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"Contrary to the information given to me by architects and a

student of historical church architecture, the fortified church was

not uncommon in the New World. It was almost without

exception the only type constructed during the 16th century in

New Spain. . .. However, so far as is presently known, the type

is exemplified in New Mexico only by the Pecos structure and the

building remains unique in all respects.”
Jean Pinkley, "Monthly Report, Pecos Archeo-
logical Project, February 1968," March 5, 1968

"At the beginning of the 1968 field season, no two people in the

Park Service agreed on the best approach to what is now called

the "Pecos problem' instead of the Pecos project."”
Gary Matlock, Park Archeologist, Pecos National
Monument, in Larry Nordby, Gary Matlock, and
William Cruetz, "A Stabilization History of Pecos
National Monument: 1974 and Before," 1975,
p. 10
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FOREWORD

Working for the last several years on the archeological and structural histories of Pecos
National Historical Park, I was frequently reminded of the cartoon that shows a rather scruffy
individual lounging in the kitchen, smoking a cigar and eating leftovers, while in the living room
a husband says to his wife: "My uncle? But I thought he was your uncle!"

The ruins of the Pecos pueblo and mission are perhaps the most significant single
prehistoric and historical site in the southwest, because of its long prehistorical and historical
record, and because it was the focus of breakthrough archeological investigations by Alfred
Kidder in 1915-1929. And yet, in spite of, or perhaps because of this great significance, Pecos
is without a doubt the most mistreated surviving archeological site in the southwest. To a very
real extent, most of the investigators who worked there thought Pecos was someone else's uncle;
that because Pecos was so significant, someone else had done all the important excavations or
research, and they were just cleaning up the place for public viewing. The story of the Pecos
excavations occupies a large portion of this study. I have no wish to blacken the reputations of
sincere, respectable researchers who ran aground on the unexpected reef of Pecos; but in order
to inform readers, both within the Park Service and outside it, of what we know about Pecos, 1
must look rather closely at the errors of those who worked there. Thave tried to be sympathetic,
I have tried to define clearly the circumstances that led the thinking of these people astray, and
I have tried to attain the same compassionate inspection of the record that I am sure each of us
would hope for, when we think of our own shortcomings and incomplete work still sitting on a
back shelf.

Probably the most influential circumstance contributing to the confusion of the
excavators at Pecos is the site itself. Pecos should undoubtedly be scored as the most difficult
Spanish colonial site ever excavated in the American southwest. This difficulty derives from two
factors: 1) the mission is of adobe construction and much of the adobe brick was made using the
midden of the pueblo as the source of the earth, so that as it decayed and collapsed, it formed
new strata of fill with fragments of ceramics, charcoal, bone and other cultural material against
the surviving walls, making it difficult for the unwary excavator to tell the difference between
layers of occupation debris and layers of dissolution debris, even in areas that had already been
excavated before; and 2) the mission was used from 1620 to the 1830s almost continuously, with
at least one major destruction and rebuilding, and any number of remodellings, all stacked like
a layer cake (or better, swirled like a marbled cake), producing an incredible tangle of
foundations, walls, and floors of various ages cutting through each other. Looking at
photographs of the convento made in the 1880s and early 1900s, before any excavation, we can
see the same innocuous-looking, smoothly-rounded bumps and hummocks of the partly collapsed
church and the convento ruins that the excavators saw, giving no hint that the low hill upon
which it appeared to be built was actually the ruins of earlier convento buildings, extending in
some places nine or ten feet into the earth.

Contributing to the confusion ofthe excavators working at Pecos was the simple fact that,
with the exception of San Bernardo de Awatovi and perhaps Purisima Concepcion de Hawikuh,
no mission in the American southwest has ever been completely excavated in a manner that
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would meet even the lowest standards of modern archaeology.! Most, in fact, were emptied of
fill as quickly as possible in the 1930s, with the concomitant destruction of the vast majority of
information about its construction and use. There were reasons for this approach — the strongest
was the conviction that the historical record contained everything we needed to know about a
site. Archaeology was not seen as a research device that could be used to discover unknown
aspects of the history of a place; it was instead considered a tool to prepare a site to be displayed
to the public and to collect museum pieces and artifacts for that display. When the excavators
emptied a room a day in the 1930s, they believed that the important research had already been
done, and they were just cleaning up the site.

When an archeologist working on the Spanish colonial southwest wishes to examine the
results of other mission archaeology, he or she looks at the Awatovi Report, the Hawikuh report,
and perhaps Toulouse's brief summary report of his work at Abd. It should be recalled that
neither the Awatovi nor the Hawikuh reports include analysis of Spanish artifact material found
at the site, including large quantities of burned cabinetry, retablo, and structural wood from
Hawikuh. Bill Witkind, working at Pecos in the late 1930s, could visit other mission
excavations in New Mexico and Arizona, if he could afford the time and the travel, but he would
have seen work that was, in most cases, worse than his own efforts. Only if he traveled to the
Hopi country in northeastern Arizona would he have seen the excellent investigations underway
at Awatovi; but the report on this work would not be available for another ten years. Jean
Pinkley, excavating the Pecos convento in the 1960s, was little better off; she could examine the
excavated stone ruins of Abo, Quarai, Gran Quivira, and Giusewa, but she couldn't review
published monographs containing careful discussion and examples of the proper methods of
excavating, recording, and reporting such sites.’

More disturbing is the fact that we still cannot do so today. Although a number of
missions all across the Spanish United States, from Georgia and Florida to California, have seen
excavation since the 1930s, virtually none have been completely excavated and the results
presented to the public as a report or a series of reports. The single exception I know of is the
work of Gary Shapiro, Richard Vernon, and Bonnie McEwan at San Luis de Talimali, in
Tallahassee, Florida.

Such a legacy, or the absence of it, makes the study of the architecture and material
culture of the Spanish mission considerably more difficult than the student new to this area might
expect. The situation indicates that a good deal of what is generally thought to be the basic

'"Ross Gordon Montgomery, Watson Smith, and John Otis Brew, Franciscan Awatovi: The Excavation and
Conjectural Reconstruction of a 17th-Century Spanish Mission Established at a Hopi Indian Town in Northeastern
Arizona, vol. 36, Papers of the Peabody Museum of American Archaeology and Ethnology, Harvard University
(Cambridge: Peabody Museum, 1949); Watson Smith, Richard B. Woodbury, and Nathalie F. S. Woodbury, The
Excavation of Hawikuh by Frederick Webb Hodge: Reportof the Hendricks-Hodge Expedition, 1917-1923, vol.
20, Contribution from the Museum of the American Indian (New York: Heye Foundation, 1966). Since the 1930s,
a number of small excavations have been conducted at a number of missions in Texas, Arizona and California that
do meet accepted archeological standards, but none of these were a substantive examination of a mission asa whole;
all were essentially test excavations intended to answer some specific question about a small part of a given mission.
Missions are just too large for the average excavator to be able to investigate the entire site.

Except, again, the Awatovi report, which she never mentions having seen.
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knowledge of mission construction and operation is founded on little more than guesses and
traditionally accepted assumptions, rather than on ascertained fact. Indeed, whenever some
question about mission life or methods is pursued beyond the few brief secondary sources
available, the student quickly realizes that this is an unknown area of enquiry. After several such
pursuits, the wise student accepts that perhaps half (or more) of what we thought we knew about
missions in the southwest is either conjectural or only a special case within some broader range
of activity.

What is to be done about this? Clearly, rather than continuing to repeat the opinions of
the great first investigators into the mission world of the southwest, it is time for us to move on
to new investigations, the collection of new data, and new thinking about the old data.
Obviously, the thorough and exacting excavation of a mission, using acceptable methods and
complete analysis, is of high priority. But such an excavation would be expensive and time-
consuming, costing several million dollars and requiring at least ten years (ifnot twice that) from
the first remote sensing examination to the final publication. Time and money in this quantity
are usually made available only for investigations that would be considered of "wider" interest;
that is, they would take place in another country, examining a site of some better-known
civilization, with much more spectacular architectural and material cultural remains. It should
be unnecessary to point this out, but until we have a better understanding of our own cultural
history, we are in a poor position to understand the cultural history of others; therefore, the
excavation and understanding of American cultural sites should be seen as at least as important
as the romantic sites of other lands.?

Until this revolution in thinking and funding occurs, however, we can pursue other routes
to knowledge. Most of the missions excavated in the 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s (and 1950s, 1960s
and 1970s, for that matter) have an untouched mass of field notes, photographs, and artifact
material that should be reexamined, or examined for the first time, and reported upon. The
limited Cultural Resources Management excavations (what used to be called ‘“salvage
archaeology”) of the last quarter of the twentieth century need to be reexamined in terms of
broader research questions than were the concern at the time the work was published. The
Spanish cultural material from Awatovi and Hawikubh sitin their collections, virtually unknown.
As part of such a reexamination of the results of work at southwestern missions, in the 1980s I
wrote structural histories of the missions of San Antonio, Texas, and the Salinas missions of
New Mexico.* A similar approach has served as the foundation for the present reappraisal of
Pecos.

3This study (and most others in the Southwest) assumes that those areas of the United States that began as Spanish
colonies are as much a part of our national heritage as those that began as English, Dutch, French, or Russian
settlements. Unfortunately, such an approach is not generally accepted among the "Original Thirteen Colonies" of
the eastern seaboard. Curiously, though, the entire east coast of the United States south of the James River was also
first settled as a Spanish colony.

‘Tames E. Ivey, "Of Various Magnificence: The Architectural History of the San Antonio Missions in the Colonial
Period and the Nineteenth Century," in the files of San Antonio Missions National Historical Park, San Antonio,
Texas, 1993; James E. Ivey, In the Midst of a Loneliness: The Architectural History of the Salinas Missions, vol.
15, Southwest Cultural Resources Center, Professional Papers (Santa Fe: National Park Service, 1988).
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The Pecos Project

My own involvement with Pecos began in 1988, when I began comparing the
descriptions of Fray Francisco Dominguez to the plans of various conventos in New Mexico.
This produced such interesting results as the demonstration that the plan of the convento at
Halona (the present Zuiii) as it existed in 1776 was virtually identical to the convento at
Hawikuh, destroyed in 1672, indicating that both were probably designed and built by the same
Franciscan in the 1640s. When I began working out the plan of Pecos according to Dominguez,
it was immediately apparent that something was wrong: whereas at other mission conventos
Dominguez's description is clear, straightforward, and fits the physical remains with no particular
ambiguity, at Pecos there was no obvious connection between the description and the plan found
by archaeology. I presenteda paper at the Pecos Sesquicentennial Commemoration Symposium
at Pecos, August 6, 1988, where I outlined the Pecos plan as it was described by Dominguez,
and compared it to the plan present on the ground. My conclusion was that the eighteenth-
century plan of the Pecos convento had been completely destroyed by time and archaeology, and
was essentially unknown to the Park Service today. If it could be retrieved at all, the evidence
for the eighteenth-century plan of Pecos as Dominguez saw it might be found hidden in the
archeological records dealing with the site. After an intense period of research, I am happy to
say that I was indeed able to find the plan of the eighteenth-century mission in the archaeological
notes and documents of Pecos.

