

organized into trade groups (and perhaps calpullis).  Some guilds even formed separate 

neighborhoods within Texcoco or Tenochtitlán, which may have made them almost 

indistinguishable from callpullis. Guilds and calipullis most likely had an intricate 

relationship.  Below Berdan (2005) explains the Aztecs highly organized and stratified 

guild system: 

Craft manufacture was highly specialized in central Mexico, being concentrated 

in the major urban centers. This specialization must have been on a grand scale, 

for entire residential sections of Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco. Texcoco and other Basin 

of Mexico cities were populated by full-time artisans and merchants. In less 

urbanized areas, craft specialization was less intensive. Texcoco, for example, 

distinguished more than thirty occupations, each relegated to its own residential 

section of the city…. Members of these Aztec craft guilds were set apart from the 

rest of Aztec society by virtue of their separate residence, control over 

membership, internal control over education and ranking, distinct ethic origins, 

commitments to particular patron deities and religious ceremonies, and special 

relations with the state [31]. 

Based on the Aztecs’ tightly governed, regulated and bureaucratic organization, it is 

conceivable that lithic manufacture followed a hierarchy possibly based on several 

attributes including: kinship, geographic location, skill, material worked, etc. Indeed, 

several different kinds of lithic workshops are found in the Aztec archaeological record. 

Several researchers have taken this data to reconstruct the complex relationship between 

social organization and lithic manufacture.  

Comprehending the Aztec lithic industry is a necessary precursor to creating a 

typology of Aztec stone tools.  Furthermore, information on the obsidian blade industry is 
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needed to understand and interpret the second portion of this thesis, which includes the 

analysis of lithic assemblages from the Distrito Federal and the State of Pueblo, Mexico 

Charlton et al. (1991:103-105) describes the core-blade and biface workshops as separate 

from lapidary workshops within the Aztec city-state of Otumba. They describe lapidary 

workshops as using a variety of raw materials including obsidian, chert, chalcedony, 

turquoise, and rock crystal. The Aztecs created “unique complex tools, blanks, and 

partially completed products such as ear spools and labrets” (103). These lapidary 

workshops seem to be associated with non-cutting ground and polished implements (i.e., 

lip plugs, beads, and sequins). However, Charlton and his colleagues discovered a few 

chert and obsidian projectile points as well. Based on the refuse, they hypothesized that 

these household-based workshops formed a local geographic area or ward. This could 

have been a lapidary calpulli, as lapidary calpullis were typically located within the 

cities, while core-blade and biface workshops were situated closer to raw material 

sources found outside the city perimeter. The Postclassic lithic industry of Otumba 

provides a glimpse into the organization, manufacture, and distribution of Aztec chipped 

stone tools.   

During the late Postclassic period, Otumba was a major obsidian source in the 

Valley of Mexico. Otumba’s lithic industries consisted of satellite core-blade and biface 

workshops outside the city, predominantly near raw material source areas. Workshops 

displayed a core-periphery relationship with the city and its lapidary calpullis, supplying 

them with finished blades for household consumption and exhausted blades cores as 

perforators. Parry (2001) summarizes the relationship between obsidian manufacture and 

consumption: 



 

13 

 

In both the Otumba and Tepeapulco city-states, obsidian was extracted 

from local sources (Otumba and Paredón) and processed at rural sites 

within 10 km of the sources. At these rural sites, raw chunks of obsidian 

were shaped into macroblades and bifaces, which were then exported to 

city state’s center and to more distant locations beyond the boundaries of 

the city-state. The same seems to hold true at the Pachuca source area, 

where macrocores (and probably also large polyhedral cores), as well as 

bifaces, were manufactured in very large quantities and exported [109].  

 

Parry reiterates the core-periphery relationship between production source 

workshops and lapidaries within cities:  

Within the city-state centers, macrocores (mostly of green obsidian) were 

reduced to prismatic blades. Large quantities of blades were produced by 

craft specialists working at a few restricted locations within the city-state 

centers. The finished blades were then distributed to consuming 

households within the urban center of the city-state, as well as to rural 

dependencies. [109]. 

 

Norris (2002:310-316) also shows a similar pattern of obsidian prismatic blade 

distribution, production, and usage in Yautepec, Morelos, during the middle Postclassic.  

However, unlike Parry she found that the majority of Yautepec lithic were made in 

household based workshops, which is similar to Charlton’s et al.’s (1991) findings at 

Otumba. It is therefore understood that both household based and city-state center 

workshops were present in the Aztec empire.  

Even though the Yautepec kept the same pattern of lithic organizaton and was a 

part of the region’s Postclassic world system prior to Aztec conquest their production 

increased with Aztec control.  This increase in production was possibly due to amplified 

access to resources and markets.  This indicates that the Aztec lithic industry may show 

impacts from Aztec conquest and expansion.   

Despite the extensive research and knowledge of obsidian prismatic blades’ role 

within Aztec society, the role of other formal stone tools produced in the same or similar 
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workshops is still unclear. Making a distinction between the prismatic blade industry and 

the formal nonprismatic blade industry is difficult. For example, Pastrana and Hirth 

(2003:197-207) describe lithic workshops from the Sierra de las Navajas, Hidalgo where 

projectile points were manufactured on obsidian prismatic blades. By using the prismatic 

blades’ process of manufacture, distribution, and use as a guideline, we may be able to 

uncover similarities (and differences) between the two industries.  While Pastrana and 

Hirth have shown that projectile points were manufactured on obsidian prismatic blades, 

non-obsidian raw materials were also used to manufacture projectile points. Together, 

these constitute the Aztec formal chipped stone tool industry. Understanding the blade 

industries role in manufacturing formal chipped stone tools may indirectly contribute to 

our understanding of the non-blade derived stone tool assemblage. For example, the 

Chiconautla points recovered by Vaillant were constructed on cryptocrystalline flakes, 

which shows that the Aztecs had formal chipped stone tool types that did not involve 

obsidian or prismatic blades.   

John Goggin’s Excavations in Central Mexico 

John Goggin was mostly interested in historical archaeology and therefore 

selected sites for investigation that had prominent Colonial period occupations; however, 

most of these places naturally had major Aztec occupations as well. Therefore, many 

collections also include Aztec materials. Goggin only surface collected at most of the 

sites, but at two sites (Culhuacán and Huejotzingo) he also carried out stratigraphic 

excavations. He focused on recovering Spanish majolica (a type of Spanish tin-glazed 

ceramic).  Because of his untimely death, a large amount of the indigenous material went 

unanalyzed. I have analyzed the lithic artifacts from Goggin's Central Mexican 
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collections, and hope the results will contribute to Central Mexican archaeology. The 

sites are divided into the “Distrito Federal” group and the “Puebla” group in reference to 

their locations.  

 Distrito Federal. In 1951, Goggin investigated 10 sites in the Distrito Federal, 

Mexico. Four of the 10 collected assemblages (D.F. 7, D.F. 8, D.F.9, and D.F. 10) 

contained lithic material.  The locations of D.F. 9 (Aztec mound) and D.F. 10 (unnamed 

site) are unknown and their assemblages number less than 12 artifacts apiece. These 

artifacts are undiagnostic specimens of obsidian blades, flakes, cores and shatter. D.F. 8 

was located in Churubusco, Mexico, in the famous monastery founded by the 

Dominicans; Goggin conducted a surface collection that yielded only four pieces of 

undiagnostic lithic artifacts; no stratigraphic excavation was undertaken (Goggin 

1968:53). Despite their small size, these collections, at the very least, show  occupation. 

That itself is valuable knowledge. However, due to the assemblages’ small volume 

coupled with a lack of diagnostic artifacts it is doubtful that they can substantially add to 

our understanding of the region’s prehistory.  Therefore, I will not be addressing them 

any further in this thesis, though I did include their raw data in the Appendix. 

Fortunately, D.F. 7 (Culhuacán) was stratigraphically excavated and contained 96 pieces 

of provenienced lithic material. Below is a brief history of Culhuacán and the site (San 

Juan Evangelista), Goggin excavated.   

 Culhuacán Background. Culhuacán was an important pre-Columbian area located 

in the valley of Mexico. Two well-known cultures occupied it, the Aztec and the Toltec. 

The Toltec civilization predates the Aztecs, reaching its zenith between 1000 CE and 

1200 CE. The Aztec empire followed and grew to prominence from 1428 to 1529 CE 
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(Davies 1980:18-20). Cline (1986) notes that Culhuacán had a rich prehistoric past prior 

to the Aztecs’ arrival. With its proximity and access to fresh water and food resources 

Culhuacán is an ideal area for settlement. As such it has been continuously occupied by 

throughout history, and today it forms as part of Mexico City. 

 Culhuacán was located near the western end of the Ixtapalapa peninsula that 

divided Lake Texcoco from Lake Xochimilco.  The town was built on the shores of the 

great lake (Blanton 1972). The area today lies within the sprawling megalopolis of the 

Mexican capital, in a neighborhood called Iztapalapa. A few hundred meters east of the 

ancient town rises the Cerro de la Estrella (“Hill of the Star”). This small hill, today a 

park, contains the remains of a ceremonial center where the Aztec priests practiced part 

of the New Fire Ceremonies at the end of each 52 year calendar cycle.  Culhuacán figures 

prominently in the historical chronicles of the Aztecs, codified in the Colonial period, 

according to which a group of Toltecs built their first capital on the Cerro de la Estrella, 

perhaps in the ninth or tenth century under the rule of Mixcoatl (Townsend 2009:44). The 

king Topiltzin (Quetzalcoatl) later moved the capital to Tula. After its fall, Culhuacán 

remained occupied. Their Toltec ancestry conferred great prestige upon the Colhua, who 

forged one of the dominant city states in the Valley of Mexico before being subjugated 

by the Mexica. The Culhua dominated the first Mexica migrants who arrived in the 

Valley of Mexico, first defeating them and later co-opting their labor as mercenaries. The 

Mexica and the Culhua began to intermarry, but the Culhua attacked and dispersed the 

Mexica after they sacrificed one of the daughters of Achitometl, a Culhua ruler. Despite 

persistent tensions, though, the Mexica later asked Acamapichtli, a Culhua ruler, to serve 

as a ruler of early Tenochtitlán, and he agreed.  
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 In the 1960s, Eduardo Noguera, the late doyen of Mexican archaeological 

ceramics, conducted excavations at several Aztecs sites to refine the Aztec ceramic 

sequence, with the ultimate goal of correlating the archaeological chronology with 

historical events. One of the excavations was carried out at Culhuacán, presumably with 

the expectation of observing and describing the Toltec to Aztec transition. He did not find 

any evidence of a Toltec occupation at Culhuacán, at least in the one pit he dug, but he 

noted that early Aztec ceramics, Aztec I, did predominate throughout the stratigraphic 

column, with a lesser concentration of Aztec II types. He also observed that early Toltec 

ceramics (Coyotlatelco and Mazapan) were common on the slopes of Cerro de la Estrella, 

which apparently was the location of the initial Toltec settlement, lending support to the 

native histories (Noguera 1970).  

 Noguera did not say exactly where his Culhuacán test pit was located, only that it 

was “southwest of Cerro de la Estrella” (1970:204). Interestingly, the stratigraphy that he 

describes is generally similar to that of Goggin’s earlier test pit, described below. Neither 

archaeologist has left us with anything resembling a detailed soil description (much less 

drawings, photographs, Munsell color readings, or textural descriptions), but both 

mention a stratified sequence of dark colored, humid soils intercalated with one or more 

clayey layers. Both excavators also stopped at a similar depth, Goggin because he struck 

a stratum of solid clay, Noguera because he reached the water table. 

 John Goggin excavated at Culhuacán as part of an innovative program of 

investigation of Spanish Colonial sites. Goggin was one of the great pioneers of historical 

archaeology in Spanish America, and he dedicated much of a short, unfortunately 

truncated career to the study of Iberoamerican ceramics, most famously the Spanish olive 
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jar  and Spanish majolica, the generic term for tin-glazed earthenware (Goggin: 1968). At 

Culhuacán, he excavated in the ruins of the Ex-convento de San Juan Evangelista in the 

hope of recovering stratified samples of historic pottery associated with the Colonial 

occupation of the monastery.  

 The monastery is found a few hundred meters southwest of the Cerro de la 

Estrella. Its modern address is 10 Morelos St., Culhuacán, Iztapalapa D.F., 09800 

(Latitude 19.339917° N, Longitude 99.107252° W). It is prominently marked on modern 

maps and is easily visible on satellite imagery, such as that which appears on Google 

Maps or Google Earth. The remains of the convent have been restored by the Instituto 

Nacional de Antropología e Historia (INAH), the federal government agency in Mexico 

which is responsible for archaeology and historic preservation. The convent is a major 

historic monument because it boasts significant sixteenth religious century architecture as 

well as the remains of rare early Colonial period mural paintings, apparently executed by 

tlacuilos, the native master painters. A historical museum and community center occupy 

the site today, which is administered by the National Institute and is open to the public.   

 In Aztec times, there was a spring and pond at the site where Tlaloc, the rain god, 

was venerated. Offerings were cast into the spring to propitiate the gods associated with 

agriculture and fertility. The spring helped feed a canal that connected Culhuacán to 

Chalco and Xochimilco and the chinampas there. This canal ran generally north passing 

along the west side of the modern property. A quay or dock for embarkation on the canal 

was built by the Aztecs and continued in use well into Colonial times. According to local 

legend, it was at this site that the Sirena (mermaid) of Culhuacán, patron of the 

washerwomen, would appear to meet the Charro Negro of Coyoacán, who arrived in a 
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whirlpool formed when the water of the great lake rose and flooded the canals. The main 

canal that ran past the convent was filled in long ago and the spring has dried up.  

Goggin’s Sites in Puebla 

 In 1951, John Goggin surface collected artifacts from nine sites located in the 

state of Puebla, Mexico. Five of these assemblages contained lithic material (Puebla 2 

[Huejotzingo], Puebla 3 [Cholula “Cornfields”], Puebla 6 [Convent de San Francisco at 

Tepeaca], Puebla 9 [Unprovienanced], Puebla 12 [Capilla Real, Cholula]). Of these five 

collections, three (Puebla 6, 9, and 12) contained less than eight artifacts apiece, with no 

diagnostic artifacts. Due to these assemblages’ small volume coupled with a lack of 

diagnostic artifacts it is doubtful that they can substantially add to our understanding of 

the region’s prehistory.  Therefore, I will not be addressing them any further in this 

thesis. However, I did include their raw data in the Appendix. Cholula (Puebla 3) 

contained 21pieces of lithic material including one black obsidian biface. The remaining 

site, Huejotzingo (Puebla 2) contained 307 pieces of lithics with no diagnostic artifacts.  

 Cholula “Cornfields” (Puebla 3). According to Goggin, these artifacts were 

collected in the “cornfields just east of the town of Cholula and northeast of the famous 

pyramid” (Goggin 1968:54). The Great Pyramid of Cholula was built and utilized in 

stages beginning in the early Terminal Formative period. McCafferty (1996:1) describes 

the Great Pyramid as having numerous cultural occupations including modifications with 

stylistic similarities with Teotihuacán, El Tajín, Olmeca-Xicallanca, and Tolteca-

Chichimeca. The obsidian biface recovered by Goggin appears to be a “Triangular point” 

and is illustrated in the Appendix.  Triangular points pre-date the Aztecs in Mesoamerica 

by approximately 1400 years. Since the assemblage was very small with no additional 
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diagnostic artifacts, I will not be addressing it any further. However the raw data is 

presented in the Appendix.   

 Convento de San Miguel de Huejotzingo. Goggin’s excavation at Huejotzingo 

(Puebla 2) contained approximately 307 pieces of unanalyzed lithic material, 

unfortunately only 12 pieces were labeled according to level. The artifacts were 

uncovered in the Convento de San Miguel located in Huejotzingo. The convento lies just 

a few miles west of Cholula in one of the most highly populated and fertile areas of the 

Puebla, past and present. This convento was built in the 16
th

 century to serve over 8000 

indigenous peoples. Even though Goggin was mostly interested in Spanish majolica, he 

identified the indigenous ceramics of this collection. The Indigenous ceramic types 

identified by Goggin are plain I, plain II, miscellaneous plain, polished redware, pebble-

inlaid ware, black on red, thin orange, Cholula polychrome, and Aztec black on orange. 

Goggin’s also included the corresponding amounts of indigenous ware types for each 

level (Goggin 1968:54, 94-98). The types Goggin identified range from the Classic 

Teotihuacan period (approximately 100 to 700 CE) to post-Contact. I do not know if the 

lithic artifacts belonged to the Aztec, an earlier culture, or a combination of both because 

the stratigraphic integrity of the lithic material was not maintained, so this information is 

lost. The analysis of the lithic materials from Culhuacán and Huejotzingo coupled with 

the typology is an attempt to provide an overview of the Aztec lithic industry. 

Chiconautla   

Located on the eastern edge of Lake Texcoco, Chiconautla was one of 50 altepetls 

that constituted the Aztec core. It was situated in the Acolhua region and therefore 

governed by the Triple Alliance capital of Texcoco. In 1935, George Vaillant excavated 
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an Aztec palace located in Chiconautla. The ruins of the palace are locally known as 

Casas Reales, which roughly translates to “noble residence”. Elson (1999) uses Vaillant’s 

field tabulations of the ceramics to date the site to the early and late Aztec periods.   

 The high social status of the Casas Reales inhabitants is inferred from the 

splendor of the palace, information that may prove useful in interpreting the assemblage. 