Much of the field work at Pecos has never been published or discussed in detail
anywhere, which required that I had to work up what amounted to preliminary or summary
reports on the work of each investigator before I could make use of their observations to reach
conclusions about the history of construction and use of the mission buildings. The amount of
information that could be squeezed from the old journals and pictures was astonishing, and the
amount of confusion about the earlier excavations shown in later work was equally astonishing.
Of all of these people, I think that Bill Witkind’s work has been the most critical and the most
rewarding to bring out of the darkness. Reading his journal, I acquired a real liking for Bill, and
I suspect that had the war not intervened, he would have written a report on his work at Pecos
at least the equal of Joe Toulouse’s report on Abd. I considered Jean Pinkley’s criticisms of
Witkind’s work to be gratuitous and based on a complete misunderstanding of both what he did,
and the limits placed by the WPA on what he was allowed to do. Witkind clearly recognized the
research value of archaeology, and tried to meet both the hurry-up stabilization schedule of the
state of New Mexico, and the appropriate level of recording of what he was finding. I think that
Witkind was quite aware of the implications of what he was seeing. He recognized that the
layers and levels of construction and reconstruction of the convento went physically far deeper
than he was allowed to look, and unlike Pinkley, he saw the depth of time and change in these
rooms, as well. Had he been able to write a final report, much of this awareness and
understanding would have been available for future archaeology, and Pinkley would not have
been left in the quandary she found herself in. I think that Witkind was on the edge of

Pecos Sesquicentennial Commemoration Symposium, August 6-7, 1988; see Acting Superintendent Ken Mabery
to James Ivey, February 16, 1988, and Superintendent Linda Stoll to James Ivey, August 11, 1988, manuscripts in
the files of Pecos National Historical Park, Pecos, New Mexico.
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recognizing the outline of the pre-Revolt church when the Pecos project was shut down at the
end of 1940 — he had found the edges of the building in several places, and had he had another
month of fieldwork, I think he would have realized what it was, and worked out its outline. But
World War II stopped all this, and Witkind was never able to return to the Pecos Problem.

Jean Pinkley, in spite of her tendency to blame Bill Witkind for all her troubles (and in
a real sense, he was responsible for them) did far better than has been recognized in the back
halls of the National Park Service, when her untimely death left the final job of writing up her
field work undone. The insiders considered her lack of recording her field-work to be a failure,
requiring a cover-up. Inreality, her work, although lacking in a number of ways, was quite good
enough for what it was intended to do — the majority of the failure was in Management’s
planning, and the expectation that most of the work had already been done, leaving her mostly
with clean-up and stabilization. Without a full understanding of Witkind’s work, and what its
limitations were, the planning for Pinkley’s Pecos project was inevitably based on a
misunderstanding of the situation at Pecos. Without a detailed description of Witkind’s work,
and its results, it would have been extremely difficult to write a full report, and Pinkley and her
supervisors would eventually have had to settle for a description of only the work she did, with
only a brief summary of Witkind’s work. Pinkley inherited the Pecos Problem from Witkind,
and did not have the chance to fight it to a conclusion. She was determined enough to find a way
to do this, had she been given the chance.

This present study of the architectural history of the Spanish colonial buildings at Pecos
has taken an unusually long time to complete. It officially started in 1993.° At the same time,
however, it was becoming obvious that the fabric research by Todd Metzger and Courtney White
seemed to be producing important new information about the structural history of the mission
buildings, and by 1994 the park decided that the writing of the structural history should wait until
this fieldwork was done. Ihelped Courtney White with much of the fieldwork and interpretation
during this analysis in 1992-1995. The fabric analysis was completed in 1995, and the first draft
of this structural history was submitted to the park in December, 1997. Unavoidable “additional
duties as assigned” has prevented the review and finalization of that manuscript until now.

Finally, the work at Pecos over the years is a long parable on research methods in the
ground, in the interpretation of what was being seen in the ground, and in the historical record.
The Pecos Project (and Problem) should, among all its other attributes, serve as a heuristic
example for archaeologists and historians: prior assumptions will lead you astray. Not until John
Kessell began to find the real history of Pecos in the small details of the historical records, and
Todd Metzger and Courtney White began to find the real record of construction in the finest
details of grain size and trace elements, in both cases without trying to force the facts to fit the
already (supposedly) known “truth” about Pecos, did we actually begin to understand what
happened there. The most basic of research rules is illustrated by the Pecos Problem: let the
interpretation of the research results form the conclusions, not the other way around.

Here is an appropriate place to state some conventions followed in this book. First, when
T'use Spanish terms, I will italicize them at the first use and define them, but subsequent uses will

«Task Directive, Historic Structure Report, Pecos National Historical Park, Pecos, New Mexico,” June 18, 1993,
in the files of Pecos National Historical Park.
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be neither italicized nor defined. Second, most of the primary documentation for this study has
been xeroxed and bound, and is on file in the collections of Pecos National Historical Park.
Third, I call the church and convento at Pecos a mission, even though there has been some
criticism of the use of this term for pre-Revolt New Mexico Franciscan stations. William
Broughton, in an article in the New Mexico Historical Review published in January, 1993,
criticized historians of colonial New Mexico because they used the term “mission” in referring
to the Franciscan evangelical establishments in the province. Broughton said “the mission as an
institution has a very specific meaning in colonial Latin America and its attributes, especially that
of ‘reducing’ an indigenous population for the purposes of proselytizing, indoctrination, and
instruction, simply do not apply to the New Mexican situation in the seventeenth century.” He
adds that the term mision or misionario never appear in the documents used by France Scholes
for his interpretation of the history of New Mexico — instead, the documents refer to the missions
as doctrinas and their ministers as doctrineros. It was a mistake, Broughton said, for Scholes
to use the equivalent English terms, mission and missionary.’

Broughton was correct: it is clear that after the 1630s the missions of New Mexico were
doctrinas and the missionaries were doctrineros. Essentially, if a native people already lived in
villages and carried out agriculture, they qualified to be under the direction of a doctrinero, who
would minister only to their spiritual training, rather than both their spiritual and temporal
training, where temporal training was concerned with the daily practices of living in towns,
conducting daily life in a village, and managing agricultural fields. However, the Franciscans
of New Mexico found that they could not entirely abrogate the temporal training usual in a
conversion as opposed to a doctrina, because the Pueblo Indians did not farm in the European
manner and needed training in that, did not have the usual range of European skills and needed
instruction in those, had no experience in managing herds of livestock and had to be taught how
to do that. As a result, New Mexico missions were a hybrid of a mixture of conversion and
doctrina administration practices.® Broughton overlooks the use of the term in its most generic
sense, that the Franciscans were carrying out their “mission” of evangelization at the
establishments. These Franciscan training stations can legitimately be called by the name
“mission” because that is what they were, with the stipulation that the New Mexico missions in
the seventeenth century fell in the managment category called “doctrina,” with a lot of
“conversion” characteristics still in effect at most of them. For the sake of simplicity, I will
continue the use of the terms “mission” and “missionary” as convenient and familiar English
terms that are the generic identifiers for these evangelical centers.

"William Broughton, “The History of Seventeenth-Century New Mexico: Is It Time for New Interpretations?” New
Mexico Historical Review, 68(January, 1993)1:11.

For a more detailed discussion of the missionization system and the various levels of development of a mission,
especially the difference between the mision, reduccion, conversion, and doctrina, see Daniel S. Matson and Bernard
L. Fontana, "Introduction to the Bringas Report: A Microcosm of Indoctrination," in Friar Bringas Reports to the
King (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1977), pp. 17-19; James E. Ivey, In the Midst of a Loneliness: The
Architectural History of the Salinas Missions, vol. 15, Southwest Cultural Resources Center, Professional Papers
(Santa Fe: National Park Service, 1988), pp. 24 n. 46, 33; James E. Ivey, “Secularization in California and Texas,”
Boletin: The Journal of the California Mission Studies Association 20(2003)1:23-36.
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Broughton’s implication that the term reduccion, a mission village formed by the
consolidation of several Indian villages into one, was inappropriate for New Mexico is not
correct. There are a number of specific statements to the effect that the Pueblo Indians in some
areas were reduced from numerous villages to only a few or only one, where the mission was
established. It was not the usual way missionization business was carried out in New Mexico,
but it certainly happened in several cases.

The historiography and historical archaeology of Pecos, carried out by investigators from
Adolph Bandelier to Genevieve Head, sought an understanding of the story of Pecos and the
complex sequence of structural change in this nearly four-hundred-year-old group of buildings.
Ultimately, a century after Bandelier first speculated on the age and plan of the church, convento,
and other Spanish buildings at Pecos, we have finally begun to achieve this understanding. This
report will summarize those years of work, and the conclusions to be reached from them.
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Chapter One
The Creation of Pecos National Monument

Private Property and State Monument, 1300-1960

About 1300 the Pecos Indians began construction of a pueblo on the mesa top near
present-day Pecos, New Mexico. At the beginning of the fourteenth century, anthropologists
suspect, an increase in raids by Plains Indian prompted the Pecos Indians to look for a more
defensible location than the low-lying, open pueblos where they had been living, such as the
Forked Lightning Ruin halfa mile south of Pecos Pueblo. They selected the present flat-topped
but easily defended mesa for their new site.

For the next century and a half, the Pecos built random clusters of buildings. Relations
with the Plains people to the east worsened, and by 1400 most of the families in the Pecos Valley
had collected on the mesa. About 1450 the Pecos decided to build a "single, defensible, multi-
storied apartment building,"' forming a large, enclosed square on the highest point of the mesilla.

By 1540, when the first Spanish explorers came to the pueblo, Pecos had a population
of perhaps 2,000 people within its walls. It was rich by the standards of the pueblo cultures of
the southwest, thriving on a strong and dependable trade between the Pueblo people and the
Plains Indians. The Spaniards, under the command of Captain Hernando de Alvarado, were a
detachment from the expedition of Governor Francisco Vazquez de Coronado, looking for
legendary golden cities somewhere in this northern country. Coronado had arrived in New
Mexico earlier in the year, and had sent Alvarado to Pecos after meeting with a delegation of
Indians from the pueblo. Alvarado recognized Pecos as one of the most powerful of the cities
in the area, and one of the most impressive. The Spaniards' demands for supplies from the
Indians of Pecos soon resulted in hostilities. Eventually, after fights at Pecos and other pueblos,
in 1542 the expedition returned south, leaving the pueblo world to rebuild, restock, and wonder
when these warlike people would return.

For 40 years afterwards, the Pecos saw no more Spanish, but in 1581 the invaders came
again. The expedition of Fray Agustin Rodriguez and the soldier Francisco Sénchez
Chamuscado arrived in the Rio Grande valley in the middle of the year. The Franciscan was
interested in bringing the Catholic religion to the Pueblo Indians, while the soldier hoped to find
the source of the legends of golden cities. In late 1581 the expedition passed near a pueblo that
was probably Pecos, but made no demands on it. In 1582 most of the expedition returned south,
leaving the Franciscans in New Mexico.

Late in 1582 a second expedition set out for New Mexico to check on the circumstances
of the Franciscans left by Chamuscado. The expedition, under the command of Antonio de
Espejo and accompanied by Fray Bernardino Beltran, arrived inthe Pueblo area in early January,
1583. They learned that Pueblo Indians along the Rio Grande had killed the Franciscans left
there in 1582. Espejo began a wide-ranging exploration of the area and eventually arrived at
Pecos, where he successfully demanded supplies from the inhabitants. Finally, late in 1583,

'Tohn L. Kessel, Kiva, Cross and Crown: The Pecos Indians and New Mexico, 1540-1840 (Washington, D. C.:
National Park Service, U. S. Department of the Interior, 1979), pp. 10-12.
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Espejo left the Pueblos for New Spain, determined to lead a colonizing expedition back to New
Mexico. As it happened, however, Espejo died before he could return and Don Gaspar Castaio
de Sosa made the first attempt at settlement.

Sosa's expedition arrived at Pecos on the last day of 1590. After several conflicts with
Pecos and some exploration of the country, Sosa was arrested by a detachment of soldiers. He
and his colonists were taken back to New Spain.”

Spanish colonists did not return to the northern Rio Grande until 1598, under the
command of Juan de Ofiate y Salazar. With the establishment of the colony of New Mexico on
the northern Rio Grande in 1598, the Spanish presence in the Pueblo world became permanent.

Contact with the Spanish eroded Pecos society. The Indians were ground between the
two stones of civil government and the Franciscan missionary system in the church-state
conflicts of the 1 7th century. The stresses eventually led to the Pueblo Revolt of 1680, in which
the Pecos Indians took part. The reconquest of New Mexico, lead by Diego de Vargas, began
in 1692. Eventually he reestablished Spanish rule over all the pueblos. Pecos surrendered to de
Vargas in September, 1692.

During the following century the grindstones were land-hungry Spanish from the Rio
Grande Valley and disease. Pecos became a visita of Santa Fe in 1782, and by 1790 only 154
people still lived in the pueblo. By 1838 there were not enough Pecos left to keep the walls
standing and the fields plowed. The surviving families elected to abandon the pueblo and move
to join their linguistic kin at Jemez.

After their departure, the land the Pecos had left behind became even more attractive to
Spanish settlers. Later, after the American conquest in 1848, the land aroused the interest of
Anglo-American entrepreneurs. The Spanish simply settled on the land they needed, trusting
(correctly, as it turned out) that fate would allow them to keep it. The Anglos wanted more from
the land, such as the abstract concept of "profit." They required signed deeds from the Pecos to
the settlers, which did not exist.?

In 1868 the Pecos Indians sold one quarter of the grant to John N. Ward and in 1872 the
remaining three-quarters to Frank Chapman. A year later Chapman purchased the last quarter
from Ward. There followed a period of 25 years of legal battles, claims and counter-claims
between technically legal owners and prior settlers, and multiple transfers of the title among land
speculators. In 1898, John Laub, then the current owner, sold the Pecos Grant to Henry W.
Kelly.* Twenty years later, Kelly transferred the title to Gross, Kelly and Company, in which he

XKessel, Kiva, Cross and Crown, pp- 3-9, 12-25,37-43,45-61.
3See G. Emlen Hall, Four Leagues of Pecos: A Legal History of the Pecos Grant, 1800-1933 (Albuquerque:
University of New Mexico Press, 1984), and Kessel, Kiva, Cross and Crown, for a complete discussion of the later

history of the Pecos Indians and the squabble over their land.

*Hall, Four Leagues of Pecos, p. 93, 105-06, 200.
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was a partner.” A year laterin 1919, after further litigation, Gross, Kelly and Company received
a confirmed title to the southern two-thirds of the grant.®

In the meantime, interest in the archeological potential of the pueblo and church had been
growing. In 1880, Adolph Bandelier, the polyglot, hyperactive Swiss-American anthropologist,
put the ruined pueblo on the archeological map with a detailed surface survey and historical
investigation. Other surveys followed, most notably those of Edgar L. Hewett in 1904 and
Alfred V. Kidder in 1910.”

Based on the results of the earlier surveys, in the summer of 1915 Kidder began
excavation on the pueblo with the permission of Gross, Kelly and Company. He conducted
excavations at Pecos until 1929 under the sponsorship of the Phillips Academy of Andover,
Massachusetts. Ultimately Kidder excavated nearly thirty percent of the North Pueblo, and made
himself a name as the leading archeologist of the American Southwest. After completing each
area of excavation, Kidder backfilled the empty pueblo rooms.

During the 1915 season, Jesse L. Nusbaum, the famous archaeologist and photographer
of the Museum of New Mexico, cleaned out the ruins of the church and stabilized the walls as
best he could. Once Nusbaum completed this work, the church received no further maintenance
until the late 1930s.

Public interest in the ruins and their importance in terms of both archeology and history
burgeoned during the excavations. As a result, the state of New Mexico took steps to make the
ruins into a state monument, controlled and protected by a tripartite arrangement between the
Museum of New Mexico, the University of New Mexico, and the School of American Research.
On June 16, 1920, Henry Kelly and Gross-Kelly and Company each transferred their interest in
the pueblo and church of Pecos to the Archdiocese of Santa Fe, consolidating the title. On
January 28, 1921, Archbishop Albert T. Daeger transferred the pueblo and church to the Museum
of New Mexico, on condition that "the said premises shall be held for the preservation and
maintenance thereof and the ruins thereon as a historic monument, and for no other use or
purpose."® Finally, on February 20, 1935, a proclamation of the state of New Mexico established
Pecos State Monument.

Development by the State

From 1935, when Pecos became a state monument, until 1940, the principal goal of the
State of New Mexico was the preparation of Pecos as one of the tourist attractions for the
Coronado Cuarto Centennial to be celebrated in 1940. This meant that the state's first emphasis

Frank Wilson, "Administrative History of Pecos National Monument," manuscript in the files of Pecos National
Monument, National Park Service, 1969, p. 5.

SHall, Four Leagues, p. 217.
"Alden C. Hayes, The Four Churches of Pecos (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1974), p. xii.

San Miguel County Clerk's Office, Deed Records, Book P-1, page 3 80.



6 Chapter One

was on developing visible, stabilized ruins attractive to visitors. Further excavation and
stabilization beyond that necessary for the Cuarto Centennial was never carried out.’

The work to prepare Pecos for the Cuarto Centennial did not begin until three years after
it was made a state monument. The state finally began the project in November, 1938. The
School of American Research administered the excavation and stabilization, with Edwin N.
Ferdon as the field supervisor. Labor was supplied by Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC)
crews. For the first few months, work concentrated on the reconstruction of the defensive wall
around the top of the mesa. The example of other excavations conducted during these years and
the surviving record indicates that the management and goals of the project were probably
variable, confused, and poorly directed. No report was written and few field notes, plans, or
artifacts survive from these excavations.

William B. Witkind assumed supervision of the entire Pecos project in January, 1939.
Witkind began the restabilization of the church, using a National Youth Administration (NYC)
crew. They filled voids in the walls with old car frames, chicken wire, and other debris. During
the same period Witkind excavated portions of the convento. Only a brief report was published,
but additionally some field notes, plans, and photographs of the work survived.'

In June, 1939, the project shifted its focus to the South Pueblo. This time the emphasis
was on excavation, under the direction of J. W. Hendron. In October, John Corbett took over
the South Pueblo excavations. Corbett, a very tall man who had difficulty fitting into coach
airline seats, afterwards kept a special interest in Pecos, his first major excavation.'

During the work, the project's goal was the exposure of as many rooms and the recovery
of as many artifacts as possible before the start of the Cuarto Centennial in 1940. To maintain
the necessary speed, the supervisors used crews of as many as 35 persons. Corbett prepared a
map of the South Pueblo excavations, and published a two-page report on the work. He left no
other records of the excavations.

*Wilson, "Administrative History," pp. 6-9.

""Edgar L. Hewett and Reginald Fisher, Mission Monuments of New Mexico (Albuquerque: University of New
Mexico Press, 1943).

""Corbett later joined the National Park Service and, as Chief Archeologist, was in the Washington office during the
1960s. He influenced policy decisions concerning Pecos during these critical years.
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Chapter Two
Introduction to the Archaeology

This study will concentrate on those buildings explored at Pecos built by, or in
association with, the Spanish who came to the pueblo to stay beginning in 1617. The structural
history of the North Pueblo is very complex, and will eventually require a separate volume to
itself. For the purpose of simplifying this discussion of the archaeology of the Spanish colonial
ruins of the Pueblo of Pecos, I have divided it into two sections: the colonial structures in and
around the area of Pecos Pueblo are discussed in Part II, and the principal church and convento
in Part I1II. The history of the archaeology of the colonial structures outside the final church and
convento will be discussed first, because their examination and excavation had some influence
on how the archaeology of the church and convento was interpreted.

The Methodology of this Structural History

Part of the purpose of the present report is to reevaluate the evidence found by the early
researchers, in light of more recent discoveries both at Pecos and at other missions of the
province of Nuevo Mexico, and to assemble a new history of Spanish construction at Pecos from
that evidence. In the process, several misunderstandings that have acquired the appearance of
historical fact will be considered and, hopefully, corrected. The fundamental assumption at work
here is: if a hypothesis is correct, subsequent discovery fits with it and gives it further support;
if it is incorrect, further information fits less and less comfortably, and begins to suggest
alternative possibilities. Rather than attempting to force the new data to fit the old hypothesis,
we must allow all the available evidence to suggest its own pattern of past events.

Therefore, I have sorted out the known from the suppositions in the correspondence,
available notes, and reports of the various investigations of Pecos, in order to arrive at a
reasonable assessment of what each found. This has resulted in anew hypothesis about building
sequences and materials used at Pecos, which is is presented in Part IV, Construction of the
Spanish Colonial Buildings of Pecos.

Archaeology at Pecos

Pecos as an "Archaic Church" of New Mexico

At the beginning of the twentieth century, and for almost fifty years thereafter, the
standing ruined church at Pecos was considered to be one of the oldest churches of New Mexico.
Adolph Bandelier, the first scientific investigator at Pecos, in 1880 interpreted the ruins of the
present church as though they had survived the destruction of 1680." This influenced researchers
for the next several decades. For example, in 1904 Edgar L. Hewett published a short
ethnological report on the Pecos families at Jemez based on a paper he had presented at the

'Adolph F. Bandelier, "A Visit to the Aboriginal Ruinsin the Valley ofthe Rio Pecos," Papers ofthe Archeological
Institute of America, American Series, vol. 1, part 2 (Boston: Cupples, Upham and Co., 1883), pp. 120-22, 133;
James E. Ivey, “George Kubler and the Prime Object at Pecos,” thesis, University of New Mexico, 2003, p. 37.
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annual meeting of the American Anthropological Association in Washington, D. C. in
December, 1902. In the introductory paragraphs to the paper, Hewett said that “[t]he great
mission church [of Pecos], the ruins of which have for more than half a century formed such an
imposing landmark on the old Santa Fe trail, was erected about 1617."