Based on its building materials, architectural form, and decorative features, Vaillant 

diagnosed the palace as belonging to a tlatoani, or ruler of a region or community (Elson 

1999:152-158). Evans’ (1985) analysis of the structure’s pictorial depictions also 

indicates a similarity to elite residence. Furthermore, the presence of stone fireplaces, 

sweat baths, and mud or plaster-covered granaries support Vaillant’s diagnosis.  The 

projectile points recovered from this palace are highly important because they come from 

well documented contexts unquestionably associated with the Aztec. Furthermore, the 

points are associated with an Aztec palace, which with further study may prove 

significant.   

 A large barrier to our understanding of the formal chipped stone industry has been 

the absence of a complete description of what exactly constitutes Aztec formal chipped 

stone tools.  This preliminary typology helps to break this barrier by identifying, defining, 

describing, and classifying these artifacts. The typology may help us understand whether 

formal chipped stone tool types were standardized throughout Aztec society, or differed 

regionally. Alternately, they may have had a combination of both local and Empire-wide 

types. Beyond this understanding of whether formal chipped tools were standardized or 

localized, the systemized recording and publishing of Aztec data may generate even more 

interest, which may lead to a greater understanding of the Aztecs.        
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Figure 1. adapted from https://eee.uci.edu (2011) 

The Aztec civilization at the time of contact 
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3. METHODS 

 

I constructed this typology using two research methods: a synthesis of published 

data, and an analysis of unpublished archaeological materials.  

Synthesis of Published Data 

 As previously mentioned, the only systematic identification of Aztec formal 

stone tool types thus far were performed in the 1960s when researchers attempted to 

define the Central Mexican formal lithic types. The majority of these typologies span the 

entire history of Mesoamerica and therefore not tailored to the Aztecs.  While these broad 

lithic typologies include some Aztec material they are not comprehensive Aztec stone 

tool typologies.  Since their creation in the 1960s, a tremendous amount of archaeological 

research has been performed in Central Mexico.  Although some notable research 

projects produced major publications, the bulk of the recent work was carried out in 

compliance with historic preservation laws, and therefore reported piecemeal in local 

journals, theses, and monographs. These lesser publications—or “gray literature”, as it is 

called—often included information about formal tools that were recovered. Each report 

(or article) only contained drawings, photographs or descriptions of a few tools. 

However, when compiled together, these scattered sources contained sufficient 

information about Aztec formal tools to develop some generalizations. I scrutinized this 

literature to assemble a meaningful quantity of data to expand and update the incomplete 

and non-Aztec specific formal stone tool typology that currently exists.  
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In archaeology, a typology is a perspective imposed on an assemblage of artifacts 

to describe, classify and segregate specific types into discrete groups. These typologies 

convey the meaning, identity, and mental templates essential to communicate an accurate 

and summary description of an assemblage. A type is defined as a discrete category of 

artifacts based on intrinsic features (what the artifact looks like) and extrinsic features 

(i.e. context and function).  Typologies enable us to gain a better understanding of the 

cultural implications behind variations within a group of artifacts (Adams and Adams 

1991:30-31).  

Generally, types are created from one of two perspectives: the etic or the emic. 

Etic typologies are classifications deemed significant by the presumably objective 

researcher, regardless of whether these categories had any meaning to the actual makers 

or users of the artifacts. In contrast, emic typologies are classifications of artifact types 

that the researcher believes were recognized as distinct categories by their makers and 

users (Adams and Adams 1991). Since it is nearly impossible to create a truly emic 

typology of a past human culture based solely on archaeological remains, typologies end 

up being a combination of emic and etic perspectives. Regardless of the description used 

to define artifact types, this typology was constructed using polythetic attributes. 

Polythetic typologies define a group [type] based on a set of attributes. Three criteria are 

needed for a polythetic classification of artifacts. First, each artifact within a type must 

have numerous attributes. Second, each artifact within a type must possess a large 

number of these attributes. Lastly, a single artifact within a type does not need to possess 

all the attributes specific to that type. Therefore, no singular attribute defines the type 

(Clarke 1968:190). These criteria contrast with monothetic typologies, which are created 
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when the researcher believes he/she has identified the necessary characteristics sufficient 

to class or type an object (Adams and Adams 1991). Typically, monothetic classes are 

considered ideal for making distinct nonoverlapping types. However, they are often 

impractical when applied to the archaeological record. For example, Precolumbian 

artifacts—particularly stone artifacts—were not created using a mold or die; they were 

handcrafted and therefore subject to human variation. Due to this variation, artifacts 

within a certain type may not share one particular characteristic but rather a group of 

characteristics. Certain characteristics within types may be absent in one particular 

artifact while others are present. This variation can stem from a number of reasons: raw 

material type; differences in artisanal skill; preservation; and/or if the artifact was 

reused/retouched. Creating a polythetic typology allowed me the  freedom to incorporate 

numerous kinds of attributes to define types.  

One attribute I used to define types was the context in which the artifacts were 

recovered.  Using context to assist in type definition is a tradition in Mesoamerican 

archaeology. For example, A. V. Kidder’s (1947) typology of Mayan stone tools 

distinguishes between ceremonial and utilitarian tools based in part on the context in 

which the artifact was found. Although Kidder’s typology made a significant contribution 

to the field, it had some inherent flaws. Kidder broadly categorized all artifacts found in 

temples as ceremonial types; however, this caused an overlap when similar artifacts were 

discovered in utilitarian contexts (Hyde 2003:20). I avoided this risk of overlap by typing 

tools based on numerous attributes (e.g., raw material composition, morphology, style, 

function and context), instead of one singular attribute. These attributes were 

hierarchically ordered based on what I believe best describes the artifact. Admittedly, I 
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recognize the subjective quality of this ordering process; however, all typologies include 

at least some level of personal opinion by the researcher.  In the typology I explain why 

each artifact is classed the way it is. I hope this explanation will help current and future 

researchers understand the thought process that went into each type’s creation. 

Today, in Mesoamerican archaeology projects geared toward creating typologies 

are seen as outmoded.  Although developing a typology might seem antiquated, 

typologies are still needed to conduct cultural historical research in archaeology, as many 

archaeological assemblages have yet to be linked with any one particular cultural group 

(Willey and Phillips:1958). Typologies are also central to selectionist archaeologists, who 

are proponents of classification systems from which historical narratives and past human 

behavior can be reconstructed (Broughton and O’Connell 1999). Most importantly, I 

consider the construction of typologies to be “hypothesis-generating research,” as 

distinguished from “hypothesis-testing research” (Nabel 2009). By classifying and 

categorizing dense data, typologies serve as valuable tools for generating and testing 

hypotheses, a central part of the scientific process. For example, in order to pose and test 

hypotheses about the role of lithics in Aztec warfare, ritual, diffusion, or innovation, 

archaeologists first need to identify and document what types of stone tools are Aztec. 

While there have been isolated attempts to document Postclassic stone tools (e.g., Tolstoy 

1971, Garcia-Cook 1982), no one else synthesized and filtered this information to create 

a comprehensive typology of Aztec stone tools.  

Traditionally, archaeologists have described stone tools as formal or informal. 

Informal stone tools are “made in a casual manner with only minor design constraints” 

(Andrefsky 2005:256). This may include using a random rock as a hammer or any piece 
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of sharp bone as a perforator. Formal tools have set morphological parameters and are 

designed for specific tasks, for example, projectile points.  Since expedient tools do not 

follow any distinct morphology it is highly difficult to tell one cultures expedient tools 

from another, therefore formal tools are used to construct typologies based on cultural 

affiliation. My research of Aztec stone tools started with a review of the Aztec colonial 

era chronicles.  

Written by the Spanish explorers at the time of contact, the Aztec colonial era 

chronicles are excellent primary sources on Aztec culture. Although the chronicles do not 

provide a detailed documentation of the Aztec stone tool assemblage, several vaguely 

describe and illustrate the different kinds of stone tools the authors observed in use. On 

several occasions, the Spanish comment on the type of weapons employed by the Aztecs.  

In addition to the chronicles, I found several books and articles that address, in 

piecemeal fashion, the formal nonobsidian or obsidian biface assemblage of Aztec tools. 

Although few in number, I incorporated these studies into my research and analysis. 

García-Cook’s Análisis Tipológico de Artefactos (1982) is a typology of Postclassic 

Mesoamerican formal tools that he excavated from Stratum 2 of the site Cueva de la 

Nopalera in La Cuenca. Although it should be noted that he published his research almost 

30 years ago.  Tolstoy’s Utilitarian Artifacts of Central Mexico (1971) includes 

numerous illustrations and background data on various formal tools, some of which 

belonged to the Aztecs. In their book The Prehistory of the Tehuacán Valley, MacNeish 

et al. (1967) describes the nonceramic artifacts in the Tehuacán Valley. Their section on 

chipped stone artifacts typed several scrapers and projectile points dating to the late 

Postclassic period. These types assisted me when identifying Aztec projectile points and 



 

28 

 

scrapers. Also incorporated in this typology is Brumfiel’s (1976) description of scrapers 

and points found in the Postclassic Aztec communities of Huexotla and San Bernardino, 

Mexico.  Francisco Gonzalez Rul’s manuscript entitled La Litica en Tlatelolco (1979) 

provides a good description of the formal stone tools recovered during excavations in 

1967 and 1968 from Tlatelolco, an archaeological site in Mexico City.   I used Miranda’s 

article titled El Técpatl, Un Acercamiento a Filo de Obsidiana (2006), which provides a 

good, but incomplete, description of Aztec ceremonial bifaces and their relationship to 

Aztec culture. I used this material in conjunction with the works of Eduardo Matos 

Moctezuma, Felipe Solís Olguín, Elizabeth Brumfiel, Leonardo López Luján, etc; (see 

References for complete list) to produce a comprehensive portrait of Aztec ornately 

decorated bifaces. Lastly, I researched several databases to find multiple theses, 

dissertations and articles containing information on Aztec lithic material. All of the 

above-mentioned sources on formal Aztec lithics were compiled to create this typology. 

Analysis of Unpublished Archaeological Material 

My research also included an analysis of 10 previously unanalyzed lithic 

assemblages – a significant analysis that has been long overdue, as John Goggin 

excavated the assemblages over 50 years ago and they had remained largely unstudied. 

Unfortunately, my analysis revealed that none of the assemblages contained a formal 

chipped stone tool with documented Aztec provenience. Although I could not use this 

material as part of the typology, I took this opportunity to pose and test hypotheses on 

Aztec prismatic blades –  a small, yet positive step toward working with underutilized 

excavated material.  
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 In 1951, John Goggin excavated the ruins of the Augustinian convent of San Juan 

Evangelista (convento de San Juan Evangelista) located in Culhuacán. The convento took 

approximately 38 years to construct from 1552 to 1580 CE. The ruins indicate that it was 

a large structure with numerous rooms and corridors. Perry (1992:33) noted that a 

modern church, built in the 1900s, now stands partially atop the ruins. Goggin excavated 

three test units at arbitrary six inch (15.2 cm) intervals at the convento. Below, I quote his 

description of the site and the excavation:  

The Augustinian convent of San Juan Evangelista was founded here in 

1554 (Ricard 1947:174). Most of the original church building is now in 

state of ruin but much of the convent remains. A modern church now 

stands on part of the site. Extensive surface collections were made around 

the site, and three stratigraphic tests were dug. Two were in the modern 

church garden and the other in the central patio of the old convento. 

Unfortunately none was satisfactory for stratigraphic analysis-the first was 

too shallow, the second yielded too small a majolica sample, the third 

(although 10.5 feet deep) yielded majolica only in the top of refuse 

[Goggin 1968:52]. 

 

 

Test units one and two did not extend to the pre-Columbian period, therefore the 

materials from those units are not included in this thesis. In 2005, Laura Rinfret 

completed a master’s degree in anthropology from the University of Florida, based on her 

study of the ceramics from this assemblage. Her ceramic seriation provides an excellent 

source of relative dating for the lithic materials I examined. Rinfret explains that the pre-

Columbian materials found in test unit three levels 9-20 of D.F. 7, dating from around 

1550 (Level 9) to 1350 CE (Level 20) and correspond to the rough chronology of the 

Culhuacán defeat and the subsequent movement into the area by the Aztecs. Pure Aztec 

ceramic material with no historic intermingled remains was discovered from Level 10, 54 
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to 60 inches (137.2 to 152.4 cm) and deeper (Rinfret 2005:37). Below, I quote her 

description of the excavation based on Goggin’s assession cards.  

The precise location of Test Unit 3 is unrecorded, although Goggin noted 

that two of the three test units at the site were dug in what is now the 

modern church garden, and the third was dug in the central patio. 

Goggin’s rough sketch of the site shows the general locations of Test 

Units 1 and 2, in the garden and patio respectively; therefore, it appears 

that Test Unit 3 was also dug in the garden. His field notes from Unit 3 are 

marked “section: 0’-5”’ indicating that the Test Unit was 5’ long and, 

since other trenches he dug during his 1951 Mexico excavations were 5’ 

wide, this unit was probably 5’ wide also. The depth of the test unit ranges 

from 122” along its east wall to 125” along the west wall. Goggin 

excavated the unit in 6-inch arbitrary levels [18]. 

  

According to Goggin’s assession cards and Rinfret (2005), there was no 

indication of site disturbance. No other primary source information was available. The 

Smathers Library at the University of Florida produces a finding aid entitled “A Guide to 

the John M. Goggin Papers”. After carefully reviewing it and all of Goggin’s field 

notebooks housed in the Smathers library, I was not able to locate a field notebook on the 

1951 Distrito Federal collection. Rinfret’s list of references did not include any citations 

from any such field notebook. I was left with the excavation lot cards as the sole primary 

source of information. After reviewing the field notes written on the excavation cards, I 

concurred with Rinfret’s summary of the site’s description: 

The field notes that I have been able to find do not mention screening. 

Goggin noted that the first layer (0-6”) of soil was heavy, dark, and damp. 

In the next three layers (6”-24”) the soil was heavy, dark, and granular. At 

24” he indicates that the soil is beginning to lighten from “dark to dark 

brown granular, and from 60” to 114” it is dark ‘granular’ type”. From 30’ 

to 60’ the soil is dark brown granular, and from 60” to 114” it is dark 

granular. At 108” to 114”, he reached “partially cemented” sand that did 

not contain any artifacts. There were four small holes in this hardpan and 

he excavated each of them separately. He found “that there seemed to be 

another hardpan layer lower with a layer of earth between the hardpan 
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layer. This dirt revealed sherds also.” He stopped excavating at 114” to 

125: when he hit a solid bed of clay that was 12” deep [19]. 

 

Interestingly, Goggin discovered a dark gray soil discoloration at level 10, 54-60 

inches below surface, which he assessed to be a posthole. According to Rinfret (2005), no 

European ceramics were discovered after level 10; therefore, this posthole might have 

been the remnants of a structure that was present at the time of conquest. The postholes 

were not present in the next stratum six inches below.  

Goggin’s sites in Puebla. In 1951, John Goggin collected artifacts from nine sites 

located in the state of Puebla, Mexico. Most were surface collections but Huejotzingo 

(Puebla 2) was stratigraphically excavated.  Below I quote his description of the 

archaeological site and his excavation methods: 

The distinctive fortress-like church and convento of San Miguel is one of 

the earliest in Mexico, founded by the Franciscans in 1524 (Ricard 

1947:157). The gardens around this structure yielded the most abundant 

majolica series of any Mexican site [surface collection]. Three test 

excavations also proved to be rich in sherds, giving a good stratigraphic 

picture…Test II was made on the left side of the church…Test I was made 

just outside the present back exit of the convento. Test III was in the 

garden on the right side opposite what appeared to have been a former 

exit, now blocked, from the kitchen. The last two tests were deliberately 

placed in proximity to kitchen exits near which refuse presumably might 

be richer…Test II while presenting interesting features, yielded a very 

limited sample of majolica. Test III also is a problem, as it seems to 

undergone considerable disturbance, although fair numbers of majolica 

sherds were present [Goggin 1968:54, 94]. 

 

Goggin excavated the convento of San Miguel in five-foot square test units (94). 

The recovered lithics curated at the Florida Museum of Natural History are from test 

units two and three. As indicated by the artifacts’ container, seven pieces were 

stratigraphically recorded and stored from test unit two and 14 from test unit three. The 

remainder of the artifacts may stem from any of the three test units because no further 
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information is available; all we know is that the remaining 295 pieces of lithic material 

came from the convento.   

The vast majority of the Culhuacán and Huejotzingo assemblages are obsidian 

prismatic blades.   Since obsidian prismatic blades are fragile artifacts that can be easily 

altered by post-dispositional processes I analyzed them using criteria that are not easily 

affected.   These blades were analyzed based on the color (the color of obsidian is not 

altered by preservation), width (obsidian blades fracture less along the X axis (width) 

than the Y axis (length), thickness (even relatively small fragments of blade may retain 

the original thickness of the artifact), weight (mass), and cutting edge. No obsidian blade 

from Culhuacán or Huejotzingo are illustrated because they are abundant and  nearly 

indistinguishable artifacts.   

Diagnostic artifacts were illustrated using AutoCAD software. I used it to draft 

illustrations from their source publications.  It  further aided in the comparison of artifacts 

from different sources by making it possible to reproduce them to a uniform and precise 

scale.  Drawing artifacts to the same scale tremendously assisted me in recognizing 

patterns within the Aztec projectile point assemblage and enabled the clear illustration of 

the diagnostic features.  
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4. TYPOLOPY 

This typology describes the Aztec formal chipped stone tool assemblage. I believe 

that all the types are culturally affiliated with the Aztecs because the archaeological data 

used to construct the typology stem from Aztec contexts.   While similar types of stone 

tools are utilized by other cultures, as a whole, the Aztec assemblage is unique.   

I divided the typology into six main groups: ornately decorated bifaces (shortened 

to ornate), projectile points, scrapers, perforators, denticulates, and other.  These broad 

categories are based on the traditional functional interpretations of tool use.   The 

categories then contain artifact types that are based on lumping together artifacts with a 

similar morphology, taking into account reduction sequences, flaking patterns, raw 

materials, and contexts.  I chose this way because I felt that these categories best describe 

the Aztec assemblage. I describe each artifact type in detail and provide illustrations that 

label their diagnostic attributes.  I further explain why each artifact is named the way it is 

and whenever possible I indentify their raw material composition and try to describe their 

reduction/manufacturing process. Future researchers can use this typology as a reference 

when describing Aztec stone tools.     

When naming artifact types I attempted to keep the names already given to them 

by previous archaeologists. This I believe will reduce confusion and aid in 

communication when describing Aztec artifacts.  Sometimes I assigned names when I felt 
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that the previous name inadequately conveyed the “mental template” that distinguishes 

the artifact.   

Ornate 

While this category presently consists of artifacts recovered from the Templo 

Mayor in Tenochtitlan, it is open to all ornately decorated artifacts or artifacts found in a 

ceremonial context that may be considered ornate. Traditionally ceremonial or religiously 

affiliated artifacts are grouped together, so the ornate category may include ceremonial 

and/or religious artifacts but it is not limited to them. The context of the recovered artifact 

does play some part in how that artifact is classified. Each artifact’s attributes are 

determined individually with context being only one consideration. This is an attempt to 

avoid the fallacy of claiming that all artifacts found in a ceremonial setting must therefore 

be ceremonial (or exclusively ceremonial).  

I chose to distinguish these types based on what I hope is the emic perspective, 

that is, as I believe the Aztecs would categorize them. The ornate group contains three 

types. Several archaeologist have lumped two of these types, the Mexica and Sacrificial 

knife, under the same designation,  sacrificial knife. Luján (2005) points out that some 

artifacts under this broad nomenclature were more decorative than functional. I believe 

this is a key distinction. Lumping may inadvertently cloud the significance of certain 

artifact attributes, for example, certain forms of geometrically painted, encrusted, or 

eccentrically shaped artifacts may be unique to certain areas or sub-cultures within Aztec 

society. 

Based on the context in which these ornate artifacts were excavated it is safe to 

say that they are Aztec. If temples or shrines are uncovered in other areas of 
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Mesoamerica with similar lithic types, then it is likely that they are culturally affiliated 

with the Aztec and should date from 1200 CE onwards.   There is evidence that the Aztec 

religion survived in some form Post-contact; it would be interesting to see if Post-contact 

ad hoc temples were constructed with similar lithic types/offerings. Below is a detailed 

description of the artifact types within this group.  

 Serpent Scepter. A serpentine shaped biface, Serpent scepters are typically 

unpainted, without inlaid or encrusted decor.   The type name is based on Lujan’s 

(2005:198) description of the artifact. Serpents are revered in Aztec mythology and are 

frequently depicted in glyphs. The rain god Tlaloc is often portrayed carrying a 

serpentine shaped scepter.  In Mesoamerica serpent scepters are found in multiple 

cultures. In the Maya area “serpent scepters function as emblems of rulership” (Foster 

2002: 188).   From my research, I have not come across any published measurements for 

Aztec Serpent scepters, but based on photographs they appear to be less than 20 

centimeters long and mostly made of cryptocrystalline materials.  It appears they were 

manufactured from medium to large nodules through bifacial reduction and exhibit a 

random flaking pattern.  Serpent scepters were discovered in offering 106 and 17 from 

the Templo Mayor (Brumfiel and Feinman 2008:77; Lujan 2005: 242). There are no other 

names for this artifact type.  See the Appendix for photographs of other Serpent scepters.  

 

Figure 2. A Serpent scepter  

adapted from photograph taken 

by Clifford T. Brown. 

 

Serpentine shape 
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 Coa Scepter. A relatively slender biface with a curved neck and head, it looks 

almost like a reversed question mark. These artifacts resemble coas (a bladed instrument 

used for weeding).    Duran (1994:309) describes the Aztec usage of coas in battle when 

the provinces of Nopallan and Icpatepec rebelled against the Mexico-Tenochtitlan crown.  

He states that coas are the hoes used for working the earth and a kind of pickax used to 

break down defenses. The Coa scepters I have seen are made of obsidian, they vary in 

size but most retain the “hook-like” curved end.  They appear to be reduced from medium 

to large obsidian nodules through bifacial reduction and exhibit a random flaking pattern.  

See the Appendix for photographs of other Coa scepters and a modern coa. The other 

classification of this artifact type is sceptre (Moctezuma and Olguín 2002:311). The 

artifact illustrated below was uncovered in “offering 7, Huitzilopochtli building, Stage IV 

(b) of the Templo Mayor, Mexico City, 1980.”  It is curated in the Museo del Templo 

Mayor, Mexico City, Conaculta-Inah, inventory number 10-250354 (Moctezuma and 

Olguín 2002:466). The artifact dates to between c. 1325-1481.   

   

Figure 3. A Coa scepter 

adapted from Moctezuma 

and Olguín 2002:Figure 66.  

Measurements: 55cm x 5.86 

cm x 1.7cm. 
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 Sacrificial Knife. A compound tool consisting of a stone blade inserted into an 

ornately decorated wooden handle.  Sacrificial knives appear to be manufactured from 

large nodules of cryptocrystalline material though bifacial reduction, I was unable to 

identify the flaking pattern based on published images. This artifact type name is 

primarily based on conquistador Bartolomé de Las Casas’ description of Aztec knives 

that were used during sacrifices:  

 “Donde quiera que por aquellas tierras ofrecian sacrificio de cosas 

 vivas, tenian ciertos cuchillos de piedra, que llamamos de navaja, 

 muy agudos, los cuales dicen  que cayeron del cielo, y que cada 

 pueblo y personas tomaron los que habian menester; á estos 

 cuchillos llamaban manos de dios y del ídolo á quien 

 sacrificaban. Estos cuchillos, como cosa muy sacra por matar con 

 ellos las cosas  vivas que ofrecian en sacrificio, en tanta reverencia 

 los tenian, que los adoraban en gran manera y en gran manera los 

 tenian en veneración; hacíanles muy ricos cabos con figuras, 

 según podian, de oro, y de plata, y de esmeraldas si las podian 

 haber, ó al menos de turquesas, como de obra que llamamos 

 mosáico, de la cual obra mucho ellos y en muchas cosas 

 obraban: teníanlos siempre con los ídolos en los altares 

 guardados.” (Las Casas, Bartolomé de (1875) Historia de las 

 Indias.Madrid: Imprenta de Miguel Ginesta.  Vol. 5 pp. 456-457.)  

Translated:    

 "Wherever in those lands they offered sacrifice of living things, 

 they had certain knives of stone, which we called blades, very 

 sharp, which they say fell from the sky, and every town and 

 people  took those that they needed; these knives they called      

           “hands of God” and the idol to whom they sacrificed. These knives,    

            as something very sacred because they killed with them living    

            things that were offered in sacrifice, were held in such that they    

            worshipped in a great way and kept them in veneration; “they     

            made  them very rich handles [carved] with figures as [best as]     

            they could  in gold, and silver, and emeralds if they could have, or    

            at least with turquoise, in work that we call mosaic, of which work  

            many of  them and many things were worked: they were kept with    

            the idols in the altars. (Las Casas, Bartolomé de (1875) Historia de  

            las Indias.Madrid: Imprenta de Miguel Ginesta. Vol. 5 pp.    

           456-457.)  

 



 

38 

 

 Las Casas’ description matches the artifact illustrated in figure 4.   Color 

photographs of the same artifact can be found in Moctezuma and Olguín (2002: Figures 

153 and 296). These photos show a remarkable similarity to Las Casas’ description that 

can hardly be denied. Moctezuma and Olguín too called the artifact a sacrificial knife 

(232).  They further point out that the carved figure on the handle resembles the sun god 

Tonatiuh and hypothesize  that these knives were probably “used to cut open the chests of 

captives and extract their hearts as nourishment to the gods” (232). No other 

classification of this artifact type exists.  The artifact illustrated below dates to between 

1400-1521 AD and is currently curated at the British Museum, London as part of the 

Henry Christy collection, donated to the museum in 1865. 

 

  

 Mexica Knife. González (1979:30) suggests that this type of biface has a cultural 

connection with the Mexica.  Mexica knives are defined as large, thin, bifacially chipped, 

longitudinally asymmetrical knives with a short pointy base and a large leaf-shaped blade 

with (usually) convex edges.  The vast majority of these knives appear to be 

manufactured from large nodules of cryptocrystalline material and exhibit a random 

flaking pattern.  Vail and Hernández (2010) referred to these knives as the “Mexica 

knife” when comparing the Templo Mayor artifacts to a smaller contemporaneous Mayan 

Inserted blade 

Intricately carved wooden 

handle with inlaid material 

Figure 4. A Sacrificial 

knife adapted from 

Moctezuma and Olguín 

2002: Figure 296. 
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version found at Mayapán.  González Rul (1979) describes several different kinds of 

Mexica knives found in the Tlatelolco archaeology site, Mexico City; these knives were 

made on chert possible originating from the Apaxco region.   Mexica knives are quite 

distinctive and, as far as I have researched, were not duplicated by any other culture in 

Mesoamerican prehistory except the Maya. This form has a wide geographic distribution 

in Mesoamerica in the Aztec period and may help serve as a marker of Aztec influence.  I 

chose to name this subgroup after the ancestral name of the Aztec because the distinct 

morphology of these knives were not present in Mesoamerica prior to the Mexica 

emigration into the valley of Mexico. Therefore, it is possible that this form of biface 

originated with the Mexica.  This type contains five sub-types: Plain Mexica knife, 

Painted Mexica knife, Personified Mexica knife, Notched Mexica knife and Double-

Bladed Mexica knife.  Each subtype is described below:  

 Plain Mexica Knife. An unembellished large thin, bifacially chipped, 

longitudinally asymmetrical knife with a short pointy base and a large leaf-shaped blade 

with (usually) convex edges with the widest point close to one end, instead of near the 

middle. The short end tapers quickly to a point. This artifact type is common in the 

Templo Mayor lithic assemblage.  Luján (2005:200) describes these kinds of artifacts as 

“undecorated flint sacrificial knives.” He speculates that the artifacts’ lack of decoration 

and position indicates that they were used to kill the people buried in the offerings since 

they were uncovered “near the remains of the beheaded.” A blood residue analysis may 

or may not support Luján’s speculation.   The Mexica knives were found inserted into 

human skulls in various offerings at the Templo Mayor.  The other classifications of this 
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artifact type include sacrificial knives (Moctezuma 1989:189); sacrificial flint knives 

(Moctezuma: 2003:116); knife (Solis 2005:164); and Ixcuac (Luján 2005:200). 

 

 

 

I labeled the pointy end as the base of these knives and the board area as 

the blade.  However, the opposite may be true. Future research involving 

usewear and residue studies could probably resolve this issue.  While a 

few knives were found with one end stuck into a ball of rubber or copal 

incense (for example figure 7), which could be seen as glue to haft the 

knives, they were also used as offerings themselves—probably to 

represent a heart or similar sacrifice. Therefore, it is possible that the 

“pointy end” was the blade.  

 

 Painted Mexica Knife. A Painted Mexica knife is a Mexica knife with paint as its 

sole decoration.  The painted decoration may include depictions of all kinds, be it gods, 

geometric shapes, warriors, etc.  Miranda (2006:430) described the artifact illustrated 

below (figure 6) as a polychrome lanceolate knife with bifacial retouch. It is decorated 

with what appears to be a partially eroded face. The nose is in the form of a half moon or 

Figure 5. A Plain Mexica 

knife adapted from 

photograph taken by 

Clifford T. Brown 

Flake scars 

Blade  

Base/Hafting 

element 

Random 

flaking pattern 
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yaccmeztli. It is painted in blue and has attributes of the cactus god. The artifact was 

discovered in Offering H of the Templo Mayor, Inventory number: 10-253257. The 

artifact’s maximum length and width are 15.0 cm x 5.0 cm. The paint is highly eroded 

and the photograph used as the raster image was in black and white.  These two factors 

made it difficult to portray a complete representation of the artifact; however, the 

diagnostic features are illustrated.  The other classification of this artifact type is Cuchillo 

lanceolado (Miranda 2006:430) 

   

 Personified Mexica Knife. A Mexica knife decorated with encrustations to form 

the image of a face in profile. Miranda (2006:428) described this type of artifact as 

Cuchillo-rostro or face-knife.  It is elaborated with stone, shell, turquoise, pyrite and 

copal. In the artifact illustrated below (figure 7) the “face” is a composite of shell and 

pyrite eyes, turquoise eyebrows, and shell teeth.  This sub-type is often set in a base made 

of resin.  Moctezuma and Olguín (2002:468) state that this type of artifact is a 

representation of the glyph Tecpa-tl. The other classifications of this artifact type are 

Cuchillo-rostro (Miranda 2006:428); Personified knives (Luján 2005:241); Sacrificial 

Figure 6. A Painted 

Mexica knife adapted 

from Miranda 2006: 

Figure 5  
 

Painted areas 
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knives (Moctezuma 1989:188); Knife blades with an image of a face (Moctezuma and 

Olguín 2002). The particular artifact illustrated below was discovered in Offering 6 of the 

Templo Mayor inventory number: 10-168813. 

 

 Notched Mexica Knife. A Mexica knife with notches on the large leaf-shaped 

blade. Miranda (2006:431) described the artifact illustrated as a lanceolate knife with 

notching on the sides. The artifact was discovered in Offering 6 of the Templo Mayor, 

Inventory number: 10-250225. Artifact measurements are 38.0 x 7.7 x 1.6 cm.  The other 

classification of this artifact type is “cuchillo lanceolado con musecas” (Miranda 

2006:431).  

Flake scars 

Base 

Teeth 

Eye 

Teeth 

Figure 7. A Personified 

Mexcia knife adapted from 

Moctezuma 1989:Figure 75  
 

Eyebrow 
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 Double Bladed Mexica Knife. An unembellished large thin, bifacially chipped, 

longitudinally asymmetrical knife with two large leaf-shaped blades.   Including this sub-

type into the Mexica knife type may seem like a stretch since it does lack a hafting 

element. However, based on its flaking pattern and morphology I decided that it had 

enough mutual attributes to include it in the Mexica type.  Miranda (2006:430) describes 

the artifact illustrated below as a bifacial composite knife. The artifact measures 32.2 x 

6.6 cm.  It was discovered in Offering 6 of the Templo Mayor, inventory number: 

168812.   The other classification of this artifact type is cuchillo bifacial de forma 

compuesta (430).   

Notches 

Flake Scars 

Figure 8. A Notched Mexcia 

knife adapted from Miranda 

2006:Figure 7 
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Projectile Points 

 Projectile points are defined as bifaces with a hafting area used as projectiles. 

These are often identified as arrow points, dart points, and spear points (Andrefsky 

2005:260).  Shott’s (1997) article “Stone and Shafts Redux: The Metric Discrimination of 

Chipped-Stone Dart and Arrow Points” found that the mean length and width of an arrow 

point without outliers is 3.1 cm long by 1.5 cm wide (shoulder length), with a standard 

deviation of .93cm.  Dart points are approximately 5.1 cm long by 2.3 cm wide (shoulder 

length) with a standard deviation of 1.4cm.  Unfortunately, Shott did not include the 

range, which is essential when determining the difference between the largest and 

smallest members of each group. Shott mentions that smaller points in the dart range 

could be used as arrow heads and larger arrow heads could be used as darts.  Indeed, it is 

difficult to discriminate between arrow and dart points especially since their size ranges 

seem to overlap.   I use Shott’s statistics to define spears points as points that are longer 

than three standard deviations (or 4.2cm) from the dart point mean of 5.1cm. Therefore, 

spear points defined in thesis are 9.3cm or longer.    

Figure 9. 

A Double Bladed Mexica knife  

adapted from Miranda 

(2006:Figure 6) 
 

Flake scars Blade portion 

Blade portion 
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Atlatls and bows were used to aid projectile point propulsion.  In Mesoamerica 

the atlatl predates the introduction of the bow, but at the time of conquest both tools were 

in use. The bow and arrow, a compound tool, most likely arrived in Mesoamerica after 

A.D. 600.  It is believed that bow and arrow technology reached the area presently 

associated with the US-Mexican border around A.D 500. From there it diffused into the 

Valley of Mexico (LeBlanc 2003:282).  

The projectile points in this typology are subdivided into four point types. The 

Chiconautla point, Texcoco point, Stemmed point, and Elliptic.  Below is a detailed 

description of the artifact types within this group. 

Chiconautla Point. Archaeologist Peter Tolstoy named this point type.  Below I 

quote his description of  the Chiconautla point:  

“The points measure from 4 to 6.5 cm in length, and differ from Lerma 

points in having their greatest width one-third to one-quarter of the 

distance from one of  the ends.  The basal tip tends to be apiculate in 

some specimens.  As a rule, the points are thin (2-3 mm) and retain some 

of the curvature and scars of the blades from which they were shaped, 

mainly by flat retouch along the edges and tips” (1971:278).  

 

Dr. Clifford Brown examined the Chiconautla points curated at the American 

Museum of Natural History  the same specimens studied by Tolstoy and disagrees with 

parts of Tolstoy’s description.  By definition, a blade is twice as long as it is wide but the 

Chiconautla points generally do not meet this criterion.  Rather they appear to be 

manufactured from flakes (Clifford T. Brown, personal communication, 2011).  