In 1916, The Memorial of Fray Alonso de Benavides, 1630 was translated by Emma
Burbank Ayer. This translation included notes by Frederick W. Hodge and Charles F. Lummis,
and a selection of photographic plates. The photograph of the standing ruins of the Pecos church
were captioned “Ruins of the ‘Templo muy luzido’ at Pecos,” using a descriptive quote from
Benavides’s description of the church in 1630.?

Paul A. F. Walter said in 1918 that “it is to be doubted whether any of the missions built
in early days survived the Pueblo revolution of 1680. But it is certain ... that a few of them
include the very walls of the more ancient structures.” Specifically, he listed Abd, Quarai, Tabira
(later called Gran Quivira, now called by its seventeenth-century Spanish name, Las Humanas),
Giusewa (at Jemez Springs), and Pecos.*

Edgar Hewett began calling these five the “Archaic" Churches of New Mexico. In an
article entitled "Hispanic Monuments," published in £/ Palacio in 1938, Hewett referred to Pecos
as one of this "archaic group" of five New Mexican missions. These five "were built within a
quarter of a century after 1617 and all, with the exception of Pecos, which probably functioned
as a mission to near one hundred years ago, have been in ruins for two and a half centuries."
As aresult of this initial set of assumptions, the accepted historical opinion about Pecos was that
the standing ruins of the adobe church were the remains of the building in use from its first
construction about 1617, through its burning and partial dismantling in the Pueblo Revolt of
1680 and its partial reconstruction in 1694, to its abandonment in 1838.

Because of this perception of Pecos, the Museum of New Mexico and the University of
New Mexico included it in their acquisition of the "archaic" mission sites of New Mexico, and
by 1938 had arranged an agreement giving each institution a half interest in each site, with the
Museum having administrative responsibility. Each ofthe five ruins became a major restoration

’Edgar L. Hewett, "Studies on the Extinct Pueblo of Pecos," American Anthropologist 6(1904)4:428.

Fray Alonso de Benavides, The Memorial of Fray Alonso De Benavides, 1630, trans. Emma Burbank Ayer
(Chicago: Edward E. Ayer, 1916), pp. 21-22, 37, 103.

‘Paul A. F. Walter, "New Mexico Mission Churches," El Palacio 5(1918)8:115-16.

Edgar L. Hewett, "Hispanic Monuments," E/ Palacio, 45(September and October, 1938): 57, 63. A note at the
beginning of the article stated that it began as a paper presented at the October, 1935, meeting of the International
Congress of Americanists at Seville, Spain. In the body of the text is an extensive quote taken from what Hewett
mentioned only as "a recent annual report," presumably, therefore, dating to at least 1934, wherein he first referred
to the five "archaic missions." See also Edgar L. Hewett and Wayne L. Mauzy, Landmarks of New Mexico,
Handbooks of American Archaeological History Series, The University of New Mexico and the Schoolof American
Research (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1940), p. 88; Edgar L. Hewett and Reginald G. Fisher,
Mission Monuments of New Mexico, Handbooks of American Archaeological History Series, The University of New
Mexico and the School of American Research (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1943), p. 135.
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project in the 1930s, to prepare them as exhibits open to the public as part of the Quarto
Centennial, the 400th anniversary of Coronado's arrival in New Mexico in 1940.°

The characterization of Pecos as "archaic" was accepted by most researchers of the day.
The archaeologist Albert Grim Ely, for example, stated that the "Pecos State Monument is but
one of five ‘archaic’ missions which are a heritage of New Mexico's past ages."” In 1940, the
architectural historian George Kubler, whose book The Religious Architecture of New Mexico
has been probably the most influential study on the topic, accepted the apparent antiquity of the
Pecos church. He objected to the use of the term "archaic missions" in his study of the mission
architecture of New Mexico, but this was a disagreement about the terminology itself, not about
the seventeenth-century origin of the church.® This view of the Pecos Church continued as the
accepted story until 1956, with the publication of The Missions of New Mexico, 1776: A
Description by Fray Francisco Atanasio Dominguez.’

The Dominguez Report

In the notes to Dominguez's section dealing with Pecos, Eleanor Adams and Angelico
Chavez raised the first question in print about the "archaic" concept for the standing church: "We
learn from Dominguez that there were two churches, the older one somewhat smaller than the
one in use in his time [1776]. It seems likely that the new church was built after the Reconquest,
but when it was started or how long it took is still a question."'® The clear description by
Dominguez left no doubt that there was a smaller church next to the present ruined building, and
that it had been in use before the present building. This resulted in confusion among the
historians, because the descriptions of the pre-Revolt church suggested a large and imposing
building, which fitreasonably well with the appearance of the standing church, while Dominguez
described the earlier church in less than imposing terms.

In the absence of any clear archaeological evidence to resolve the conflicting pictures
presented by the documentary evidence, archaeologists and historians were left to propose
possible alternative meanings to the seventeenth-century statements about the Pecos church.
These varying interpretations, and deductions from them, left a strong imprint on the accepted
structural history of Pecos as it is told today. The strongest single impression left by this episode
of interpretation was a reinforcement of the idea that although the pre-Revolt period spoke of

®Anonymous, "Pecos Repairs Begun," El Palacio, 45(October, 1938):82-83; Albert G. Ely, "Field W ork At Pecos,"
El Palacio, 46(June, 1939):124-26.

"Albert Grim Ely, "Field Work at Pecos," El Palacio, 46 (June 1939) 124-26.

%George Kubler, The Religious Architecture of New Mexico in the Colonial Period and Since the American
Occupation (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1940), pp. 135-36

%Fray Francisco Atanasio Dominguez, The Missions of New Mexico, 1776: A Description by Fray Francisco
Atanasio Dominguez, with Other Contemporary Documents, Eleanor B. Adams and Fray Angelico Chavez, tr. and

ed. (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1956).

"“Dominguez, Missions, p. 209 n. 2.
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itself in grandiose terms it was actually simpler and more primitive than post-Revolt New
Mexico.

Notuntil Jean Pinkley found the foundations of a huge adobe church beneath the standing
ruins in 1967 did it begin to become apparent that the pre-Revolt documents were actually
describing a larger building than anyone had imagined, much larger than the standing builidng.
The results of this discovery were first integrated into the story of the mission at Pecos, The Four
Churches of Pecos, by Alden Hayes in 1974."" However, Hayes was not aware of how
thoroughly the previous misconceptions about the mission had colored the archaeological notes
and reports upon which he based his historical and structural interpretations, and he did not have
the time (or the mandate of the Park Service) to sort things out.

The historiography of Pecos up to the publication of The Four Churches in 1974 can be
sorted out with a little care. The continuity of thought over the eighty-six years between Adolph
Bandelier and Jean Pinkley is clear, and the Park Service has had no reason to question the
interpretation of the history of Pecos based on this thinking since Pinkley's death in 1968. A
century of repetition cannot simply be put aside; the origins of the basic elements of the Pecos
story must be reviewed before the alternatives can be seen. With this in mind, it is clear that the
problem started with Bandelier.

Adolph Bandelier

Adolph Francis Alphonse Bandelier could, with justice, be called the first historical
archaeologist to work in the American southwest.'” Born in Bern, Switzerland in 1840,
Bandelier moved with his family to the United States in 1848, settling in the Swiss colony of
Highland, Illinois, a little east of St. Louis. He attended public school in Illinois, and probably
received some tutoring at home. In 1857 his father sent him to study geology in Switzerland; he
had returned to Illinois by 1862, when he was married. He again returned to Switzerland in the
late 1860s, where he studied the law. In 1867 Bandelier again returned to the United States, and
began working in his father's bank. He took part in local activities, and became a naturalized
citizen of the United States in 1877.

In the early 1870s, Bandelier became interested in ethnology and anthropology through
contact with Lewis Henry Morgan, who has been called the "Father of American Anthropology."
Bandelier had developed a strong familiarity with the history of the Spanish Southwest by this
time, and through correspondence with Morgan began the study of Native American social
structure. Between 1877 and 1879, Bandelier wrote a series of papers on the ethnology of pre-
Columbian Mexico that won the respect of the committee of the just-created Archaeological
Institute of America (AIA). As a result, Morgan offered him a position on a field trip to New
Mexico in 1880. Although Morgan himself ultimately was unable to make the trip, the AIA
eventually decided to finance Bandelier's visit to New Mexico alone.

""Alden C. Hayes, The Four Churches of Pecos (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1974).

"2This biographical sketch is taken from The Southwestern Journals of Adolph F. Bandelier, vol. 1, 1880-1882,
Charles H. Lange and Carroll L. Riley, eds. (Albuquerque: Universith of New Mexico Press, 1966), pp. 1-26.
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Bandelier departed St. Louis by train for New Mexico in August, 1880, arriving in Santa
Fe in the evening of August 23. As the train moved slowly up the Pecos River valley that
afternoon towards Glorieta Pass, Bandelier saw the most extraordinary sight out the east-facing
window of his rail-car. On a hill below him was a large, red structure, much bigger than
anything he would have expected to see in that rural valley. Someone told him that was the
ruined mission church of Pecos.

Bandelier probably determined at that moment to go to Pecos, to make it his first
intensive exploration of a pueblo ruin. By mid-afternoon of his first day in Santa Fe, August 24,
he was working out the plans necessary to spend some time at the old mission and pueblo.” He
began his investigation of Pecos the afternoon of August 28, and returned to Santa Fe ten days
later, on September 6. Over the next seven days, Bandelier wrote a summary of his research
at Pecos, sending off the final pages and plan drawings in the mail on September 13. This
manuscript was published as the first volume of the American Series of the AIA in 1883."

Bandelier's original daily journal is in the manuscript collection of the Museum of New
Mexico. Although apparently some field sketches are missing from this collection, many of
Bandelier's original sketch plans of the ruins of Pecos are roughly drawn on the bottoms and
backs of pages of the journal. These sketch plans and associated notes add some surprising, and
in some cases contradictory, details to the published report.'

This first detailed anthropological inspection of Pecos was surprisingly important.
Bandelier's published report strongly influenced Alfred Kidder's ideas about the late history of
the pueblo when he began his work there thirty-five years later. Bandelier's presentation of the
relationship between the Pecos and the Franciscans, between European methods of construction
and aboriginal traditions, colored Kidder's interpretation of the structural and cultural events that
occurred at the pueblo after the arrival of the Spanish in 1598.

While examining the ruins of the pueblo of Pecos, Bandelier saw adobe bricks and
squared beams in several places, and decided that they were taken from Franciscan buildings
rather than made by the Pecos. In the North Pueblo, for example, in the west wing of this
quadrangular building, he saw "in several places squared beams of wood inserted in the stone
work lengthwise. These beams (of which there is also one in the opposite wing similarly
embedded) are identical and apparently of the same age with the (not sculptured) beams still
found in and about the old church. . . . there are at several places adobe walls, the adobes
containing wheat straw!'” . . . T am even convinced that it was done after 1680; for the beams

BBandelier, Journals, v. 1, pp. 71, 72.