Similarly, all the variants of the Chiconautla point described in this typology are 

manufactured on flakes with edge retouch.  In my research, I did not locate a Chiconautla 

point reduced from a prismatic blade (see Appendix for photos of the Chiconautla 
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points).   Most of the examples display marginal rather than invasive retouch, and the 

more invasive retouch is usually found on the dorsal surface. In short, these are arrow 

points rather casually made on flakes.    

The subsequent illustrated artifacts (figure 10 to 13) are clinal variants of the 

Chiconautla point.   They share a similar morphologically, size range (2 to 3 cm wide and 

less than 6.5 cm long), context (discovered in Casa Reales, Chiconautla), and raw 

material source (made on chert flakes).   

 

 

 .   

3cm

6cm

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Dorsal 

Impact fracture  

(not a diagnostic attribute) 
 

Ventral 

Basal apiculate 

Greatest width 

Edge 

retouch 

Tip 

Potlid 

(not a diagnostic attribute) 

Figure 10. A Chiconautla point adapted from a drawing by Clifford 

T. Brown. The artifact is currently housed at the American Museum 

of Natural History in the Chiconautla collection, specimen number 

30.2.1190. 
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Greatest width 
 

Tip 

Edge  

retouch 

Figure 11. A Chiconautla point adapted from a drawing by Ashley 

Gravlin-Beman. The Artifact is currently housed at the American 

Museum of Natural History in the Chiconautla collection, specimen 

number 30.2.1187. 

Figure 12. A Chiconautla point adapted from a drawing by Clifford T. 

Brown. The artifact is currently housed at the American Museum of 

Natural History in the Chiconautla collection, specimen number 

30.2.1189. 
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 Texcoco Point. Archaeologist Peter Tolstoy also named this point type (1971).  

Texcoco points are side notched projectile points with a concave, flat, slightly convex, or 

notched base. Texcoco points are constructed using obsidian or cryptocrystalline raw 

materials. They were reduced though bifacial reduction from flakes or prismatic blades 

and may exhibit multiple flaking patterns.   I subdivided the Texcoco point type into three 

subtypes, each representing a different size range.  These three subtypes are Texcoco 

small, Texcoco medium and Texcoco large.  

 Based on my research I believe these size ranges served differing functional roles 

in Aztec society, but I strongly recommend a statistical analysis of to confirm or reject 

the reality of these size ranges because inferring size intervals based on publish images 

may be flawed. Traditionally, archaeologists divide projectile points into three basic size 

Figure 13. A Chiconautla point adapted from a drawing by Clifford 

T. Brown. The artifact is currently housed at the American Museum 

of Natural History in the Chiconautla collection, specimen number 

30.2.1188. 
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ranges that roughly correspond with arrows, darts, and spears.  While there is a large 

body of evidence to justify this division, we should keep in mind that this concept is 

mostly based on non-state societies. Perhaps within state level organizations, particularly 

one with a high propensity for standardization like the Aztecs, more size ranges of a 

projectile point type are desired and therefore manufactured.  That said, I do believe the 

smallest member of this sub-type, the Texcoco small, are arrow points, and the second, 

the Texcoco medium are dart points.  The Texcoco large is most likely a spear point or 

hafted knife because it is too large to be an arrow or dart point.   

Regardless of the number of size intervals, what is apparent is that these artifacts 

had the same basic morphology occurring in varying sizes as illustrated in the shape of 

the hafting element.  Naturally, the Texcoco point type contains a great deal of variation 

due to the multiple types of raw material used to manufacture them and the size range of 

artifacts being produced.   Similar basal variation occurs in all sizes with one exception: 

notched bases do not occur in the medium and large subtypes.   

 Texcoco Small. Texcoco small artifacts are defined as small side notched 

projectile points, typically with a concave base; however sometimes the base is flat, 

slightly convexed , or notched. They were manufactured using both obsidian and chert 

flakes and blades.   Texcoco small artifacts are typically 1.5 to 3.5 cm long by 1 to 1.5 cm 

in wide. These are the smallest members of the Texcoco point type.  MacNeish et al. 

(1967:74-77) catalogs two small projectile points with a similar morphology, the Harrell 

and Teotihuacan point. Garcia-Cook (1982) also identified a similar type called the 

Toyah point, a type similar to the Harrell but from the southern plains region of the 

United States.  I chose to lump these three into this category.  Brumfiel (1976:113-120) 
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states that approximately 40 of 60 recovered projectile points from Huexotla and San 

Bernardino were Harrell points (Texcoco small).  These points were predominantly made 

on obsidian blades and were mostly discovered in rural areas associated with hunting.  

The Chiconautla collection also includes  There is at least one Texcoco small point from 

the Chiconautla site in the collections of the American Museum of Natural History 

(AMNH), (specimen No. 30.2/1241).  It was made on a green obsidian blade from the 

Pachuca source. Its measurements are 33.6 mm (long), 12.5 mm (wide), 2.8 mm (thick), 

and .95 g (weight).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 cm 

Figure 14. Texaco small points adapted from MacNeish et al. (1967: 

figure 65) who referred to them as “Harrell points” because of their 

similarity to a contemporaneous type found in the Southwestern United 

States.  Their varying basal morphology and the slight differences in 

side notching illustrate the clinal variation within the Texcoco type. 
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 Texcoco Medium. Texcoco medium artifacts are approximately 4.5 to 9 cm long 

by 2 to 5 cm wide.  This size range includes points named by Garcia-Cook (1982) as 

Texcoco A and Texcoco B.  The diagnostic Texcoco point named by Tolstoy (1971:279-

283) measures approximately 7.5 cm long by 2.5 cm wide, therefore it falls into this size 

range.   This may indicate that it was a dart point. At least four Texcoco medium points 

are in the Chiconautla collection at the AMNH.  Specimen 30.2/1233 measures 72.5 mm 

(long), 21.7 mm (wide), 5.6 mm (thick), weighs 7.95 g. Specimen 30.2/1232 is 

incomplete, lacking both the tip and part of the base. Specimen 30.2/1228 is also 

incomplete.   Specimen 30.2/1231 measures 74.7 mm (long), 26.2 mm (wide), 6.6 mm 

(thick) and weighs 11.20 g.  All four are made on green obsidian prismatic blades from 

Pachuca.  

1 cm 

Figure 15. A Texoco small adapted from Pastrana and Hirth 

(2003:figure 14.2) 

Concave base 

Side notched 

Parallel flaking 

pattern 

(not a diagnostic 

attribute) 
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 Texcoco large. Texcoco large points are over 9.3 cm long by 2.5 to 5cm wide.  

Based on the size of these points I believe they were either spear points or hafted knives.  

2 cm 

Figure 16. A Texcoco medium adapted from Pastrana and Hirth 

(2003:figure 14.2) 

1cm 

Figure 17. A Texcoco medium adapted from Pastrana and Hirth 

(2003:figure 14.2) 

Side notched  

Concave base 

Side notched 

Concave base 

Parallel flaking 

pattern  

(not a diagnostic 

attribute) 

Parallel flaking 

(not a diagnostic attribute) 
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 Elliptic Point. A bifacially worked, narrow, elliptical projectile point with convex 

sides and no notching. Elliptics appear to be reduced from obsidian prismatic blades. 

Pastrana and Hirth (2003:200) recovered these artifacts from Tenochtitlan. González Rul 

(1979) describes similar artifacts as pequenos cuchillos de obsidiana (small obsidian 

knives) recovered in situ from offerings excavated in Tlatelolco, Mexico City.  Although 

I have defined this type as a projectile point, it is important to acknowledge that, like 

many other lithic artifacts, it may have been a multi-functional tool.  Similar artifacts are 

often referred to as lunates, however the definition of a lunate shaped object does not 

match this artifacts’ morphology.  

 

Figure 18. A Texcoco large adapted from Pastrana and Hirth (2003: 

figure14.1) 

1cm 

9 cm 

Side notched 

Concave base 

Parallel flaking pattern 

(not a diagnostic 

attribute) 
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3cm

 

 

 

 Stemmed Point. Stemmed points are commonly found throughout Mesoamerica in 

multiple periods and it is difficult to distinguish between stemmed points from different 

periods.  While we cannot say that stemmed points are diagnostic Aztec stone tool types, 

it is important to know that the Aztecs utilized these types of points. Brumfiel (1976:113-

120) states that approximately 20 of 60 recovered projectile points from Huexotla and 

San Bernardino, Mexico were stemmed points made from a variety of raw materials.  

These points were exclusively made on flakes.  This may indicate that flakes were the 

preferred perform of Aztec stemmed points.  The stemmed points from Huexotla and San 

Bernardino fall into two categories small and large, Brumfiel describes former as Gary 

points and the latter as San Martin points. Tolstoy (1971:281) states that he discovered an 

3cm 

Figure 19. An  Elliptic point adapted from Pastrana and Hirth (2003:figure 

14.1)  

Elliptical shape with convexed sides 

Parallel flaking pattern 

(not a diagnostic 

attribute) 
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Aztec stemmed  point made of white quartz, this artifact is illustrated below (figure 20). 

This is probably specimen 30.2/1183 from Chiconautla, a photograph of this point is in 

the Appendix.   

 

5cm
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5cm 

Figure 21. Stemmed points adapted from Norris (2002:3.11 and 3.12), 

these artifacts were uncovered from the Yautepec and date to the late 

Aztec period. Norris state that these points were manufactured using 

prismatic blades and flakes; observe the variation in stem morphology. A 

scale was not present in the source drawing.  

Figure 20. A Stemmed point adapted from Tolstoy (1971:figure3)  
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Scrapers. Scrapers are typically modified stone tools that are used to rasp goods. 

In this typology  scrapers are defined as flake stone tools that have unifacial retouch and a 

steep edge angle. Scrapers, as opposed to projectile points only need to meet two criteria, 

prehensility and having a steep edge angle, typically between 60 and 90 degrees  

(Andrefsky 2005:261). Since scrapers are not bound to an elaborate set morphological 

parameters, they come in all sizes and shapes. Many scrapers were expedient tools, thus 

making a typology very difficult to create. Postclassic Mesoamerica (900CE to 1520 CE) 

included a variety of formal scrapers made on blades and flakes. The Aztec period in 

Mesoamerica only spans 1250 to 1525 CE and therefore not all of these types are 

exclusively Aztec. I found only three types that in my opinion represent tools that were 

created from a mental template and purposely reproduced. These types are found in the 

Aztec region in the late Postclassic (1250 to 1519 CE). This is not to say non-Aztec 

groups did not have similar types of scrapers. 

 Disc Scraper. A relatively small disc-shaped scraper.  Tolstoy (1971:284) 

described a disc-shaped scraper made of quartzite from Nonoalco and named it the 

“quartzite disc scraper”.  The artifact dates to the Late Aztec period 1350 to 1520 CE.  

Garcia-Cook (1982) has several artifacts that date from 1150 to 1525 CE that are 

morphologically similar to Tolstoy’s quartzite disc scraper but unfortunately the raw 

material type was not stated.  He named these similar artifacts “Circulares” (circulars).  

MacNeish et al (1967:40-42) describe an artifact type that is similar to Tolstoy’s and 

Garcia-Cook’s which they named crude discoidal scrape.  González Rul (1979:27) 

describes two similar scrapers as the “discoidal” and “Redondo”.  I believe these types 

are all clinal variants of the same artifact type. 
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  End Scraper. End scrapers are scrapers with retouch usually along their distal 

ends. These end scrapers are typically made on blades or flakes. Tolstoy (1971:284) end-

of-blade scraper falls into this category, along with Perry’s (2001:figure 2) unnamed 

scraper, Norris’ (2002:figure 3.13) “scrapers”, Garcia-Cook’s “Rectos” (straight) and 

Gonzalez’s Rul’s (1970:lamina 8) “terminal”, “lateral”, and “angular” scrapers recovered 

from Tlatelolco, Mexico City.  All are found in Central Mexico.  Tolstoy and Norris date 

their scrapers to the late Aztec period (1350 to 1520 CE), while Perry’s unnamed scraper 

dates to the late Aztec or early colonial period, and Garcia-Cook’s Rectos date between 

1150 and 1525 CE.    

 

 

 

Figure 22. A Disc scraper adapted from Tolstoy (1971:figure 4) 

5cm 

8cm 

Figures 23. An End scraper  adapted from Tolstoy (1971:figure 4) who 

describes the artifact type as “a macro-blade steeply retouched along two 

sides and one curved working end, but unmodified in outline and trimmed  

only perfunctorily.” The artifact was discovered in Chiconaulta. MacNeish 

et. al (1967:41-42) also calls this artifact type an end-of-blade scraper. 
 

5cm 

8cm 
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Figure 24.  An End scraper adapted from Parry (2001:figure 2).  The 

artifact was discovered in Otumba.  

6cm 

3cm 

Figure 25. An End scraper adapted from Norris (2002). The artifacts 

were found in present day Morelos formerly the Aztec city-state of 

Yautepec.  Using the ceramic seriation established by Hare and 

Smith (1996) the artifacts were dated to the Aztec period (1250 to 

1520 CE).   
 

Scale absent in source drawing  

Scale absent in source drawing 

Figure 26. An End scraper adapted from Gonzalez Rul (1979:lamina 8).  

He names it “Terminal”.   
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Key-Shaped Scraper. Tolstoy (1971:figure 4) names this type of artifact the Key-

shaped scraper. This type of scraper predates the Aztecs arrival in Mesoamerica.  

Gonzalez Rul (1979:27) describes a similar artifact found in the Tlateloloco. Mexico 

City.  Gonzalez Rul’s artifact was made on green obsidian; he named it “espigado” 

(slender).   

 

Scale absent in source drawing 

Figure 27. An End scraper adapted from Gonzalez Rul (1979:lamina 8).  He 

names it “lateral”.   

 

Scale absent in source drawing 

Figure 28. An End scraper adapted from Gonzalez Rul (1979:lamina 

8).  He names it “angular”.   
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Stone Ixtle Scraper. Ixtle in Nahuatl means the heavy fibers of the maguey leaf 

(Brumfiel 1976:102). Brumfiel named this artifact type “Stone ixtle scraper”.  Her 

detailed description of the type is presented here: “The blades from Huexotla-San 

Bernardino are made of Felsite. They are trapezoidal or triangular in shape and lenticular 

in cross section.  Three sides of the blades had been shaped by bifacial chipping; the 

fourth and broadest side has been bifacally ground to an even, but rather dull working 

edge”.  She further states that 173 of such artifacts were uncovered during surface 

collection at Huexotla and San Bernadino. She dates the artifacts to the Early and Late 

Aztec (1250 to 1520 CE) period (102). Tolstoy (1971:289) describes similar artifacts 

recovered from Chiconautla and Nonoalco, and states that this type of artifact is rarely 

found before the Late Classic period.  He called it the square knife.  Manrique (1969:707) 

observed the Otomí peoples using this tool to deflesh maguey fibers in modern times.    

 

Scale absent in source drawing 

Figure 29. An Key-shaped scraper adapted from Gonzalez 

Rul (1979:lamina 8).  He names it “espigado”.   
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Figure 30. A Stone ixtle scraper adapted from Montell 

(1937:figure 6). 

Handle 

Blade inserted into handle 

Blades 

Scale absent in source drawing 
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Perforators  

 This broad category of perforators include all tools that are used to drill or punch 

holes into other objects. This category includes drills, awls, and any other formals tools 

primarily used for perforating.    

 Exhausted Blade Core. Exhausted blade cores are the primary tools found in 

Aztec lapidary workshops. Charlton et al. describe the manufacturing of an earspool with 

the aid of an exhausted blade core: 

The distal ends of the perforators serve in the initial stages of earspool 

drilling to peck and thereby crush a rough indentation on either side of the  

 obsidian blank. This cone-shaped shatter area is then drilled with the 

addition of an abrasive and a circular motion of a perforator, grinding and 

polishing the interior of the holes, and the medial section of the perforator 

(1991: 105).  

 

 

 

 

 

 Huexotla Perforator.  Brumfiel (1976:150) describes a drill or reamer-like tool 

recovered from Huexotla and San Bernardino. I named the type after Huexotla.  This tool 

was typically made of obsidian and exhibited steep unifacial retouch along portions of the 

Figure 31. An obsidian core adapted from Hirth and Andrews (2002: 4) a 

scale was not present in the source drawing. I could not locate an image of 

an exhausted blade core used in a lapidary workshop.  The figure illustrated 

is simply an exhausted blade core. 



 

63 

 

lateral edges.  Edge angles were approximately 60 degrees.  The modified edges may be 

straight, broadly concave, notched, or scalloped (produced by a series of adjacent and 

partially overlapping notches” (150). This type dates to the Early and Late Aztec period. 

Unfortunately, I could not locate an image of this type.   

Denticulates. 

  Andrefsky (2005: 255) concisely and very accurately describes denticulates as “a 

serrated or toothed edge flake tool.” 

 Chiconautla Blade.  Tolstoy (1971:274) named this artifact type. Chiconautla 

blades are crudely produced by “modifying the lateral edges of a prismatic obsidian blade 

with a series of heavy, non-overlapping blows which yield a jagged, saw-toothed working 

edge (Brumfiel 1976:121-123). These denticulates compose approximately 15 percent of 

the total obsidian blade assemblage recovered from Chiconautla. Brumfiel speculated that 

Chiconaulta’s large volume of denticulates might be result of its proximity to the lake.  

Perhaps this tool was used in the fishing industry or some other lake-related activity.   

According to Brumfiel this tool type was scarce at Huexotla and San Bernardino, areas 

without lakes. The few found at Huexotla and San Bernardino date to the Early and Late 

Aztec period. Unfortunately the artifacts recovered from Chiconaulta were surface 

collections and could not be dated.  
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Other. 

 This category consists of tool types that do not easily fit in the above categories.  

  Unifacial Retouched Prismatic Blades. Brumfiel (1976: 126) named this artifact 

type. She combined four types defined by Tolstoy (1971: 273-275) into this single 

category. Her justifications for lumping Tolstoy’s comparable types include breakage and 

the poor preservation suffered from artifacts that are surface collected.   Since complete 

blades were not recovered it is difficult to tell if the very slight morphological differences 

are not simply different areas of the same artifact type.   These blades constitute 

approximately 89 percent of the total blade assemblage from Huexotla and San 

Bernardino and occur in higher frequencies in rural areas.  Brumfiel believes that the 

strong presence of this artifact in rural areas may correlate with agricultural related 

Figure 32. A Chiconautla blade adapted from Tolstoy 

(1971:figure 1) 

5cm 

Serrated edge   
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activity.  She found that the presence of these tool types coincides with the presence of 

coas (Brumfiel’s usage of the word coa explicitly refers to digging sticks).  She believes 

coas were probably manufactured using this type of tool.  She dates the Unificial 

retouched prismatic blades from Huexotla and San Bernardino to the Early and Late 

Aztec period. The other classifications of this artifact type include: “Blade with modified 

edge”, “Blade with concaved edges”, “Blade with notched edge”, and “Blade with 

scalloped edge” (Tolstoy 1971:273). Parry (2001:figure 5) illustrates similar artifacts 

recovered from Otumba that date to the Aztec period.  He calls them prismatic blades 

with retouched notches.  

 

 

 

 Tongue-Shaped core. Tolstoy (1971:274) named this artifact type. The tongue-

shaped core “is essentially a biface with a curved cutting edge and one narrow end, fluted 

5cm 

Varying patterns of use-wear  

Figure 33. Unifacial retouched prismatic blades 

adapted from Tolstoy (1971:figure 1) 
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through the removal of blades.  This type is also called the “Celt -shaped nucleus” and 

“rostrated implement” 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5cm 

Figure 34. A Tongue-shaped core adapted from Tolstoy 

(1971:figure 1) 

Curved cutting 

edge 

Narrow end 
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5.  ANALYSIS OF THE CULHUACAN AND HUEJOTZINGO ASSEMBLAGES 

As stated in my introduction and historical background, obsidian blades constitute 

a solid majority of Aztec lithics. To fully understand the formal Aztec chipped stone tool 

assemblage we must understand its role in the Aztec obsidian blade-driven lithic 

economy.  It is imperative that researchers do not mentally separate Aztec obsidian blade 

production and the formal Aztec stone tool types because they are interrelated.   Besides, 

in order to pose and test hypotheses on formal Aztec  chipped stone tool types it is 

important to understand the entire Aztec lithic industry.   I therefore choose to present the 

results of my analysis of these assemblages to demonstrate the complexity and dynamism 

of the Aztec stone tool industry.  

In this section, I will pose and test several hypotheses regarding the Culhuacán 

and Huejotzingo lithic assemblages. The critical value or rejection region for most of the 

hypotheses posed is alpha (α) .05 or 5%.  A critical value of alpha 0.05 means that to be 

significant the probability associated with the test statistic must be smaller than alpha.  

The assemblages contain three colors of obsidian: black, green, and gray. Since it 

is possible to find both black and gray obsidian originating from the same area and both 

colors vary along a spectrum in which one appears to grade into the other, I combined the 

two categories.  In contrast, green obsidian has only one source: it originates from 

Pachuca, Hidalgo.   Differences and or similarities in the utilization of these two types of 

obsidian may help us to understand the tools they were used to construct. Due primarily 
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to a limitation of funding, I was unable to complete an obsidian trace element analysis on 

the assemblages. An obsidian trace element analysis enables the researcher to determine 

the raw material source or quarry from which the analyzed obsidian originated. Within 

the confines of a limited budget, I decided a practical and meaningful analysis would 

include subdividing the assemblage based on obsidian material color. Future research on 

these assemblages can include an obsidian trace element analysis to determine the source 

of the black and gray obsidian. The Aztec themselves did not have trace element analysis 

to differentiate between obsidian sources. Therefore, the average Aztec most likely could 

not tell the difference between the gray obsidian from one source or another. Thus 

analyzing the assemblage based on color may be a reflection of the emic perspective and 

as such may shed light on how green, gray, and black obsidian was viewed economically, 

socially, and even politically.  

Convento de San Juan Evangelista 

Table 1 below shows the Convento de San Juan Evangelista assemblage 

subdivided by the number of fragments and percentage of each raw material color type. 

 

Black and 

Gray obsidian 

58% 

Green obsidian  

42% 

Table 1.Convento de San Juan Evangelista Test Unit Three: 

Percentage of fragments per obsidian color type 

 

N = 90  

Green obsidian = 38 fragments 

Black and Gray obsidian = 52 fragments 
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Based on the  sample it appears that both obsidian types had almost the same distribution.  

I decided to test this observation statistically.  An appropriate test statistic to determine if 

the distribution within an assemblage matches our expectation is the Chi-square test for 

goodness of fit.  The Chi-square test for goodness of fit is used “to determine if the 

observed frequencies of events depart significantly from the frequencies proposed by a 

null hypothesis” (Madrigal 1998:192). I used this test statistic to see if the obsidian color 

types are equally distributed. The results can generate numerous hypotheses, which can 

add to our knowledge of the Aztec’s economy.  Below is the chi-square test for goodness 

of fit equation. 

 
(                 ) 

        
      

 Hypothesis one. H0: The frequencies (number of fragments) of combined black 

and gray obsidian versus green obsidian do not significantly differ from the expected 

frequencies. The expected frequencies are based on the assumption that the obsidian 

color types are evenly distributed within the assemblage. The Convento de San Juan 

Evangelista contained 90 pieces of obsidian, therefore, the expected frequency is 50 

percent or 45 artifacts per obsidian color type.  

H1: They do differ significantly.  

Alpha (α) level of significance: .05 

Since there are two categories the df =2-1=1. The critical value at .05 is 3.84.  

If our X² is equal or greater than the critical value, then I reject the null hypothesis.  

Test Statistic: The Chi-square test for goodness of fit.  
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(     ) 

  
 

(     ) 

  
          

 

Since X² (2.18) is less than the critical value (3.84) I accept the null hypothesis that the 

frequencies of combined black and gray obsidian versus green obsidian do not 

significantly differ from the expected frequencies. I reject the alternative hypothesis that 

the frequencies significantly differ.  However, testing hypotheses based on the number of 

lithic fragments can lead to false conclusions.  This is because one fragment can be much 

larger than another; therefore, a simple count may inaccurately characterize an 

assemblage.  One way to rectify this is to test both the number of fragments and the mass.  

Table 2 below shows the Convento de San Juan Evangelista assemblage subdivided by 

the mass of each raw material color type. 

 

Green 

obsidian 

37% Black and Gray 

obsidian 63% 

Table 2.  Convento de San Juan de Evangelista Test Unit Three: 

Percentage of mass per obsidian type  

 

Total mass = 95.69 grams 

Green obsidian = 35.52 grams 

Black and Gray obsidian = 60.17 
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The black and gray obsidian comprise a larger portion of the assemblage’s mass 

than the green obsidian.  Hypotheses one and Table 2 illustrate that when describing 

assemblages conclusions based on the pure number of fragments can be erroneous.   This 

may be especially true when it comes to obsidian prismatic blades. Obsidian is very 

brittle and using it to make long thin narrow blades exponentially increases its frailty, 

thus producing a large number of fragments.    

To better understand the distribution within the assemblage I subdivided each raw 

material group by the types of artifacts present. Table 3 below shows that the 

assemblage’s green obsidian was mostly prismatic blades (34 out of 38 artifacts).   Black  

and gray obsidian were more evenly distributed with one biface fragment, 11 pieces of 

prismatic blade, 20 flakes, and 20 pieces of shatter. No obsidian raw material cores were 

recovered from this test unit.  

Table 3. Convento de San Juan de Evangelista Test Unit Three: Artifact types and raw 

material color 

 Gray and Black Obsidian Green Obsidian 

Artifact type Number of 

fragments  

Mass Number of 

fragments 

Mass 

Blades 11 21% 15.16 25% 34 89.4% 34.02 95.8% 

Flakes 20 38.5% 18.49 31% 2 5.3% .53 1.5% 

Shatter 20 38.5% 24.45 41% 2 5.3% .97 2.7% 

Biface Fragment  1 2% 2.07 3% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 52 100% 60.17 100% 38 100% 35.52 100% 

 

Green obsidian prismatic blades constitute 95.8 percent of the total green obsidian 

mass and 89.4% of all green obsidian artifacts. The minute amount of green obsidian 
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debitage (shatter and flakes) is a strong indication that the blades were not manufactured 

at the household level. In contrast, the seemingly even distribution of black and gray 

obsidian artifacts suggests household manufacture.  This is significant because it may 

indicate that green obsidian was imported by local workshops as cores, reduced into 

blades, and then resold or imported as finished blades, while black and gray obsidian 

artifacts were reduced at the household level.  

Hirth’s (2006:125) analysis of the Epiclassic (650- 900 CE) obsidian craft 

industry of Xochicalo, Moreolos found that different obsidian sources were used to 

manufacture different types of tools.  At Xochicalco, Pachuca obsidian was found mostly 

in the form of cores and blades, while minor sources of gray obsidian were used to 

manufacture bifaces.  This pattern of using mostly Pachuca green obsidian to 

manufacture prismatic blades and black and gray obsidian to make bifaces may be an old 

trend in Mesoamerica.  However, both the green and combined black and gray obsidian 

were used to manufacture prismatic blades in Culhucán.  Therefore I decided to compare 

the cutting edge to mass ratios (CE:M) of the obsidian color types because it may indicate 

how the obsidian was used and the distance it lies from its source.  

 The manufacturing process of obsidian prismatic blades starts with the acquisition 

of the raw material from quarries.  Sidrys (1979) makes a connection between the CE:M 

ratio of an assemblage of prismatic blades and the Euclidean distance it lies from its 

quarry source.   The CE:M ratio of prismatic blades is a common analysis conducted by 

Mesoamerican archaeologists and is easily calculated by dividing the cutting edge sum by 

the sum weight (mass). It is an indicator of raw material usage. Typically, the CE:M ratio 

is greater in places that obsidian is more scarce. Sheets (1972:633) states that the 
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“maximization of the ratio of the cutting edge length to weight may be an index of 

scarcity of obsidian in aboriginal situations.” 

 Sidrys’ 1979 study of 38 Preclassic to Postclassic Mayan sites found a correlation 

between the geographic distance of raw material sources and the CE:M ratio of artifacts. 

Fourteen of the locations Sidrys studied were highland sites closer to the raw material 

sources, while the other 24 locations were further away lowland sites. Highland sites 

were all less than 90 kilometers linear distance from the raw material source, while 

lowland sites ranged from 160 kilometer to 740 kilometers away.  Sidrys determined that 

a gradual change occurred in the CE:M ratio between 50 kilometer to 450 kilometers 

from the raw material source. He calculated a CE:M ratio of 5.73 (N=983) for thelowland 

areas and a CE:M ratio of 3.52 (N=417) for highland areas. The Valley of Mexico 

contains numerous obsidian sources each varying in distance to Culhuacán. This is where 

an obsidian trace element analysis would be useful. I would be able to determine the 

quarry or source of the Convento’s black and gray obsidian and calculate its linear 

distance.  Table 4 below shows the CE:M ratio for the combined black and gray and 

green obsidian prismatic blades in test unit three.  

 

The black and gray obsidian has a lower cutting edge to mass ratio than the green 

obsidian.  This according to Sidry’s study indicates its source was closer to Culhuacán.  

 

Table 4.Convento de San Juan Evangelista Test Unit Three: CE:M ratio 

of prismatic blades by obsidian color 

Prismatic blades N=45 

Combined Black and Gray N=11 Green N =34 

CE:M 

3.45 cm per gram of combined gray 

prismatic blade 

4.73 cm per gram of green 

prismatic blade 
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The only green obsidian source in Mesoamerica is Pachuca, approximately 90 kilometers 

from Culhuacán. The green obsidian’s CE:M ratio (4.73) is relatively high for a site that 

is 90 kilometers away from its obsidian source.  I used the Mann Whitney U test statistic 

to assess if the difference between the green and combined black and gray obsidian CE:M 

ratio is statistically significant.  

The Mann Whitney U test is used to compare two samples, which may or may not 

be the same size. It is a non-parametric, or distribution free, test that should be used when 

the distribution of the characteristic of interest is not normal, particularly when sample 

sizes are small. The Mann Whitney U test is used to determine if two independent 

samples are taken from the same or similar distributions. The premise of the test is based 

on the assumption that when the sample variables are arranged in increasing order, the 

distribution of their ranks will reflect the parent population’s distribution. Below is the 

Mann Whitney U test statistic:  

   (  )(  )  
(  ) (    )

 
            (  )(  )     

When comparing samples where one group contains more than 20 individuals, 

while the other group has less than 20, the U statistic is transformed into a z score. A z 

scores is a standardized number that indicate how many standard deviations a particular 

value is above or below the population/sample mean. Below is the formula for 

transforming the Mann Whitney U statistic into a z score: 

  
                             

√(  )(  )(       )    
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Hypothesis two. H0: The CE:M ratio of green obsidian prismatic blades do not 

significantly differ from the CE:M ratio of combined black and gray obsidian prismatic 

blades.  

H1: It does significantly differ. 

Alpha (α) level of significance: .05  

The corresponding z score for critical value at .05 is .4505 

If our z score is greater than the critical value, then I reject the null hypothesis.  

Test Statistic: Mann-Whitney U test 

   (  )(  )  
(  ) (  )

 
               (  )(  )    =0 

   (  )(  )  
(  ) (  )

 
                (  )(  )    =0 

Since the number of green obsidian prismatic blades is greater than 20, I converted the U 

statistic of 3.7 to a z score.  

  
             

√ (  )(  )(       )    
       

A z score of 4.841 (or -4.841) is greater than four standard deviations from the mean.  

Since the z score (4.841) is greater than alpha .05 (.4505) I reject the null hypothesis that 

the CE:M ratio of green obsidian prismatic blades does not significantly differ from the 

CE:M ratio of combined black and gray obsidian prismatic blades. I accept the alternate 

hypothesis that the CE:M ratio of green obsidian does significantly differ from the CE:M 

ratio of combined black and gray obsidian prismatic blades. This suggests that the 

Pachuca obsidian was more valuable and therefore was more carefully conserved.  

Healan (1993) describes the local versus non-local obsidian exchange at Tula between 

600 to 900 CE and compares it to the Aztec obsidian industry. He makes a convincing 
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argument that obsidian prismatic blades were imported as finished products and as 

compound tools in the form of tribute, for example the macana (or macuahuitl) “a 

wooden sword inset with prismatic blades” (460).  Obtaining green (Pachuca) prismatic 

blades as finished products and ready to use compound tools in the form of tribute rather 

than manufacturing the blades and tools locally may have contributed to the high CE:M 

ratio of Culhucán’s green obsidian.   

 The Aztecs had large well-organized markets with an extraordinary variety of 

goods for sale. Being a large Aztec city-state Culhuacán most likely had an impressive 

market. Renfrew’s central-place market exchange may explain the low CE:M ratio of the 

black and gray obsidian and the high CE:M ratio of the green obsidian. In this mode of 

trade person (A) takes his goods to a central location (P) and exchanges it for other goods 

or services with person (B) at that location (Renfrew’s 1975:42-44).  The green obsidian 

blades could have been purchased in a Culhuacan market (P) as finished products (sold 

by person [A]).  This accounts for the lack of green obsidian debitage in the Culhuacán 

assemblage.  It may also indicate that imported blades were manufactured by full time 

artisans who maximized the use of the raw material.  Conversely, the black and gray 

obsidian could be bought as cores that were later worked at home, which would explain 

the presence of debitage at the site and the low CE:M.    

 The Culhuacán lithic economy appears to be a mixture of both imported blades 

(exemplified by the green obsidian prismatic blades) and local household based 

manufacturing shown by the black and gray debitage. The results of these hypotheses 

suggest that the inhabitants of Culhuacán used multiple avenues of trade, production, and 

redistribution to fulfill its obsidian need.  
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Convent de San Miguel de Huejotzingo 

This data was partly unprovenienced therefore a lot of useful information was 

lost. I could not make any statistical inference based on the compositional differences 

among the levels. In fact, I am not sure the entirety of this assemblage is Aztec. I choose 

to treat the entire assemblage as a single data set. The assemblage included 13 pieces of 

non-obsidian lithic material. Table 5 below shows the number and percentage of these 

non-obsidian raw materials.  

 

   

The presence of cores, flakes, and shatter indicate that cryptocrystalline materials 

were worked at the site.  However, based on the relatively small amount of non-obsidian 

lithic material coupled with the lack of provenience I believe it is unwise and impractical 

to make and test hypotheses using this data.   

Chert 

Core 31% 

Chert flake 

46% 

Chalcedony 

23% 

Table 5. Convento de San Miguel de Huejotzingo: Non-

obsidian artifacts 

 

N = 13 

Chalcedony flakes = 3 

Chert flakes = 6 

Chert core = 4 

 



 

78 

 

The assemblage contains three colors of obsidian: black, gray, and green.  Like 

the Culhuacán assemblage I combined the black and gray obsidian into one category.  

Table 6 below shows the assemblage subdivided by obsidan raw material color:  

 

Based on the  sample it appears that both obsidian types had almost the same distribution.  