Y“Bandelier, Journals, v. 1, pp. 74-83.

Bandelier, "Visit."

"*Bandelier Collection, M73-5/9 box 7 (box 71, Museum of New Mexico Manuscript Collection), pp. 8-14.

'7So far, the only adobes at Pecos that contain wheat straw are those from the standing church, built between 1715

and 1720 (see Chapter 12). If Bandelier indeed recognized wheat straw, it is therefore probable that they were in
bricks made after 1715. Mollie S. Toll, "Plant Parts Found in Adobe Bricks at an 18th C. Spanish Mission, Pecos
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evidently came from the church or the convent, which buildings we know were sacked and fired
by the Indians in the month of August of that year. If this conclusion be correct, the south-
western part of A [the North Pueblo], its entire westerly wall, was somehow destroyed after
1680, and partly rebuilt with materials unknown to the Indians at the time when Pecos was first
erected.""®

Bandelier pointed out "that the northern part of building B [the South Pubelo] is also
mended in places with adobes of the same make as those used in repairing the western wing of
A, and that, while the squared beams are wanting, the stonework there in places appears also of
a more recent date.""”

Bandelier did not, of course, know of the pre-Revolt church foundations waiting to be
found under the standing ruins of the post-Revolt church; his interpretation of the ruins were
based on the belief that the standing ruins of a church at Pecos were the remains of the only
church there. Bandelier assumed that the adobe bricks and squared beams in the North Pueblo
could only have arrived there as a result of salvaging these components from the ruins of the
present church and convento after the Revolt of 1680. Why he made this assumption is not clear:
considering that all of the bricks used in the construction of the church and convento were made
by Pecos workers, and that the Pecos had an established reputation as woodworkers by the 1630s,
such assumptions are in direct contradiction to historically documented Pecos craftsmanship.
However, Bandelier's statements about the origins of the adobes and squared beams in the North
and South Pueblos were accepted by his successor, Alfred Kidder.

Alfred V. Kidder

By the beginning of the twentieth century, to some extent because of Bandelier's
investigations, the pueblo ruins of northern New Mexico were recognized as important
landmarks in the development of the cultures of the Southwest, but their relative ages and their
relationships, culturally and chronologically, to the rest of the area were unknown.

Alfred Vincent Kidder first worked in the Southwest as a Harvard undergraduate helping
Edgar L. Hewett survey some of the sites near Yellowjacket in southwestern Colorado. In 1909
he began graduate school in archaeology at Harvard. During his graduate work, Kidder and
Kenneth M. Chapman gathered a large collection of potsherds from Pecos in 1910, attempting
to work out representative ceramic types and their sequences, and in 1911-12 he again carried
out fieldwork in New Mexico. During the summer of 1911, Kidder, Chapman, and Jesse

NM: IIL," 1995, p. 2, in the files of Pecos National Historical Park.
"¥Bandelier, "Visit," p. 72.

YBandelier, "Visit,"p. 74.
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Nusbaum visited the ruins of Pecos. Nusbaum took a series of photographs of the pueblo and
church during the visit.”’

In 1912-14, Nels Nelson conducted a series of investigations in the Galisteo Basin and
other areas of the northern Rio Grande valley, and demonstrated that careful stratigraphic
excavations in the midden deposits of the pueblos "could yield information as to sequences of
ceramic types, which in turn would permit recognition of contacts between, chronological
ranking, and estimates of length of occupancy of all ruins at which those types appeared."*’
Nelson's work in New Mexico would strongly influence Kidder's methods and ideas about the
way to conduct archaeology on Puebloan sites. In fact, Nelson and his wife visited the Pecos
excavations about halfway through the first season, in August of 1915; during the visit, Kidder
and Nelson discussed the nature of midden deposits and the probable structure of the Pecos
midden.”

Kidder completed his dissertation in 1914 and received his Ph.D (the sixth to be granted
for archaeology in the United States). The dissertation outlined his proposed ceramic sequences
for the Pajarito Plateau area, from which his later ceramic studies at Pecos derived, and
suggested that stratigraphic excavations like those conducted by Nels Nelson might confirm his
suggested sequences. Kidder returned to the southwest in the summer of 1914, where, working
for Harvard's Peabody Museum, he conducted detailed studies of Basketmaker sites in
northeastern Arizona.”® In 1915, he returned to Pecos, where he began eleven years of
excavation, establishing the chronological ceramic-sequence basis of Southwestern archaeology.

Kidder applied the use of natural stratigraphy, rather than the "metric" approach popular
with most excavators in the United States. Many of his contemporaries felt that excavating an
archaeological site by its layers of deposition, or "natural stratigraphy," was too imprecise and
time consuming; they advocated the use of "metric" stratigraphic excavation, where the earth is
removed in a series of specific, uniform thicknesses that ignored the natural strata. "Kidder
appears to have been one of the few, or perhaps the only, American stratigrapher of the 1920s
and 1930s who favored the natural as opposed to the metrical method. . . . his Americanist
colleagues seem to have believed, or at least to have operated, otherwise. . . . Emil Haury [and

PAlfred Vincent Kidder, 4n Introduction to the Study of Southwestern Archaeology; With a Preliminary Account
of the Excavations at Pecos, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1924), p. 89; Richard B. Woodbury, Alfred v.
Kidder (New Y ork: Columbia University Press, 1973), pp. 1-21. “Kidder Notes, 1915-Daily Record,” Sunday, June
7th [6“1], 1915, p. 1, in the collections of Pecos National Historical Park (PNHP); Jesse Nusbaum, MNM # 6518,
6630, 6631, 6632, 6639, 12919, 139545, PECO 1015, sometime in May-August, 1911.

2 Alfred Vincent Kidder, Pecos, New Mexico: Archaeological Notes, Papers of the Robert S. Peabody Foundation
for Archaeology, Vol.5 (Andover: Phillips Academy, 1958), p. xii; Kidder, Southwestern Archaeology, pp.161-62.

2«Kidder Notes, 1915-Daily Record,” August 28, August 30, 1915, pp. 35,37, PNHP.

BWoodbury, Kidder, pp. 21-29.
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others] all dug by metrical units."** Emil Haury, perhaps the most prominent opponent of
Kidder's methods, became Jean Pinkley's mentor in the 1930s. He felt that the "natural or
physical strata were too small and represented spans of time too brief to be of individual
significance in determining the periods or phases of the refuse growth."” The difference in
excavation philosophy and methodology between these two founders of American archaeology
would have further consequences at Pecos in the 1960s. It is ironic that a difference of opinion
about field techniques developed at Pecos in 1915-1929 would have such a strong effect on the
excavation of the same site forty years later.

Kidder's description of his activities at Pecos are available in several publications. For
the purposes of this report, the most important sources are the Introduction to the Study of
Southwestern Archaeology, published in 1924, and the Pecos, New Mexico: Archaeological
Notes of 1958. In Pecos, Kidder included brief discussions of the "Lost" Church and a few other
historical structures and their possible associations to the standing church and associated
convento; beyond this, Kidder never published a final assessment of the Spanish colonial
buildings he encountered at Pecos. Some additional material on these structures is available in
Kidder's original notes and correspondence, copies of which have been collected at Pecos
National Historical Park and in the Museum of New Mexico. Kidder's field notes and letters will
be examined in detail as I assemble the full picture of what is known about these buildings
through archaeology.

Kidder and the Pecos Expedition

In 1914 the Phillips Academy of Andover, Massachusetts, decided to conduct a multi-
year excavation at a selected site of the Puebloan southwest. Kidder's field work, his thoughtful
and organized analyses and presentations of that work, and his discussion of broad outlines of
southwestern prehistory based on the cultural events suggested by the fieldwork and analysis,
made him the obvious choice to conduct this excavation. Kidder had been considering for
several years where the best stratified deposits were most likely to be found, and upon his
selection as project director, suggested that Pecos be the site chosen.”® Pecos was the natural
choice for Kidder; he and Kenneth Chapman had collected a good sample of potsherds from the
ruined pueblo in 1910, and conducted an intense inspection of the pueblo and church with Jesse
Nusbaum during the summer of 1911, and Kidder had left New Mexico with a strong sense that
deep midden deposits were to be found along the sides of the Pecos mesilla, perhaps containing

*Gordon R. Willey and Jeremy A. Sabloff, 4 History of American Archaeology, 2nd ed., (San Francisco:
W.H.Freeman and Co., 1980), p. 93.

BWilley and Sabloff, 4 History of American Archaeology, p. 93.

Douglas R. Givens, Alfred Vincent Kidder and the Development of Americanist Archaeology (Albuquerque:
University of New Mexico Press, 1992), p. 39; Kidder, Southwestern Archaeology, p. 89.
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the stratified ceramics he believed necessary to begin a major analysis of the cultural sequence
of the Southwest.”’

Charles Peabody wrote to Hewettabout early March, 1915, asking permission for Phillips
Academy to conduct excavations at the ruins of Pecos during the summer season of that year.
Hewett replied, probably in late March, that this would be acceptable to the Museum, with
certain conditions. These were that the ruined church be repaired so that it would not collapse,
and that a reasonable sample of the artifacts collected in the excavation be made available to the
Museum. Hewett proposed Jesse Nusbaum as the Museum representative onsite, who would
also conduct the stabilization work on the church, using Phillips Academy funds. On April 15,
Peabody accepted these requirements, proposed that the stabilization could be extended over
several seasons, suggested a $1,000 limit on the amount to be spent on stabilizing the church,
and requested that Nusbaum not be given the final word on the archaeological endeavors at
Pecos, even in the church. He proposed that Dr. Hewett and Dr. Kidder should arrive at a
consensus on archaeological decisions. He also requested thatalready existing plans and surveys
of the ruins be made available to the Academy project.”®

Hewett responded on May 26. He indicated that repairs to the church ruins should be
immediate, rather than space out over years, and declined to accept a $1,000 limit on the cost of
the stabilization. He was willing, however, to accept any agreement on work and cost arrived
at between Dr. Kidder and Mr. Nusbaum. This resulted in the arrangement during the
excavation, reflected by such statements as Kidder's on September 20, 1915, "This force [5S men
& team] on church for rest of day but paid by excav[ation] fund."* Hewett further stated that
John Percy Adams, who was in Central America at the time of his writing, would be back by the
summer, and would turn over copies of all his survey work at Pecos to Kidder.*

The Adams survey information mentioned by Hewett was the fieldwork Adams had
conducted in 1913, a detailed survey of at least two of the "archaic ruins" of New Mexico, and
perhaps including all five. He surveyed the ruins of Quarai in the Salinas area in order to build
a model; his model of this pueblo and mission has been restored and is presently on display at
the Quarai Visitor Contact Station.”! At Pecos, Adams conducted "careful and repeated surveys
made of the site and the ruins preparatory to building" his model of Pecos. "So carefully have
the measurements and the surveys been made at the site of the ruins that the absolute correctness

2«Kidder Notes, 1915-Daily Record,” Sunday, June 7th [6‘11], 1915, p. 1, PNHP; Jesse Nusbaum, MNM # 6518,
6630, 6631, 6632, 6639, 12919, 139545, PECO 1015, sometime in May-August, 1911.