I decided to test this observation statistically using the Chi-square test for goodness of fit.   

 Hypothesis three. H0: The frequencies (number of fragments) of combined black 

and gray obsidian versus green obsidian do not significantly differ from the expected 

frequencies. The expected frequencies are based on the assumption that the obsidian 

color types are evenly distributed within the assemblage. The Convento de San Miguel 

contained 214 pieces of obsidian, therefore, the expected frequency is 50 percent or 107 

artifacts per obsidian color type.  

H1: They do differ significantly.  

Alpha (α) level of significance: .05 

Since there are two categories the df =2-1=1. The critical value at .05 is 3.84.  

If our X² is equal or greater than the critical value, then I reject the null hypothesis.  

Green 
Obisidan 

45% Black and 
Gray 

Obsidian  
55% 

Table 6. Convento de San Miguel de Huejotzingo: 

Percentage of fragments per obsidian color type 

N = 214 

Green obsidian = 96 

Black and Gray obsidian = 118 
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Test Statistic: The Chi-square test for goodness of fit.  

 

 
(       ) 

   
 

(      ) 

   
          

 

Since X² (2.26) is less than the critical value (3.84) I accept the null hypothesis that the 

frequencies of combined black and gray obsidian versus green obsidian do not 

significantly differ from the expected frequencies. I reject the alternative hypothesis that 

the frequencies significantly differ.   

However, since one fragment can be much larger than another; a simple count may 

inaccurately characterize an assemblage.  One way to rectify this is to show both the 

number of fragments and the mass.  Table 7 below shows the Convento de San Migual 

assemblage subdivided by the mass of each raw material color type. 

 

Black and 

Gray 

Obsidian 

80% 

Green 

Obsidian 

20% 

Table 7. Convento de San Miguel de Huejotzingo: 

Percentage of mass per obsidian type 

 

Total mass = 727.7 grams 

Green obsidian = 143.8 grams 

Black and Gray obsidian = 583.9 grams 
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Hypothesis three and Table 7 show that while the frequencies of combined black and 

gray obsidian and green obsidian appear to be statistically even, the mass indicates that 

the Culhuacán lithic assemblage was approximately 80 percent black and gray obsidian. 

To better understand the distribution within the assemblage I subdivided each raw 

material group by the types of artifacts present. Table 8 below shows that the 

assemblage’s green obsidian was mostly in the form prismatic blades (71out of 96 

artifacts). Black and gray obsidian were more evenly distributed with two biface 

fragments, 47 pieces of prismatic blade, 32 flakes, 26 pieces of shatter, and 11 cores.  

Table 8. Convento de San Juan Miguel de Huejotzingo: Artifact types and raw material 

color 

 Gray and Black Obsidian Green Obsidian 

Artifact type Number of 

fragments 

Mass (grams) Number of 

fragments 

Mass (grams) 

Prismatic Blades 47 40% 106.2 18.2% 71 74% 102.5 71.3% 

Flakes 32 27% 87.3 15% 10 10.4% 29.7 20.7% 

Shatter 26 22% 80.2 13.7% 15 15.6% 11.6 8% 

Biface Fragment  2 1.7% 6 1% 0 0% 0 0% 

Core 11 9.3% 304.2 2% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 118 100% 583.9 99.9% 96 100% 143.8 100% 

 

As shown in Table 8, green obsidian prismatic blades constitute more than 70 percent of 

the total green obsidian mass. The small amount of green obsidian debitage (shatter and 

flakes) and the lack of cores is a strong indication that green obsidian blades were not 

manufactured on site.  On the other hand, the seemingly even distribution of black and 

gray obsidian artifacts, especially the presence of cores, suggests household 
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manufacturing.  This is significant because it may indicate that green obsidian blades 

were bought as finished products; while black and gray obsidian artifacts were 

homemade. A theme echoed by the Culhuacán results. The presence of bifaces made 

using black and gray obsidian seem to correspond to Hirth (2006:125) observation at 

Xochicalco where he found a disproportionally large number of bifaces manufactured 

using gray obsidian.  The Huejotzingo assemblage may exhibit similar characteristics to 

other lithic assemblages dating back to at least the Epiclassic. In that, it may show a 

tendency to use green (Pachuca) obsidian to manufacture prismatic blades and black and 

gray obsidian to make bifaces.  

 I decided to calculate the CE:M ratio of the black and gray obsidian prismatic 

blades versus green obsidian prismatic blades to see how they compare.  The results are 

shown in Table 9 below: 

 

The black and gray obsidian has a lower CE:M ratio than the green obsidian. Yet 

the green obsidian’s CE:M ratio is still very low and considering Pachuca is 

approximately 113 kilometers away suggests Huejotzingo was amply supplied.   This is 

contrary to Sidry’s CE:M estimation based on Euclidean. Sidry’s CE:M ratio best 

explains  down-the-line-trade mode of exchange and fails to fully account for market-

place exchange.   

 

Table 9. Convento de San Juan Miguel de Huejotzingo: CE:M ratio of 

prismatic blades by obsidian color 

Prismatic blades N=118 

Gray N=47 Green N =71 

CE:M 

2.75  cm per gram of combined gray 

prismatic blade 

3.2 cm per gram of green prismatic 

blade 
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Down-the-line-trade is a mode of exchange where person (A) acquires the 

resource at its source, uses some of it and then exchanges the rest with person (B) who is 

located further away from the original source than person (A).  Person (B) then uses some 

of the acquired resource and exchanges the rest with person (C) who is located even 

further away. This pattern continues until the material is exhausted.  However, Smith’s 

(1990) study of Aztec long distance trade strongly suggests the presence of independent 

merchants and market systems, which would not fit Sidry’s model.  Indeed, Smith found 

that the frequencies of Pachuca (green) obsidian only roughly correspond with Euclidian 

distance, in that obsidian assemblages from sites very close to Pachuca were 

approximately 95% composed of green obsidian.  This is to be expected as the raw 

material was readily accessible at these nearby locations.   However, the overall 

distribution of green obsidian does not point to a down-the-line-trade mode of exchange. 

Smith states that green obsidian was supplied to Texcocco and Tenochtitlan via tributary 

and market channels while the pochteca supplied areas further away from the source 

(1990).  

The Aztecs had large well-organized markets with an extraordinary variety of 

goods for sale. Huejotzingo was a large well established city therefore it most likely had a 

large well organized market. Renfrew’s central-place market exchange may explain the 

low CE:M ratio of both the combined black and gray and green obsidian. The green 

obsidian blades could have been purchased (by person [B]) in a Huejotzingo market 

(central place [P]) as finished products and prepared cores (sold by person [A]).  This 

accounts for the low CE:M ratio and the presence of green obsidian debitage in the 
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assemblage.  The black and gray obsidian could be bought primarily as cores that were 

later worked at home, which would explain the presence of debitage and cores at the site.    

Like Culhuacán, the Huejotzingo lithic economy appears to be a mixture both imported 

blades (exhibited by the green obsidian prismatic blades) and local household based 

manufacturing shown by the black and gray debitage and cores.  

Comparison of the Convento de San Juan Evangelista and the Convento de San Miguel 

de Huejotzingo.  

I decided to compare the CE:M ratios of both sites using an unpaired t test. The 

unpaired t test is a parametric test. It is used when comparing the means of two samples 

for significant differences. The test utilizes the difference of the two means to determine 

if both samples stem from the same population.  Here, I use it to determine if the green 

obsidian prismatic blades from the Convento de San Juan Evangelista  and the Convento 

de San Miguel de Huejotzingo have a similar CE:M ratio. The unpaired t test produces a t 

score, which is similar to the z score, and the only difference is that a t score computes 

the standard deviation using the degrees of freedom instead of n - 1. The larger the values 

of the df, the greater the samples resemble a normal distribution (Madrigal, 1998).  Below 

is the test statistic: 
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Hypothesis four. H0: The CE:M ratio (4.73) of the Convento de San Juan 

Evangelista green obsidian prismatic blades does not significantly differ from the CE:M 

ratio (3.2) of the Convento de San Miguel de Huejotzingo green obsidian prismatic 

blades.  

H1: It does significantly differ. 

Alpha (a) level of significance: .05 

df (103) at the critical value alpha 0.05= 1.980 

Test Statistic: Un-paired T test 
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Since the t score (5.83) is greater than the critical value (1.980), I reject the null 

hypothesis that the CE:M ratio (4.73) of the Convento de San Juan Evangelista green 

obsidian prismatic blades do not significantly differ from the CE:M ratio (3.2) of the 

Convento de San Miguel de Huejotzingo green obsidian prismatic blades. I accept the 

alternate hypothesis that they do significantly differ. The exact probability is p = 6.42 x 

10
-8

, quite a low probability, suggesting the alternative hypothesis is strongly confirmed.  

It is unclear why Huejotzingo would have a significantly lower CE:M ratio for 

Pachuca obsidian than Culhuacán. We would naturally expect Culhuacán to have the 

lower value because it is closer to the source. The straight-line distance from Culhuacán 

to Pachuca, measured on Google Earth, is 93 km, while the distance from Huejotzingo to 

Pachuca is 113 km, about 21 per cent further than from Culhuacán. Moreover, Culhuacán 

was next door to the Aztec capital, which would have been an important center of 
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redistribution for Pachuca obsidian, a major commodity within the Imperium. Two 

possible explanations suggest themselves. Huejotzingo might have been integrated into a 

different obsidian distribution network than the Aztec capital for some part of the Late 

Postclassic period. Huejotzingo was only definitively conquered by the Triple Alliance 

shortly before the Spanish arrived. Previously, they experienced alternately friendly and 

frosty relations with the Mexica. They also had similarly variable relations with their 

close neighbors, the Tlaxcaltecans. It is possible that trade with Huejotzingo came 

through Tlaxcala for some significant part of the Late Postclassic period, in which case 

they might—for some reason—have received their Pachuca obsidian from different 

outcrops, quarries, or through a different center of redistribution. Therefore, although the 

geographic distance was greater the differing economic context and circumstances might 

have made Pachuca obsidian less expensive. Perhaps the longer route was actually 

quicker and easier, perhaps the tax structure was different, or perhaps the laws governing 

markets were different. Any one of these factors could have affected the market price of 

obsidian. Or perhaps, being outside the Empire, Huejotzingo was more prosperous. It is 

also possible that the Huejotzingo materials include a significant admixture of earlier 

materials with a different CE:M distribution.  
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6. DISCUSSION 

 

 The results of the Culhuacán and Huejotzingo analyses contribute to the body of 

Aztec literature. While the data sets were small, I do believe they say something 

important about the archaeology of the region. Both assemblages indicate that green 

obsidian was imported in volume and acquired at the household level as finished blades.  

Contrarily, black and gray obsidian seem to be worked at the household level.  The three 

biface fragments (one from Culhuacán and two from Huejotzingo) were all made using 

black and gray obsidian which may point to a household based biface industry. Together 

both assemblages point to a central-market place exchange mode of trade, which is 

supported by the eyewitness accounts of the conquistadors, who observed the Aztec 

markets, and the reconstructions of the Aztec long distance trade network (Smith 1990).  

New questions may arise from the results of these analyses, which may generate future 

research.   

While prismatic blades played a vital role in providing sharp, disposable cutting 

implements that can be fashioned into other tools, the formal flake stone tool assemblage 

consisted of carefully formed artifacts that fit certain morphological parameters.  It is the 

circumscribed morphology of the formal Aztec stone tool types that is important.   In this 

typology I  identified several formal tools that are Aztec and adhere to fixed 

morphological parameters. The ornate category consists of formal bifaces that were 

decorated or found in ceremonial contexts, the majority of these bifaces were made using 
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cryptocrystalline materials.  This is interesting because the majority of the Aztec stone 

tool assemblage is composed of obsidian. From my research, it appears that the vast 

majority of Mexica knives were made of chert, which may indicate that the Aztecs valued 

chert and obisidian differently.  

 The Mexica knives have a distinct morphology and to the best of my knowledge 

are not found in Mesoamerica prior to the arrival of the Aztec ancestral group. If the 

Mexica knife originates with the Mexica then I have identified a diagnostic artifact that 

can be used to pinpoint Mexica sites or at least areas with Mexica influence. The 

Sacrificial knife type, based on Las Casas (1875:456-457) detailed description, matches 

one of the ornate artifacts found in the Templo Mayor assemblage.  I am personally 

astounded by this because Las Casas describes the morphology, function, style, and 

context  of this artifact type.   Like the Mexica knife, the sacrificial knife could be used to 

identify groups that are culturally affiliated with the Aztec. The Coa scepter may 

highlight the importance the Aztecs placed on this tool and its use in agriculture.  The 

Serpent scepter illustrates the importance of the serpent in Aztec religion.  Combined, the 

ornate category may define four predominant themes of Aztec culture: ancestry (Mexica 

knife), religion (Serpent scepter, the Painted and Personified Mexica knives, and the 

handle of the Sacrificial knife), agriculture (Coa scepter), and sacrifice (Sacrificial knife).   

 The projectile point industry is also very interesting, especially the Chiconautla 

point and the Texcoco point.  The Chiconautla point has a distinct morphology, a 

prescribed size, and appears to be primarily made on cryptocrystalline materials.  Like 

the Mexica knife this point type is not found in Mesoamerica prior to the arrival of the 

Mexica.   Tolstoy’s illustration of the diagnostic Chiconautla point looks remarkably 
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similar to a smaller version of a Mexica knife. Perhaps this is a coincidence but future 

researchers should explore the similarities and differences between these two types, as 

both may originate with the Mexica.    

 The Texcoco point type reflects the other end of the spectrum as it is present in 

Mesoamerica prior to the arrival of the Mexica.  This point morphology is common in 

lithic assemblages throughout North America and Mexico. In fact, when I worked as an 

archaeology field technician in Boise, Idaho, for the Bureau of Land Management I found 

similar artifacts constructed on very light flakes classified as “desert side notched points”.  

The Aztecs used both flakes and blades as well a variety of raw materials to construct 

Texcoco points.   Brumfiel (1976:113-120) found that approximately two-thirds of the 

recovered projectile points from Huexotla and San Bernardino were Harrell points 

(Texcoco small) made from obsidian blades.  Pastrana and Hirth’s (2003) study of an 

Aztec workshop in the Sierra de las Navajas found an abundance of these artifacts made 

on obsidian blades in varying sizes. It is important to note that all their illustrated artifacts 

have a distinct parallel flaking pattern. Perhaps this uniform flaking pattern is a trait of 

projectile points made by full time craftsmen.  

 The Elliptic type, although radically different in morphology, had a similar 

parallel flaking pattern.  The ones illustrated by Pastrana and Hirth (2003) come from the 

same workshop.   These points were also manufactured through the bifacial retouch of a 

prismatic blade.  In fact, six of the defined chipped stone tool types used prismatic blades 

as “blanks”.  Given the Triple Alliance’s highly standardized and efficient organization it 

is predictable that they would use prismatic blades to manufacture formal tools. Prismatic 

blades can be created to uniform specifications, thus allowing the Aztecs to control the 
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thickness, width, weight, and perhaps length of artifacts.   We know from the literature on 

the Aztec prismatic blade industry and it is reaffirmed through the analysis of the 

Culhuacán and Huejotzingo assemblages, that green obsidian blades were mass-produced 

and amply supplied.  Certainly, we can speculate that in the absence of widespread 

metallurgy, the Aztec may have attempted in part to streamline the stone tool industry 

through the use of prismatic blades.   In Tlatelolco, Mexico City, González Rul (1979:11) 

found notched blades in the same context as Texcoco points and provides a photograph of 

a Texcoco small point that clearly looks like it is made on a prismatic blade (figure 2:K).   

 The Aztec chipped stone tool assemblage is a mix of standard mass-produced 

tools from prismatic blades and non-prismatic blade formal types. Stemmed points appear 

to be manufactured mostly on flakes and types like the Disc scraper, Stone ixle scraper, 

and Chiconautla point are all exclusively made using non-obsidian materials. This may 

point to a difference between imported tools or tools produced by large-scale 

manufacturers and local small-scale workshops. It may also highlight the sub-cultures 

within the Triple Alliance, an area of Aztec study that is severely underrepresented in the 

literature.   

 Among the questions that linger regarding the Aztec lithic assemblage, one is the 

absence of flaked stone axes. In my research I did not come across an Aztec flake stone 

ax.  This may be of course because the Aztecs made an exceptional and outstanding 

variety of ground stone tools. In fact, Tolstoy (1971: 287) describes two types of ground 

stone axes and two types of ground stone adzes that date from the Preclassic through to 

the Aztec period.  Ground stone tools coupled with the growing use of chopper most 

likely supplemented the flake stone tool assemblage. Indeed, when addressing the Aztec 



 

90 

 

lithic assemblage Vaillant (1944:52) states that “...axes and celts were rare.” The second 

lingering question is the relative infrequency of corner notched projectile points.  Spence 

(1967:511) noted that the majority of Aztec projectile points from Otumba are Harrell 

points (Texcoco small) and Texcoco points (Texcoco medium or Texcoco large). Indeed 

corner notched points that date to the Aztec period are relatively sparse in the literature.  
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7. CONCLUSION 

The intellectual and artistic achievements of the Aztecs are sorely 

underappreciated. Law, medicine, and calendrics were highly refined. They wrote poetry, 

which, in its grace, simplicity, and deep pathos, is reminiscent of fine Chinese or 

Japanese verse. In sculpture, the Aztecs combined monumental bas-reliefs with a return 

to three-dimensional sculpture unseen in Central Mexico since Olmec times. 