BApril 15, 1915, Charles Peabody, Peabody Museum of Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts, to Edgar
L. Hewett, Museum of New Mexico, Santa Fe, Manuscript Collection etc. History Library, Governor's Palace,
Museum of New Mexico [hereafter MS].

P«Kidder Notes, 1915-Daily Record,” September 20, 1915, p. 33, PNHP.

K idder, Southwestern Archaeology, p. 56-57; W oodbury, Kidder, pp. 29-31; Hewett to Peabody, May 26, 1915,
MS.

3vey, Loneliness, p.319.
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of the restoration is a matter of certainty." The model of the pueblo and church was about sixteen
feet long, and was completed about April, 1914.* EI Palacio says that Adams was almost
finished with the Pecos model as of February or March. In April or May, the model was
described as finished and on display at the Governor's Palace; a photograph of it was published
in Old Santa Fe Magazine in July.”> The Quarai and Pecos models were exhibited at the San
Diego Exposition of 1915, and then returned to the "State Museum" in Santa Fe. Although the
Quarai model survived in the basement of one of the Museum buildings until it was rescued in
the late 1980s, the Pecos model has disappeared.

Figure 2.2. The John Percy Adams model of Pecos Pueblo and mission.
A. V. Kidder, Southwestern Archaeology, plate 5 following p. 14.

The Historical Structures of Pecos

Bandelier located the principal colonial structural groups at Pecos, and arrived at a
general appraisal of their periods of construction and use. His conclusions influenced the work
of virtually every subsequent investigation at Pecos, including the present study, eitheras a guide
to the correct interpretation of the buildings, or as opinions to be reevaluated.

Although Kidder had a considerably greater familiarity with the archaeology and
architecture of Puebloan sites than did Bandelier when he arrived at Pecos, he was no more
familiar than Bandelier with the archaeology and construction of historical pueblos. Kidder
correctly considered Bandelier's opinions about the historical period at Pecos to be the best

32El Palacio, vol. 1, no. 4-5 (February-March, 1914), p. 4; vol. 1, no. 6-7 (April-May, 1914), p. 4.

3paul A. F. Walter, “The Pecos Pueblos and Mission,” in the Old Santa Fe Magazine (OSFM), vol. 2, no. 5 (July,
1914), pp. 106-108; photograph of Adams’s model of Pecos on page 107. Alfred Kidder included this photograph
in Southwestern Archaeology, plate 5 following p. 14. None of the field notes or original plans made by Adams
in 1913 are presently available. The Walter article was apparently written several months before its publication; it
describes the progress Adams was making on the model as of perhaps March.
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available, but appears to have accepted them without further question; for example, he was still
echoing Bandelier's idea that the form-made adobes and squared timbers used in Pecos puebloan
structures came from the standing church and its convento, even when writing his final
assessment of Pecos in 1958. However, Kidder's greatest interest was in the centuries before the
Spanish arrived at Pecos, and he clearly regarded the historical period as a brief, recent episode
at the very end of the Pecos story. This suggests that he accepted Bandelier's appraisal of these
last years through convenience, and never discovered evidence of a sufficiently poor fit of
Bandelier's ideas to the archaeological information to require a reevaluation of them. By the
time Stanley Stubbs and Bruce Ellis produced archaeological results in 1956 on the “Lost”
Church and South Pueblo that should have inspired a reappraisal, Kidder was in the last stages
of his final write-up of the Pecos excavations, and was unwilling to reevaluate his views of the
post-1600 period of Pecos.
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Chapter Three
The "Lost," or Ortiz Church

We will begin the discussion of archeological investigation of the Spanish colonial
buildings at Pecos with the earliest known structure, the "Lost" Church, located about 1,280 feet
northeast of the ruins of the Pueblo. Following the method used throughout this study, the
church will be referred to by the name of its builder; in this case the evidence makes it fairly
certain that the "Lost" church was built by Fray Pedro Zambrano Ortiz, beginning about 1617.

Bandelier wrote the first published description of the Ortiz Church. "About one quarter
of a mile east of the building A [the North Pueblo], on a bare sunny and grassy level, are, quite
alone, the foundations of a singular ruin" (see Figure 3.1). Bandelier described the building as
being 25 meters, or about 82 feet long, and 10 meters or 33 feet wide; the actual outside
measurements are 84.4 feet long and 31 feet wide. "From its form I suspect it to have been a
Christian chapel, erected, or perhaps only in process of erection, before 1680. Not only is it
completely razed, but even the material of the superstructure seems to have been carried off.""
As subsequent examinations of the building showed, Bandelier's observations were of uncanny
accuracy.
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Figure 3.1. Bandelier plan of the “Lost” Church.

Bandelier's plan shows the apse of the building and the two buttresses on the west side,
both as semicircular structures rather than polygonal, but he was unable to make out details on

'Adolph F. Bandelier, "A Visit to the Aboriginal Ruinsin the Valley ofthe Rio Pecos," Papers ofthe Archeological
Institute of America, American Series, vol. 1, part 2 (Boston: Cupples, Upham and Co., 1883), pp. 88 and plan on
Plate V, fig. X.
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the east side. Instead of showing the sacristy, he drew two more buttresses, identical to those on
the west.

During his work at Pecos, Alfred Kidder returned to the Ortiz Church. "I paid little more
attention to this foundation than had Bandelier," said Kidder, "but I did have a new plan of it
made . .." The mapping occurred on August 3, 1925, when "Ted [Amsden] & Mark [Howe, Jr.]
worked on old chapel preparing to map it. Sherds there also of about middle 5 period."

Kidder conducted his testing of the building on August 19, 1925:

"Chapel N. E. of ruin (dimensions from map by T[heodore] A[msden]) The wall
had stone foundations with adobe upper parts. Frag[ment]s of yellow adobes
found in pits dug by M[ark] H[owe] Jr. Pottery G[laze] V. In trench w[est] of
church front the earth is hard adobe with a little charcoal and a few [Glaze] V-VI
sherds (no modern as yet). Subsoil is hard red clay at about 3'6".

Church adobes 'o" 21Mx 11" x 3"

S.W. passage 1'7" (19") x 9" x 3™

Kidder compared the Ortiz Church adobes to those of the Southwest Passage at the
southwestern corner of North Pueblo, because he found "a number of walls" in this area built of
adobes similar to those in the church. In the published report, he summarized the examination
of the Ortiz Church: "By a little digging, I found evidence that adobes had been laid on the flat
stones of the foundation. I also recovered a few sherds, the latest being thin-rimmed Glaze V."
Kidder decided that the building "was started around 1600 and never finished because they found
that it was subject to floods," presumably based on his excavations and the remark by Bandelier
that the building appeared unfinished.” Kidder thought nothing more about the building; he was
far more concerned with the origins and evolution of the pueblo of Pecos than in the details of
very recent events, those that took place after 1600. As a result, the Ortiz Church did not enter
into anyone's thinking about the Colonial period at Pecos until Eleanor Adams and Fray Angelico
Chavez published the Dominguez report in 1956.

Until 1956 everybody thought that the standing church ruins at Pecos were those of the
church built in 1617. With the publication of Dominguez's description and its reference to an

’Kidder, "Field Notes, 1925," August3, 1925, p. 24, in Kidder Collection, Pecos National Historical Park (PNHP).
Forsomereason, in 1956 Kidder told Stubbs and Ellis that Singleton P. Moorehead had draw the plan of the church,;
he also left the impression that the examination of the building occurred "about 1915." Stubbs, " Lost' Pecos
Church," p. 67; Kidder to Stubbs, December 3, 1956, in New Mexico Laboratory of Anthropology, Site Files, LA
4444 (the site number for the “Lost Church” before it was combined with the rest of the Pecos buildings under LA
625). The Amsden map is not in the Kidder Collection at Pecos National Historical Park, and is presumably lost.

3Kidder, "Field Notes, 1925," August 19, 1925, p. 30.

‘Kidder, Pecos, New Mexico: Archaeological Field Notes (Andover, Massachusetts: Phillips Academy, 1958), pp
112-113,329.

SKidder to Ellis, July 2, 1956, Kidder Collection, PNHP.
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older church at Pecos, researchers in the Southwest became aware that the sequence of church
construction there was more complicated than the simple idea current at the time. Kidder
realized that the Ortiz Church could have some critical bearing on the question of church dates
and locations. Preparing to write a discussion of the ruin, Kidder decided that the differences
between the plan drawn by Ted Amsden and the plan by Bandelier were too great, and could not
decide which to trust. He wrote to Stanley Stubbs in early 1956 asking if it were possible to
remeasure the building.® Stubbs, Fred Wendorf, and Bruce Ellis carried out the new survey and
sent Kidder a revised plan about March 28, 1956. The resurvey involved no significant
excavation of the Ortiz Church, but looked much like the final version later printed in the “Lost”
Church article in EI Palacio.”

Pursuing the question of the significance of the Ortiz Church, Kidder wrote to Angelico
Chavezin April, 1956. He praised the Dominguez translation, which he had apparently just read,
described the remains of the Ortiz Church, and asked Fray Angelico his opinion about the little
church. Fray Angelico responded, "I would say that the Bandelier foundations are those of the
pre-Revolt church." He went on to suggest that the "old church" mentioned by Dominguez was
a temporary building constructed immediately after the Reconquest, and served as the church
until the completion of the present, standing building sometime after 1715, after which the older
church was incorporated into the convento. This suggested interpretation of the post-Revolt
history of the churches of Pecos by Angelico Chavez, essentially a rephrasing of Dominguez’s
description, is the first statement of this sequence of events on record; it was later supported by
archeology and further historical studies.®

This, however, did not clear up Kidder's questions. He decided that he did not have
enough information to arrive at any conclusions, and suggested to Stubbs and Ellis that they
examine the Ortiz Church more closely. The “Lost” Church excavation of 1956 resulted.’

While preparing for the investigation, Stubbs arrived at the general expectation that the
Ortiz Church was "possibly the first church built at Pecos . . . it was later removed to the more
suitable location to the south."'® By this interpretation, the standing ruins would have been built
sometime later in the seventeenth century, been damaged by the Revolt, repaired after the
Reconquest, and continued in use until abandonment in the nineteenth century—essentially, a
minor change from the pre-Dominguez view of Pecos. Kidder, in a return letter, passed on

6Stanley A. Stubbs, Bruce T. Ellis, and Alfred E. Dittert, Jr. ""Lost' Pecos Church." El Palacio 64(1957)3,4: 67.
"Alfred Kidder to Stanley Stubbs, March 28, 1956, LA 4444. Although no copy of the resurvey in February or
March, 1956, is available, the plan of the building published later as part of the report on their excavation of the
churchin June, 1956, "turned out to follow rather closely the outline first sent" to Kidder in March. Stanley Stubbs

to A. V. Kidder, July 1, 1956, LA 4444.

$Angelico Chavez to Alfred Kidder, April 11, 1956, in New Mexico Laboratory of Anthropology, Site Files, LA
625, folder 3.

Kidder, Pecos, p- 329.

Stubbs to Kidder, April 19, 1956, LA 625, folder 3.
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Chavez's suggestion about the sequence of construction.!" After further thought, Kidder
suggested to Stubbs that he should watch for "any indication of conflagration" while excavating
the Ortiz Church. Fray Agustin de Vetancurt, he pointed out, had stated that the seventeenth-
century church was burned in the Revolt of 1680, but neither Nusbaum's trenches along the
walls of the standing ruins or Kidder's excavations through the floor of the nave a few years later
had found any signs of burning. Clearly, traces of a major fire at the Ortiz Church would go a
long way towards proving that it was the church in use in 1680."

The Stubbs and Ellis Excavation of the Ortiz Church

Figure 3.2. Stubbs and Ellis pencil field plan of “Lost” Church. New Mexico
Laboratory of Anthropology, LA 4444 flat files.

""Kidder to Stubbs, April 25, 1956, LA 4444,

2Fray Agustin de Vetancurt, Chronica de la Provincia del Santo Evangelio, volume 3 of the Teatro Mexicano:
Descripcion Breve de Los Sucessos Exemplares de la Nueva-Espaiia en el Nuevo Mundo Occidental de las Indias,
José Porrua Turanzas, ed., Coleccion Chimalistac de Libros y Documentos Acerca de la Nueva Espaifia, vol. 10
(Madrid: José Porrua Turanzas, 1961), pp. 277-78.

BKidder to Stubbs, June 1, 1956, LA 4444.
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Stubbs and Ellis began field work on June 5." During the first day they excavated
trenches around "all exterior corners,""” and had trenched the sanctuary by June 7. Over the next
few days they cut two other trenches across the nave, and trenched around the interior of the
sacristy. The testing of the Ortiz Church was finished by perhaps June 10, and additional
excavations in the South Pueblo began about that time. These were completed by perhaps June
15. Terah Smiley of the Tree-Ring Laboratory at Tucson visited Pecos from June 19 to June 22
to pick up a few fragments of charcoal from the Ortiz Church, oversee the collection of tree-ring
samples from the South Pueblo excavations, and carry out some sampling of pifion trees around
the Ortiz Church.'® Stubbs and Ellis drew a new map of the church during the excavation,
Figure 3.2. They found that the nave of the church was 24.7 feet wide on the interior, wider than
the post-Revolt church, the nave of which was 23.5 feet wide, and 66.2 feet long on the interior
from the front door to the retaining wall across the mouth of the sanctuary.

“Memorandum, Stubbs to Director Boaz Long, June 28, 1956, LA 625, folder 3.
3Stubbs, Ellis and Dittert, ""Lost’ Church,” p. 68.

5Smiley to Stubbs, June 9, 1956, LA 4444; Stubbs, Ellis and Dittert, "’Lost’ Church,” p. 67.



28 Chapter Three

Figure 3.3. The “Lost” Church in 1966. The backfilled
excavations of the northwest buttress, the apse, and the
sacristy can be seen, as well as one trench across the center
of the nave.

e 1 . - g
Figure 3.4. Stubbs and Ellis excavation of “Lost” Church. Looking
north-west from the sacristy towards the sanctuary. Adobe bricks can
be seen in the east wall of the sanctuary, and the adobe brick wall across
the mouth of the sanctuary, at the left edge of the picture. New Mexico
Laboratory of Anthropology, LA 4444.

Table 3.1. Distribution of Ceramics Found by Stubbs and Ellis At “Lost” Church.

Ceramics: Gl. Gl. Gl. Gl. Gl. Gl. Sank Tewa Unk
Area: 1 11 111 v A\ VI B/c Red

Sanctuary 4 1 3 7

Nave, NW 4 2 6 10
Corner

Nave, NE 1 2 4
Corner

North Buttress 1 1
Fill

South Buttress 1
Fill

Sacristy 1

Outside SE 1 21
Corner, Nave
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Near 1 1
Church
Total 9 - 3 4 9 1 1 1 37

During the excavation of the church, Stubbs and Ellis did not clean out the entire
structure. Although they left off the outlines of their excavations from the plan published with
their report, they marked the outlines of their trenches on one version of the plan of the building
in the LA 4444 files. In 1994 Courtney White and I remapped the building for the National Park
Service, and included the plan of the last surviving adobes on its walls; see Figure 3.6. On this
plan is indicated the approximate outlines of the trenches excavated by Stubbs and Ellis, as
shown on their various maps of the structure. These trenches are also visible as filled outlines
in the aerial photographs taken of Pecos on July 31, 1966, ten years after the excavations (Figure
3.3)."

In the Laboratory of Anthropology files were found three photographs and their
negatives, taken at the time of the excavations; one of these is included as Figure 3.4. In Stubbs's
correspondence with Kidder, he described several other color photographs of the Ortiz Church
excavations that he sent to Kidder. The available pictures, although black-and-white, were
obviously taken at the same time, but not copies of those that were sent. Therefore, there are at
least two more Stubbs photographs of the 1956 excavations of the Ortiz Church still unlocated,
probably the best ones."®

The photographs show that as their plans indicate, Stubbs and Ellis did not excavate the
entire interior of the church and sacristy. Instead, they trenched along the walls of the north end
of the nave and around the interiors of the sanctuary and sacristy. They left a block of
unexcavated fill in the center of the sanctuary, shown in Figures 3.4, and a larger block in the
sacristy.

Of equal importance, the files contain the analysis of the ceramics, carried out from June
5 through the end of the excavation. The diagram associated with the analysis had the
distribution of ceramics shownin Table 3.1. Goingstrictly by these ceramics, the latest materials
on the site were Sankawi Black on Cream, 1525 to 1650, and Glaze VI, 1625 to 1700. The
ceramic evidence alone suggests a date of construction and use at about the end of Sankawi B/c
and the beginning of Glaze VI, or about 1625-1650. Since historical documents show that a
larger church was built at Pecos beginning in 1620 or 1621, these scant ceramics suggest a date
of just before 1620 for the construction and use of the Ortiz Church.

Soon after the completion of the fieldwork, Bruce Ellis wrote to Kidder, giving him
detailed information about the Lost Church. His summary was:

17“Lost” Church maps, LA 625, flat files.

8Stubbs to Kidder, September 4, 1956, LA 625, folder 3.
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Stan and I found that some of the stone foundations in the northeast section of the
church were still topped by several courses of adobe bricks. Last Friday, for
purposes of comparison, I re-cleared a segment of the adobe brick floor in the
North Quadrangle kiva which Fred excavated for you in 1952 [Kiva 7] . ..
Regarding the church, we are at present completely stumped. . . . Just now I can
say only that (1) not a single European artifact was found [during the excavation
of Lost Church], (2) no evidence of a major burning was found, (3) only a few
very small and scattered pieces of wood were found, implaceable architecturally
and of doubtful dating value (they are now at Arizona), (4) the relatively few, and
small, pot-sherds recovered could all have come from adobes brought to the site'
- the latest examples being Polished Black, Pecos Glaze V and probable Sankawi,
and (5) the structure shows no signs of extended use by either Whites or Indians.
That it was completely erected is suggested by the presence of many clay masses
in the fill showing twig and pole impressions - presumably roof material - and
also by the presence of plaster on both the inside and the outside of the nave
foundation walls. That it was deliberately and thoroughly dismantled soon after
building may be indicated by (1) the complete absence of any structural wood,
burned or unburned, and (2) the presence of about 250 adobes - some clean and
sharp-edged, others bearing traces of mortar - stacked slanting on edge in regular
rows in the former sacristy. . . . possibly salvaged bricks stored for a re-use which
never developed (unless this cache was the source of the bricks used for flooring
the kiva noted above; all bricks were without straw and of long, thin type,
averaging 20" x 9" x 2'42".) There are other queer features, too, in none of which
have we as yet found clues as to when the church was built, or by whom. . . .*°

A few days later, based on the excavations and the artifact analysis, Stubbs gave his
conclusions to Kidder: "Very few scraps of charcoal were found; there was no sign of burning.
However, the building gave the appearance of having been almost completely demolished, and
the beams, roofing materials of poles, etc., taken away, the adobe walls largely removed (some
of the bricks being left in the sacristy). . . . My guess on one possibility of the “lost church' is that
it is definitely pre-rebellion and that it was dismantled and the materials from the roof on down
to the foundations was re-used elsewhere in the pueblo." Prompted by Kidder, Stubbs accepted
the possibility that the dismantling could possibly have been part of the 1680 revolt destruction:
"Such action would destroy a structure more completely than burning as was done in some of the
other villages in 1680."*'

This is unlikely — the yellow adobes of "Lost" Church are virtually clean, containing few, if any, artifacts.

Bruce T. Ellis to Alfred V. Kidder, June 28, 1956, in the collections of the Peabody Museum, Harvard University,
Cambridge, Massachusetts; copy in PNHP.

2IStubbs to Kidder, July 1, 1956, LA 4444,
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However, in their joint final report on the Ortiz Church, Stubbs backed away from this
acceptance of Kidder’s argument, and tacitly followed Ellis's assessment that the available
evidence placed "the building-date of the ‘lost' church not later than in the first two decades of
the 1600s."* It had to have been built after 1617, at which time there was no church at Pecos,”
but predated the church and convento begun by Ortega about 1621 and finished by Juarez before
1626. Although they agreed on the general dates for the construction of the Ortiz church, Stubbs
and Ellis disagreed on which building was the Ortega-Juarez building that replaced it in 1621-
1625 . Stubbs thought that the Ortega-Juarez church must be the present ruined church standing
at Pecos, while Ellis considered that the pre-Revolt church was the "old" church in the Pecos
convento south of the present church, as described by Dominguez.**

Ellis felt that the Ortiz Church had been "stripped of its woodwork for re-use in a new,
better-located structure," presumably the new church at the south end of the mesilla, and that the
Ortiz church was "left as an empty, roofless shell, its adobes at the disposal of the Indians."*’

1 seoom
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22Stubbs, Ellis and Dittert, "’Lost’ Church,” p- 85.

2Stubbs, Ellis and Dittert, "’Lost’ Church,” p- 77 n. 3, citing Hodge's notes on the two Benavides Memorials; Hodge
listed Pecos as one of the ten pueblos having churches in 1617 in the notes for the 1630 memorial, but omits it from
the list in the notes for the 1634 memorial; see Emma Burbank Ayer, The Memorial of Fray Alonso de Benavides,
1630 (Edward E. Ayer: Chicago, 1916), pp.232,269; Frederick W. Hodge, George P. Hammond, and Agapito Rey,
Fray Alonso de Benavides' Revised Memorial of 1634 (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1945),
p-272. Ellis's statement to this effect indicates that he thought the "Lost Church" had to have been builtafter 1617.