Unfortunately, their conquerors diligently and successfully erased most evidence of these 

achievements as part of a systematic program of cultural subordination. Fortunately, 

significant aspects of Aztec culture, worldview, and sensibility have survived in modern 

Mexican culture. Stone tools represent a significant and vital portion of the Aztec 

material culture.  This typology describes this essential industry.  Only now that we know 

the overall contours of the Aztec formal lithic assemblage can we ask ourselves what 

kind of technocomplex it represents. Only now can we effectively address questions 

about its relationship to other industries, such as ground stone and metallurgy. Only now 

can we explore when, where, and why elements of the complex diffused to other parts of 

Mesoamerican and beyond.  Only now can we attempt to determine the ancestral Mexica 

origins using the Mexica knife or perhaps even the Chiconautla point as both seem to 

appear in Mesoamerica contemporaneously. Only now can we explore the seemingly 

strong relationship between cryptocrystalline materials and ornately decorated stone 
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tools. The Aztecs pushed stone tool technology to its furthest limits.  Identifying the types 

of tools they produced is a critical step in understanding them.   
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Snapped tip 

Snapped 

shoulder 

Random flaking 

pattern 

A Triangle point illustrated from the Cholula “Cornfields” 

assemblage recovered by John M. Goggin.  The artifact was typed 

using MacNesh et al’s (1967) description of Triangle points.  
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Serpent scepters displayed at the Museo del Templo 

Mayor, Mexico City, photographed by Clifford T. 

Brown 
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Coa scepters displayed at the Museo del Templo 

Mayor, Mexico City. The artifacts were displayed 

in cases and therefore could not be photographed 

with a scale.   Photographed by Clifford T. 

Brown  

 

A modern coa photographed by 

Clifford T. Brown  
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Sacrificial knife adapted from Moctezuma and 

Olguín 2002:Figure153).   

 

 

Note: The haft and the blade of this particular knife 

were not found together; they were joined together 

in modern times.  
 

Carved handle that 

resembles the sun god 

Tonatiuh 
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Plain Mexica knives displayed  

at the Museo del Templo Mayor,  

Mexico City, photographed by Clifford T. 

Brown.  
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Painted knife adapted from Miranda (2006: Figure 8).  The 

Artifact Measurements are 12.5 x 4.0 cm. Note the geometric 

patterns.  
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Personified Mexica knives 

displayed at the Museo del 

Templo,Mayor,  Mexico City,  

photographed by Clifford T. 

Brown.  
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Chiconautla points photographed by Ashley Gravlin-Beman at the American 

Museum of Natural History, NY. The artifacts are a part of the Chiconautla 

collection.  
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Texcoco points photographed by Clifford T. Brown at the American 

Museum of Natural History, NY. The artifacts are a part of the 

Chiconautla collection.  
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Texcoco points photographed by 

Clifford T. Brown at the Templo 

Mayor, Mexico City.  
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A stemmed point photographed by Clifford T. Brown at the 

American Museum of Natural History, NY. The artifact is a 

part of the Chiconautla collection.  
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APPENDIX  

Distrito Federal (D.F.7): Culhuacán convento de San Juan Evangelista: Test Unit Three 

Level 10: 54 to 60 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19897 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

1 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Distal 2.9 1.3 0.4 1.18 Fine 5.8 

2 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 1.8 1.6 0.4 1.26 Fine 3.5 

3 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 1.3 2.2 0.6 1.36 None 0.0 

4 Chert Black Flake Complete 1.7 3.0 0.7 3.33 None 0.0 

5 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Distal 2.3 0.9 0.2 0.50 Fine 4.5 

6 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.4 0.7 0.2 0.24 Fine 2.8 

7 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 0.9 1.0 0.2 0.31 Fine 1.9 

8 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.3 1.3 0.3 0.91 Fine 4.5 

9 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 3.3 1.0 0.3 1.22 Fine 6.6 

10 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.0 0.8 0.2 0.40 Fine 4.0 

11 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Distal 2.6 1.1 0.3 0.88 Fine 5.1 

12 Obsidian Gray Flake Medial 1.5 1.1 0.3 0.54 Fine 2.9 

13 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.8 0.7 0.3 0.68 Heavy 5.6 

14 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.0 0.8 0.2 0.25 Fine 2.0 

15 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 1.8 0.9 0.3 0.41 Fine 3.5 
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Distrito Federal (D.F.7): Culhuacán convento de San Juan Evangelista: Test Unit Three 

Level 11: 60 to 66 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19893 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

16 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Distal 2.4 0.7 0.3 0.66 Heavy 4.8 

17 Obsidian Black Flake Complete 1.7 2.0 0.4 1.43 Heavy 3.4 

18 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.5 1.2 0.4 1.46 Fine 5.0 

19 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 3.0 0.8 0.2 0.75 Fine 6.0 

20 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.8 0.9 0.2 0.42 Fine 3.5 

21 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 1.5 1.7 0.4 0.60 Fine 3.2 

22 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.0 1.3 0.4 0.88 Fine 4.0 

23 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 1.4 0.9 0.3 0.35 Fine 0.9 

25 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Proximal 2.0 1.6 0.7 1.84 Fine 4.0 

26 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 1.9 1.8 0.3 0.78 Fine 2.0 

27 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Distal 2.0 1.2 0.3 0.84 Fine 4.0 

28 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 1.3 1.5 0.3 0.53 Fine 3.8 

29 Obsidian Black Shatter  2.3 1.6 0.3 1.06 Very Fine 2.3 

30 Obsidian Black Shatter  1.3 0.9 0.3 0.26 None 0.0 

31 Obsidian Gray Shatter  0.8 0.7 0.2 0.13 None 0.0 

32 Obsidian Black Shatter  1.2 0.6 0.5 0.23 None 0.0 

33 Slate Black Shatter  2.0 1.3 0.4 0.85 None 0.0 
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Distrito Federal (D.F.7): Culhuacán convento de San Juan Evangelista: Test Unit Three 

Level 12: 66 to 72 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19893 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

34 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Distal 6.9 1.8 0.5 7.58 Heavy 2.8 

35 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.2 1.1 0.3 0.43 Fine 2.4 

36 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 4.1 2.1 0.7 6.02 Heavy 8.2 

37 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.8 1.1 0.2 0.63 Fine 3.6 

38 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.1 1.5 0.3 1.69 Fine 4.1 

39 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.2 1.9 0.6 2.33 Fine 4.5 

40 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.3 0.9 0.3 0.38 Fine 2.5 

41 Obsidian Green Shatter  1.5 1.0 0.4 0.47 Fine 1.4 

42 Obsidian Gray Shatter  1.5 1.1 0.3 0.38 Fine 1.3 

Distrito Federal (D.F.7): Culhuacán convento de San Juan Evangelista: Test Unit Three 

Level 13: 72 to 78 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19893 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

44 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.7 0.9 0.2 0.42 Heavy 3.3 
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45 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.3 0.8 0.2 0.63 Heavy 4.6 

46 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 0.9 1.1 0.1 0.08 None 0.0 

47 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 1.5 1.5 0.2 0.42 Yes 1.5 

48 Obsidian Gray Shatter  2.8 1.7 1.0 3.61 None 0.0 

49 Obsidian Gray Shatter  1.6 1.0 0.4 0.72 None 0.0 

50 Chalcedony White Shatter  2.7 1.8 0.3 1.18 None 0.0 

51 Obsidian Green Shatter  2.0 0.7 0.4 0.50 Fine 0.3 

52 Obsidian Gray Biface fragment Incompete 2.1 1.3 0.7 2.07 Heavy 4.1 

Distrito Federal (D.F.7): Culhuacán convento de San Juan Evangelista: Test Unit Three 

Level 12 and 13 Mix: 66 to 78 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19899 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

53 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.1 1.6 0.4 0.78 Heavy 2.2 

54 Slate Gray non anthropogenic  0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0 

55 Slate Gray non anthropogenic  0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0 

56 pourus  rock Brown non anthropogenic  0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0 

Distrito Federal (D.F.7): Culhuacán convento de San Juan Evangelista: Test Unit Three 

Level 15: 78 to 84 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19895 
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Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

57 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.5 1.0 0.2 0.34 Heavy 3.0 

58 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.7 1.4 0.3 0.79 Heavy 3.5 

59 Obsidian Gray Shatter  1.6 0.8 0.5 0.50  2.1 

60 Obsidian Gray Flake Medial 0.6 0.8 0.2 0.06 None 2.8 

Distrito Federal (D.F.7): Culhuacán convento de San Juan Evangelista: Test Unit Three 

Level 16: 84 to 90 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19896 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

61 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.4 1.1 0.2 0.93 Heavy 4.8 

62 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.0 1.1 0.2 0.68 Heavy 4.0 

63 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Proximal 1.8 0.9 0.3 0.48 Fine 3.7 

64 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.6 0.8 0.1 0.21 Fine 3.1 

65 Obsidian Green Flake Complete 1.5 1.0 0.3 0.23 None 2.7 

66 Obsidian Gray Flake Incompete 0.7 0.7 0.1 0.01 None 1.3 

67 Obsidian Gray Shatter  1.8 1.2 0.5 0.66 Fine 2.4 

68 Obsidian Gray Shatter  1.4 0.8 0.4 0.39 None 0.0 

Distrito Federal (D.F.7): Culhuacán convento de San Juan Evangelista: Test Unit Three 

Level 17: 90 to 96 inches below surface 
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Florida State Inventory Number: 19900 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

69 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 3.3 1.2 0.3 1.66 Heavy 6.5 

70 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Proximal 2.2 1.3 0.2 0.82 Heavy 4.4 

71 Obsidian Green Flake Incomplete 1.5 0.8 0.3 0.30 Fine 0.9 

72 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 2.6 1.9 0.3 0.88 None 0.0 

73 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 2.2 1.9 0.5 1.55 None 0.0 

74 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.7 1.4 0.3 1.14 Fine 5.4 

75 Obsidian Gray Flake Incomplete 2.5 2.3 0.8 5.83 None 5.0 

Distrito Federal (D.F.7): Culhuacán convento de San Juan Evangelista: Test Unit Three 

Level 18: 96 to 102 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19901 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

76 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.2 1.3 0.2 0.66 Fine 4.5 

77 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.9 1.1 0.4 0.90 Fine 3.7 

78 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.8 0.9 0.2 0.46 Fine 3.6 

79 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.0 0.8 0.2 0.13 Fine 2.0 

80 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 2.5 2.0 0.5 1.96 Fine 2.9 
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81 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 2.1 0.6 0.3 0.34 Heavy 3.2 

82 Obsidian Gray Shatter  2.2 0.7 0.5 0.70 None 0.0 

83 Obsidian Gray Flake Incomplete 1.4 1.2 0.2 0.33 None 0.0 

84 Obsidian Gray Flake Incomplete 1.0 1.0 0.1 0.15 None 0.0 

85 Obsidian Gray Shatter  1.0 1.0 0.3 0.30 Fine 0.4 

Distrito Federal (D.F.7): Culhuacán convento de San Juan Evangelista: Test Unit Three 

Level 19: 102 to 108 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19902 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

86 Obsidian Gray Shatter  1.9 1.1 0.2 0.72 Fine 1.9 

87 Obsidian Gray Shatter  2.0 1.2 0.5 0.93 Fine 1.7 

88 Obsidian Gray Shatter  3.0 1.3 0.7 2.16 None 0.0 

89 Obsidian Gray Projectile point  2.9 2.0 0.4 1.98 Fine 4.6 

Distrito Federal (D.F.7): Culhuacán convento de San Juan Evangelista: Test Unit Three 

Level 20: 108 to 114 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19903 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

90 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Proximal 2.8 1.1 0.1 2.00 Heavy 5.6 
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91 Obsidian Gray Shatter  2.8 2.5 1.0 9.36 Fine 1.9 

92 Obsidian Gray Shatter  1.4 0.8 0.2 0.25 Fine 1.1 

Distrito Federal (D.F.7): Culhuacán convento de San Juan Evangelista: Test Unit Three 

Level 21: 114 to 125 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19904 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

93 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.5 1.1 0.2 0.86 Heavy 5.0 

94 Obsidian Gray Shatter  2.2 1.3 0.6 1.39 None 0.0 

95 Obsidian Gray Shatter  1.4 1.2 0.8 0.70 None 0.0 

96 Obsidian Gray Flake Incomplete 1.4 0.6 0.1 0.08 None 0.0 

Distrito Federal (D.F.8): Churubusco Dominican Monastery (Unprovenenced Material) 

Unknown Level: Unknown Depth 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19913 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

97 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Proximal 32.5 10.8 3.9 1.52 Heavy 65 

98 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.6 1.1 0.3 0.68 Heavy 3.1 

99 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.3 1.8 0.4 1.65 Fine 4.6 

100 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Proximal 1.5 1.2 0.3 0.57 Fine 3.0 
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101 Obsidian Black Flake Complete 3.1 1.8 0.8 3.24 Fine 4.3 

Distrito Federal (D.F.9): Aztec Mound (Unprovenenced Material) 

Unknown Level: Unknown Depth 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19914 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

102 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Proximal 3.1 1.6 0.3 2.11 Fine 6.3 

103 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 2.8 1.7 0.4 1.46 Fine 2.5 

104 Obsidian Gray Shatter  1.3 0.9 0.5 0.68 Fine 2.6 

Distrito Federal (D.F.10): Unnamed Site Unprovenenced 

Unknown Level: Unknown Depth 

Florida State Inventory Number: None 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

105 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Distal 3.3 1.5 0.7 2.22 Heavy 6.7 

106 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Distal 4.3 1.5 0.3 2.14 Heavy 8.6 

107 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 3.4 1.6 0.3 2.10 Heavy 6.7 

108 Obsidian Gray Shatter  1.6 1.1 0.4 0.52 Fine 1.0 

109 Obsidian Black Core  4.6 3.7 2.1 43.60 None 0.0 

110 Obsidian Black Core  2.8 1.6 1.6 10.06 None 0.0 
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Distrito Federal (D.F.10): Unnamed Site Unprovenenced 

Unknown Level: Unknown Depth 

Florida State Inventory Number: None 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

111 Obsidian Black Core  2.5 1.9 1.3 7.26 None 0.0 

112 Obsidian Black Flake Incomplete 1.5 2.1 0.3 0.85 Fine 0.7 

113 Obsidian Black Flake Complete 2.8 2.2 0.7 4.22 Heavy 5.0 

114 Obsidian Black Flake Incompete 2.4 2.0 0.2 0.85 None 3.8 

115 Obsidian Black Shatter  2.1 2.0 0.9 4.02 Fine 2.0 

116 Obsidian Black Shatter  1.3 1.3 0.5 0.91 None 2.7 

Pueblo Two: Huejotzingo Convento of San Miguel de Huejotzingo Test Unit Three 

6 to 12 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19846 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

124 Chalcedony White Flake Incomplete 1.4 1.3 0.4 0.91 None 2.6 

125 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.0 1.3 0.3 1.11 Heavy 4.0 

126 Chert Pale yellow Shatter  1.6 1.2 0.4 0.83 None 2.3 

127 Chert Light brownish  Flake Incomplete 1.3 1.2 0.3 0.36 Fine 2.9 
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128 Chert Red Flake Incomplete 2.0 1.3 0.5 0.84 Fine 1.3 

Pueblo Two: Huejotzingo Convento of San Miguel de Huejotzingo Test Unit Two 

12 to 18 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19867 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

118 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.0 1.1 0.5 1.04 Fine 4.1 

119 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 3.1 1.7 0.7 4.38 Fine 6.3 

Pueblo Two: Huejotzingo Convento of San Miguel de Huejotzingo Test Unit Two 

24 to 28 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19868 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

120 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Proximal 2.4 0.9 0.3 0.68 Fine 4.9 

Pueblo Two: Huejotzingo Convento of San Miguel de Huejotzingo Test Unit Three 

30 to 36 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19869 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 
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121 Obsidian Gray Flake Incomplete 0.9 1.2 0.1 0.12 None 2.3 

122 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 3.0 1.5 0.5 2.54 Fine 6.0 

129 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Complete 8.3 2.1 0.6 11.17 Heavy 16.5 

130 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.5 1.2 0.5 2.04 Fine 5.0 

131 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.9 1.6 0.6 3.07 Heavy 5.9 

132 Obsidian Gray Shatter  2.0 2.1 0.9 4.16 None 3.7 

Pueblo Two: Huejotzingo Convento of San Miguel de Huejotzingo Test Unit Three 

42 to 48 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19852 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

133 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Distal 5.1 1.7 0.6 5.51 Heavy 10.2 

134 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 1.8 1.2 0.5 0.71 Fine 1.6 

Pueblo Two: Huejotzingo Convento of San Miguel de Huejotzingo Test Unit Two 

48 to 54 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19850 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge  

122 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 3.0 1.5 0.5 2.54 Fine 6.0 

123 Chert Light brownish gray Core  3.6 2.9 2.0 17.07  3.2 
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Pueblo Two: Huejotzingo Convento of San Miguel de Huejotzingo Test Unit Three 

60 to 66 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19879 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

135 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Proximal 2.7 1.5 0.4 1.86 Heavy 5.5 

Pueblo Two: Huejotzingo Convento of San Miguel de Huejotzingo Test Unit Three 

66 to 72 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19880 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

136 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 3.1 2.0 0.4 2.17 Fine 5.7 

 

Pueblo Two: Huejotzingo Convento of San Miguel de Huejotzingo Test Unit Three 

72 to 78 inches below surface 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19811 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

137 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 5.9 1.9 0.5 7.52 Heavy 11.8 
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Pueblo Two: Huejotzingo Convento of San Miguel de Huejotzingo (Unprovenenced Material) 

Unknown Level: Unknown Depth 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19855 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

138 Obsidian Black Core  3.3 3.1 1.3 13.23  0.0 

139 Obsidian Black Core  9.4 4.2 3.3 156.63  0.0 

140 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 4.7 2.3 0.4 6.70 Heavy 9.3 

141 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Proximal 4.8 1.5 0.4 3.30 Heavy 9.6 

142 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Distal 4.1 1.6 0.3 2.63 Heavy 8.3 

143 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 4.0 0.8 0.3 0.87 Fine 8.0 

Pueblo Two: Huejotzingo (Unprovenenced Material Continued) 

Unknown Level: Unknown Depth 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19855 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

144 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 3.7 0.9 0.3 1.33 Heavy 7.5 

145 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Proximal 2.3 1.4 0.4 1.50 Heavy 4.6 

146 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Proximal 2.6 1.0 0.4 1.10 Heavy 5.2 

147 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Proximal 1.7 1.7 0.4 1.40 Fine 3.5 
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148 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Distal 2.0 1.6 0.3 1.40 Fine 3.9 

149 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Distal 2.3 1.5 0.4 1.60 Heavy 4.6 

150 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Distal 1.8 1.5 0.4 0.90 Heavy 3.6 

151 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.3 1.2 0.3 1.10 Heavy 4.6 

152 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.1 1.8 0.3 1.70 Heavy 4.1 

153 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.2 1.0 0.2 0.60 Heavy 4.4 

154 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.5 1.7 0.3 1.60 Heavy 5.0 

155 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.3 1.2 0.3 1.00 Heavy 4.6 

156 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.2 1.4 0.3 1.00 Fine 4.4 

157 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.4 1.5 0.4 0.90 Fine 2.8 

158 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.6 1.5 0.4 1.10 Fine 3.1 

159 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.1 1.7 0.4 1.20 Fine 4.1 

160 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.7 1.3 0.5 2.10 Fine 5.4 

161 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.3 1.6 0.5 2.20 Heavy 4.5 

162 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 4.1 2.0 0.5 4.60 Heavy 8.3 

163 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.4 1.2 0.3 0.80 Heavy 4.7 

164 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 4.2 1.4 0.5 3.50 Heavy 4.5 

165 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.8 1.1 0.3 1.00 Heavy 3.6 

166 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.2 1.5 0.4 1.50 Fine 4.4 

167 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.3 1.3 0.3 0.90 Fine 4.6 

168 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.8 1.3 0.3 1.50 Fine 5.6 

169 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.7 0.9 0.3 0.60 Fine 5.4 

170 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.3 1.1 0.2 0.70 Fine 4.5 
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171 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.7 0.9 0.2 0.40 Fine 3.5 

172 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.9 1.0 0.2 0.50 Fine 3.8 

173 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.4 1.6 0.4 1.60 Fine 4.9 

174 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.6 2.0 0.2 1.70 Fine 5.2 

175 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.4 0.9 0.3 0.50 Fine 4.8 

176 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.4 1.3 0.4 0.80 Fine 2.7 

177 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.5 1.3 0.4 0.60 Fine 2.9 

178 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.9 1.4 0.4 1.00 Fine 3.7 

179 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.5 1.4 0.3 0.80 Fine 3.0 

180 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.3 1.3 0.4 0.70 Fine 2.6 

181 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Proximal 1.9 1.0 0.4 0.70 Fine 3.9 

182 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Proximal 1.4 0.9 0.3 0.40 Fine 2.7 

183 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Distal 1.4 1.1 0.3 0.50 Fine 2.7 

184 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.2 1.4 0.5 0.80 Fine 2.5 

185 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.6 1.5 0.3 1.10 Fine 3.3 

186 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.9 2.0 0.4 2.30 Heavy 3.8 

187 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.0 2.0 0.3 1.10 Heavy 4.1 

188 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.8 1.1 0.3 0.70 Heavy 3.7 

189 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.5 1.2 0.4 1.50 Heavy 5.0 

190 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.0 1.3 0.4 0.90 Heavy 4.0 

191 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.5 0.9 0.5 0.90 Fine 5.0 

192 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.7 1.0 0.4 0.50 Fine 3.3 

193 Obsidian Green Flake Complete 3.4 1.7 0.3 1.80 Fine 4.1 
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194 Obsidian Green Flake Complete 1.7 2.4 0.4 1.60 Fine 2.4 

195 Obsidian Green Flake Complete 3.6 1.7 0.3 2.10 Fine 4.7 

196 Obsidian Green Flake Incomplete 1.2 2.2 0.4 0.90 Fine 0.6 

197 Obsidian Green Flake Complete 3.1 3.1 0.8 7.40 Heavy 3.9 

198 Obsidian Green Flake incomplete 2.6 1.7 0.3 1.50 Fine 2.7 

199 Obsidian Green Flake Complete 3.3 2.0 0.8 4.00 Fine 4.0 

200 Obsidian Green Flake Complete 4.5 1.9 0.7 6.80 Heavy 3.4 

201 Obsidian Green Flake incomplete 2.3 2.6 0.6 2.70 Fine 3.4 

202 Obsidian Green Flake Complete 1.7 1.7 0.3 0.90 Heavy 2.9 

203 Obsidian Green Shatter N/A 2.3 1.8 0.6 2.30 Fine 3.0 

204 Obsidian Green Shatter N/A 2.0 1.4 0.5 1.30 Fine 2.6 

205 Obsidian Green Shatter N/A 1.1 0.8 0.3 0.30 Fine 1.2 

206 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Proximal 0.9 1.2 0.4 0.30 Fine 1.7 

207 Obsidian Green Shatter N/A 1.3 0.8 0.3 0.20 Fine 0.9 

208 Obsidian Green Shatter N/A 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.10 Fine 0.5 

209 Obsidian Green Shatter N/A 1.0 1.4 0.3 0.40 Fine 1.0 

210 Obsidian Green Shatter N/A 1.0 1.0 0.3 0.20 Fine 1.5 

211 Obsidian Green Shatter N/A 2.4 1.8 0.7 2.40 None 0.0 

212 Obsidian Green Shatter N/A 1.3 1.5 0.6 0.90 None 0.0 

213 Obsidian Green Shatter N/A 1.6 1.2 0.2 0.20 None 0.0 

214 Obsidian Green Shatter N/A 0.9 1.1 0.5 0.50 None 0.0 

215 Obsidian Green Shatter N/A 1.5 0.7 0.3 0.40 None 0.0 

216 Obsidian Green Shatter N/A 1.0 1.1 0.4 0.50 None 0.0 
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217 Obsidian Green Shatter N/A 1.4 0.5 0.3 0.20 None 0.0 

218 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Proximal 3.4 1.3 0.4 2.20 Heavy 6.7 

219 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.7 1.1 0.3 0.70 Fine 3.4 

220 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Distal 0.9 1.3 0.6 0.80 Heavy 2.9 

221 Obsidian Green Shatter  1.7 1.3 0.6 1.70 Fine 2.4 

222 Obsidian Black Core  3.1 3.2 1.6 22.00 Pecking 0.0 

223 Obsidian Black Core  3.2 3.5 1.6 18.10  0.0 

224 Obsidian Black Core  3.3 2.8 2.0 13.10  0.0 

225 Obsidian Black Core  2.9 2.4 1.0 7.50 Pecking 0.0 

226 Obsidian Black Core  2.7 1.8 1.0 6.10  0.0 

227 Obsidian Black Shatter  2.9 2.6 1.0 8.90 Fine 2.6 

228 Obsidian Black Shatter  3.7 1.5 1.2 4.10 Fine 8.0 

229 Obsidian Black Shatter  3.7 1.8 0.9 5.80 Fine 2.2 

230 Obsidian Black Shatter  2.2 1.9 0.5 2.10 Fine 3.2 

231 Obsidian Black Shatter  2.3 1.6 1.3 4.10 Fine 3.1 

232 Obsidian Black Shatter  2.1 1.0 0.8 1.70 Fine 6.0 

233 Obsidian Black Flake Complete 4.8 1.4 0.6 0.80 Heavy 4.7 

234 Obsidian Black Shatter  1.8 1.0 0.4 1.50 Heavy 1.9 

235 Obsidian Black Shatter  1.3 1.1 0.4 0.40 Fine 1.0 

236 Obsidian Black Shatter  1.5 1.0 0.4 0.50 Fine 0.9 

237 Obsidian Black Shatter  2.6 1.9 0.8 3.90 Fine 2.6 

238 Obsidian Black Shatter  3.1 1.1 0.6 1.90 Fine 2.2 

239 Obsidian Black Shatter  2.1 1.4 0.4 1.40 None 0.0 
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240 Obsidian Black Shatter  1.5 0.7 0.9 0.80 Fine 0.9 

241 Obsidian Black Flake Complete 1.7 1.3 0.4 0.70 Heavy 3.8 

242 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 2.6 1.0 0.3 1.20 Heavy 5.2 

243 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 2.2 1.3 0.3 1.10 Heavy 4.4 

244 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 2.4 1.9 0.4 2.40 Heavy 4.9 

245 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 2.2 1.2 0.3 0.80 Fine 4.4 

246 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Proximal 2.2 1.5 0.4 1.50 Heavy 4.4 

247 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 3.1 1.3 0.7 2.60 Heavy 6.3 

248 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 2.7 1.5 0.4 2.00 Heavy 5.5 

249 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 1.7 1.4 0.4 1.30 Heavy 3.5 

250 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 2.1 1.4 0.4 1.40 Heavy 4.2 

251 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 2.9 1.0 0.3 0.90 Heavy 5.9 

252 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 1.6 1.4 0.3 0.80 Heavy 3.2 

253 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 1.6 1.0 0.3 0.50 Fine 3.2 

254 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 1.7 1.2 0.4 0.80 Fine 3.4 

255 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 1.4 1.5 0.3 0.50 Fine 2.7 

256 Obsidian Black Shatter  2.9 1.2 0.9 4.10 Heavy 5.3 

257 Obsidian Black Flake Complete 3.8 1.8 0.9 4.70 Heavy 7.2 

258 Obsidian Black Flake Complete 2.6 2.4 0.6 3.10 Heavy 6.9 

259 Obsidian Black Flake Complete 1.8 2.1 0.6 1.60 Fine 4.6 

260 Obsidian Black Flake Complete 1.7 3.5 0.3 1.80 Fine 6.5 

261 Obsidian Black Flake Complete 3.1 2.1 0.7 5.00 Fine 1.4 

262 Obsidian Black Flake incomplete 2.0 2.6 0.7 4.00 Heavy 4.6 
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263 Obsidian Black Flake incomplete 1.7 2.7 0.4 2.20 Fine 4.8 

264 Obsidian Black Flake incomplete 1.9 2.9 0.7 1.50 Fine 2.0 

265 Obsidian Black Flake incomplete 2.0 1.6 0.4 1.20 Fine 4.9 

266 Obsidian Black Flake incomplete 2.6 1.5 0.5 4.10 None 4.1 

267 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Proximal 1.9 1.5 0.5 1.70 Heavy 3.8 

268 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 3.3 1.7 0.5 3.50 Heavy 6.7 

269 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 3.3 1.4 0.3 1.80 Heavy 6.6 

270 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.8 1.8 0.4 2.60 Heavy 5.5 

271 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.2 1.2 0.3 1.10 Heavy 4.3 

272 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.9 1.0 0.2 0.70 Heavy 5.9 

273 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.6 0.8 0.2 0.40 Heavy 5.2 

274 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.8 1.4 0.2 0.90 Heavy 5.6 

275 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 1.2 1.0 0.3 0.30 Heavy 2.5 

276 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.3 1.4 0.4 1.30 Fine 4.5 

277 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 1.6 1.3 0.3 0.60 None 3.2 

278 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.2 1.3 0.4 1.60 None 4.4 

279 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.3 1.7 0.5 2.50 Heavy 4.6 

280 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 3.8 1.6 0.4 3.10 Heavy 7.5 

281 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 1.9 3.0 0.6 2.30 Heavy 3.8 

282 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 4.2 1.8 0.4 3.80 Heavy 8.4 

283 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 2.8 2.7 0.3 2.40 Heavy 3.6 

284 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 3.0 1.3 0.7 2.20 Fine 5.8 

285 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 3.0 2.4 0.7 5.40 Heavy 5.2 
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286 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 3.0 2.0 0.5 3.40 Heavy 5.5 

287 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 3.5 1.6 0.6 3.70 Heavy 6.4 

288 Obsidian Gray Flake Complete 1.5 1.8 0.5 1.00 Fine 2.6 

289 Obsidian Gray Flake incomplete 2.3 1.4 0.3 1.00 Fine 4.2 

290 Obsidian Gray Flake incomplete 1.3 1.7 0.6 1.50 Fine 2.1 

291 Obsidian Gray Shatter  2.9 3.0 1.2 9.50 Heavy 3.3 

293 Obsidian Gray Shatter  2.6 1.6 1.0 4.70 None 0.0 

294 Obsidian Gray Shatter  2.6 1.4 0.6 2.20 None 0.0 

295 Obsidian Gray Shatter  1.3 1.4 0.5 0.90 None 1.7 

296 Obsidian Gray Biface fragment incomplete 2.1 1.5 0.3 0.70 Heavy 5.0 

297 Chert Light brownish gray Core  5.3 4.2 3.7 88.20 None 0.0 

298 Chert Light brownish gray Core  4.5 3.2 3.0 50.30 None 0.0 

299 Chert Light brownish gray Core  3.5 4.7 1.9 36.00 None 3.1 

300 Chert Light brownish gray Flake  1.9 2.5 0.9 4.00 None 0.0 

301 Chert Light brownish gray Flake  2.7 1.5 0.5 2.00 Heavy 4.9 

302 Chert Light brownish gray Flake  2.6 1.5 0.6 1.90 Heavy 2.2 

303 Chert Light brownish gray Flake  2.2 1.0 0.6 1.10 Fine 1.8 

304 Chalcedony White Flake  3.0 2.1 1.1 7.40 Fine 4.2 

305 Non anthro    0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0 

306 Non anthro    0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0 

307 Non anthro    0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0 

Pueblo Three: Cholula “Cornfields” (Unprovenenced Material) 

Unknown Level: Unknown Depth 
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Florida State Inventory Number: 19833 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

308 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Proximal 2.8 1.6 0.4 1.83 Fine 5.7 

309 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.5 1.1 0.2 1.40 Heavy 5.0 

310 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.1 0.8 0.2 0.47 Heavy 4.1 

311 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.7 1.8 0.4 1.40 Fine 3.4 

312 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Proximal 3.6 1.1 0.4 1.66 Heavy 7.4 

313 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Proximal 2.4 1.1 0.4 1.00 Heavy 4.9 

314 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 3.5 2.2 0.8 6.57 Heavy 7.0 

315 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.5 1.1 0.5 1.48 Heavy 5.0 

316 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.3 0.7 0.2 0.35 Heavy 4.6 

317 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Distal 2.4 1.4 0.5 1.97 Fine 4.8 

318 Obsidian Gray Biface fragment  3.1 2.7 0.7 5.29 Heavy 6.2 

319 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Proximal 3.6 1.3 0.3 2.17 Heavy 7.3 

320 Obsidian Black Flake Complete 2.9 2.6 0.6 4.40 Fine 3.8 

321 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Proximal 2.5 1.0 0.2 0.67 Fine 5.0 

322 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Proximal 2.4 1.5 0.5 1.78 Fine 4.8 

323 Obsidian Black Prismatic blade Medial 2.3 1.8 0.8 3.66 Heavy 4.5 

324 Obsidian Black Flake Complete 4.5 2.9 0.8 9.27 Fine 5.6 

325 Obsidian Black Flake Complete 2.0 3.9 0.8 5.60 None 4.6 

326 Obsidian Black Flake Complete 3.1 2.0 0.6 3.11 Heavy 6.0 
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327 Obsidian Black Shatter  3.5 2.3 1.0 6.72 Heavy 6.2 

328 Obsidian Black Shatter  1.3 0.6 0.5 0.27 Fine 0.6 

Pueblo Six: Tepeaca convent de San Franciso at Tepeaca (Unprovenenced Material) 

Unknown Level: Unknown Depth 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19884 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

329 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 3.5 2.1 0.4 3.75 Heavy 7.0 

330 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 3.1 1.5 0.5 2.65 Heavy 6.3 

331 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.8 1.3 0.4 1.41 Heavy 5.7 

Pueblo Nine: Tehuacan Viejo (Unprovenenced Material) 

Unknown Level: Unknown Depth 

Florida State Inventory Number: None 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

332 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.0 2.4 0.5 2.87 Heavy 5.1 

333 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.8 2.3 0.2 2.29 Heavy 5.7 

334 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 2.4 1.4 0.5 1.82 Heavy 4.8 

335 Obsidian Green Prismatic blade Medial 1.9 1.6 0.4 1.22 Heavy 3.8 

336 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Medial 2.5 1.2 0.4 1.25 Heavy 5.0 

337 Obsidian Black Core  2.6 1.4 1.6 6.62 None 0.0 
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338 Chalcedony White Flake Complete 3.2 4.0 1.3 16.68 Fine 6.1 

Pueblo Twelve: Capilla Real Cholula (Unprovenenced Material) 

Unknown Level: Unknown Depth 

Florida State Inventory Number: 19887 

Spec

imen 

Num

ber 

Raw 

material 

Material color Artifact Type Condition Length 

(cm) 

Width 

(cm) 

Thickness 

(cm) 

Weight  

(g) 

Usewear Cutting 

edge 

(cm) 

339 Obsidian Gray Prismatic blade Distal 3.9 1.3 0.5 3.14 Heavy 7.8 
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