24Stubbs, Ellis and Dittert, "’Lost’ Church,” pp. 78, 79, 85.

ZEllis to Kidder, June 28, 1956, Kidder Collection, PNHP.
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Figure 3.5. The Stubbs and Ellis reconstruction of the appearance of the Ortiz
Church.

A few days later Stubbs wrote to Kidder and described the bricks in the sacristy as "both
new and salvaged . . ."*® Kidder replied with several questions: "Did the pile of adobes look as
if they were salvaged stuff?"*” Stubbs answered: "the adobes stacked in the sacristy were both
salvaged and new. Some retained fragments of hard adobe mortar, others were just as sharp and
clean as though they had just been removed from the forms and set up to dry. If all had a new
appearance one could argue that the church was never finished or that the priest was getting
ready to add another room. Since both new and used were stacked together . . . [t]he church
could have been razed by the Indians . . . [who] carefully saved as many bricks as possible as
they demolished the church, adding them to a small lot already collected by the priest for
additions to his church."* Ellis added that ".. . the remaining wall-stubs were leveled at an early
date, before the Pecos Indians acquired much livestock . . ." because of the lack of manure
deposits within the walls.” Stubbs and Ellis considered that some of the adobes removed from
the Ortiz Church were reused in Kiva 7;* Kidder later noted that the Kiva 7 adobe brick floor
was made using not only yellow bricks identical to those found in the Ortiz Church, but also two
that are described as black (probably type Ia) bricks, both with dark red mortar.’ This suggests
that either the brick floor was laid about 1620, before the beginning of manufacture of the black
brick used to construct the principal church and convento, and then repaired sometime before
1640, when the black bricks went out of use; or it was laid in 1620-30, when yellow Ortiz
Church adobes were still available, as well as the black bricks from the church and convento
construction. Although the published report does not mention it, Stubbs and Ellis found similar
bricks that they thought were from "Lost Church" in their excavations of South Pueblo, used for
repair or reconstruction. In fact, they found brick rubble in all ten rooms they excavated, and
room #7 had an adobe brick floor of the same yellow bricks as seen at Ortiz Church.”

2Stubbs to Kidder, July 1, 1956, LA 4444,

YKidder to Stubbs, September 10, 1956, LA 625, folder 3.

BStubbs to Kidder, September 17, 1956, LA 625, folder 3.

29Stubbs, Ellis and Dittert, "’Lost’ Church,” p. 84. Such manure deposits from sheep or cattle are a standard
stratigraphic element of colonial sites; for example, the convento of the standing church was used extensively as a

sheep pen, leaving varying thicknesses of manure deposits in a number of rooms.

3The published report only says ambiguously, "Whether adobes of the ‘lost' church type found pueblo use otherthan
in Kiva 7 is not yet known." Stubbs, Ellis and Dittert, ""Lost’ Church,” p. 84.

3IKidder, Pecos, p- 191
321 Adobe bricks were evidentin the fill of the ten rooms we checked. One room, #7 (1956), had been floored with

adobe bricks, again the same size and color as those from the ‘lost church’ . .." Stubbs to Kidder, July 1, 1956, LA
4444,
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Stubbs and Ellis had returned to the Ortiz Church because Kidder was hoping that a more
detailed examination than he had given the building would allow an estimate of the date of its
construction. They didn't get it; at least, not in the solid and resounding way they had hoped.
Only ceramics were found, and they only indicated a use sometime early in the seventeenth
century. Hard evidence for the actual dates of construction, abandonment, and dismantling
(which could only have come from tree-ring dates for beams clearly used in the building) eluded
them, except insofar as these could be determined by the relative sequence of the Ortiz Church
structural events compared to the indirect evidence from the very sparse documentary evidence
for Pecos.

Fitting such unsatisfactory hints together, then, Stubbs and Ellis felt that the Ortiz Church
had been constructed after 1617 but before 1620, abandoned and stripped of its woodwork about
the time of the beginning of construction on the new church (wherever it might be) as of 1621
or 1622, and mined of most of its adobes soon thereafter; some of these adobes went to South
Pueblo, some to North Pueblo, and some to Kiva 7.

In 1993, Courtney White and I scraped the fill away from the wall tops of the Ortiz
Church in order to prepare a new map of the structure and to collect samples of the yellow adobe
bricks for analysis. We plotted the location of all surviving bricks, of which there are probably
at least a hundred in the walls of the altar platform and the walls of the sacristy. In the process
of cleaning the walls in order to draw the plan, we found a rectangular stone pillar base beside
the sacristy, apparently intended to support a roofed portal outside the sacristy doorway. This
suggests that the friar lived in the sacristy during the construction; therefore the sacristy was
probably finished first.”’

l M e
Figure 3.6. White plan of “Lost” Church. The penciled
markings were copied from a Stubbs and Ellis plan, indicating
where they dug their trenches.

37, Courtney White, “Pecos National Historical Park, Planview map of the ‘Lost Church,”” August, 1994, PNHP.
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The Physical Evidence from the Ortiz Church

Compiling all the information from Kidder, Stubbs and Ellis, and the work by Courtney
White and myself allows a fairly detailed description of the building. Construction apparently
started soon after the arrival of Fray Pedro Zambrano Ortiz in 1617. When construction stopped
probably in 1620, the church contained about 82,000 bricks of a distinctive yellow-tan color,
made of a virtually clean clay containing no ceramic sherds, charcoal, bone, or other midden
material; the bricks were laid up in a red-brown or purple-brown mortar much like that used later
in the first periods of construction of the church and convento. The estimated average rate of
construction for the large church a few years later was 5,500 bricks laid per month.>* Assuming
that the location of this church indicates considerably less support, it is reasonable to suppose
a rate perhaps half that, or about 3000 bricks per month with a smaller crew. The church would
then have taken 27 months to construct, or three years at nine months of construction per year.
At this rate, with the beginning of construction in 1617 the primary fabric of the building would
have just been completed in 1620, and the building would have been in the process of being
roofed and finished on the interior when the move to the pueblo happened and the dismantling
began. Fragments of roofing material found in the nave and sacristy leave little doubt that the
majority of the roof had been put in place, and therefore the choir loft had also been built. The
roofing and other woodwork would have been cut and cured first, then trimmed to shape by the
Pecos — probably their first training in the carpentry for which they would soon become famous
throughout the province of New Mexico. This would have totalled 23 beams each about one foot
square and 31 feet long (including the beam for the choir loft main joist), nine beams about one
foot square and 18 feet long for the sacristy roof, and a number of other, smaller beams for the
sanctuary roof, the choir loft floor, the lintels of the doors and windows, and the portal outside
the sacristy.

During the first few months of construction, Fray Pedro Zambrano Ortiz may have lived
in a "shelter"-like structure found by Stubbs and Ellis between large boulders down the slope just
to the east of the church.”® The sacristy and adjacent portal were probably built up quickly,
taking two months for the walls and another week or two for the roofing and doors. The interior
of the sacristy was not plastered, and a small hearth was made in the southwest corner of the

#Bill Witkind found that a six-man crew making adobes in the traditional manner could make between 275 and 375
adobes a day, depending on weather conditions. He had a loss rate of about 6 bricks out of every 75 or 80. Brick
production began to drop off in October, when the cool weather increased the drying time, and his construction crew
was able to lay bricks faster than the brick-making crew could produce them. Witkind felt that brick production
became unfeasible about November 1 in the Pecos valley, and remained risky because of frosts through the end of
April. If bricks were stockpiled, construction could be conducted during periods of good weather in this six-month
interval; William Witkind daily journal, "The Excavation, Stabilization, and Reconstruction of Cicuye;" June 1 and
October 17, 1939. Richard Whitehead quoted Fray Estevan Tapis in 1799 in California as saying that the average
nine-man crew would make 360 adobes a day, working only the first four or five days of the week, for only a half
of each day; Richard S. Whitehead, Citadel on the Channel: The Royal Presidio of Santa Barbara, Its Founding
and Construction, 1782-1798 (Santa Barbara: Santa Barbara Trust for Historic Preservation and Arthur H. Clark
Company, 1996) pp. 155-56.

3Stubbs, Ellis and Dittert, "’Lost’ Church,” p-75.
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room, between the doorway into the church and the doorway out to the portal.*®

portal served as the house for Ortiz during the remainder of the construction.

The choir loft would have been built when the walls of the nave reached about 13 feet
in height, about three months into the second season of construction. No traces of a front porch
or choir balcony were seen in the excavations, nor any indication of choir loft support beams or
a choir stairs, but the interior was excavated only in three trenches across the nave, none of
which were in the most likely area of the choir loft supports, about 18 feet from the front of the
building. It is possible that the south buttress contained a choir stairway, but more likely that a
simple wooden staircase or ladder served that purpose.

Excavation shows that the buttresses were added after construction had been carried
above the level of their foundations. They were placed on the downbhill side of the church; the
bedrock sloped about five feet downward to the southwest from the center of the church toward
the southwestern comer, and the buttresses were apparently intended to prevent any shifting of
the foundations or walls downslope. The buttress foundation stones were placed agains the
plastered face of the church foundations, but plastering was a method of protecting the
construction from the weather, and may have been added as weatherproofing as the walls went
up; this does not have to indicate that the building had been completed before the buttresses were
added. This use of large buttresses on a mild slope was repeated a number of times by the
Franciscans later on the Pecos convento.

The church had no baptistry as a separate room; this did not become a standard until after
1640. The baptismal fount probably would have been located in the southwest corner of the
nave, under the choir loft. The building probably had a front porch, but no traces of this were
seen, since no excavation was done in the appropriate area. The building probably did not have
a transverse clerestory window — the limited evidence suggests that these were not used in New
Mexico churches until after about 1626.

On the interior, the church was plastered, but the final white coat had not been applied
and any decorative painting had not yet been executed. This would wait until the altar had been
constructed. The facing wall for the altar platform had been built, and the space behind it was
in the process of being filled, one bucket at a time, when the work stopped. The ramp-like
structure found by the excavation was apparently an access ramp to allow workers to walk over
the top of the wall to dump buckets of fill dirt behind the wall to create the altar platform. It
would not have been long before the altar stairs, predella, and the altar itself would have been
built. New adobes were undoubtedly waiting in stacks here and there for the final construction
of the altar to begin.

Stacked bricks inside the sacristy indicate that the friar moved out before the dismantling
began, probably to new housing in South Pueblo. When the demolition began, the roof beams
would have been removed first, then the bricks of the wall tops, followed by the other woodwork
as the removal of the walls allowed. As whole bricks were removed, they were probably stacked
on edge in long rows all around the building, including the sacristy. Mortar rubble and broken
bricks piled up in heaps along the wall bases, both inside and outside the walls. The stacks of

The sacristy and

3Stubbs, Ellis and Dittert, "’Lost’ Church,” pp. 75, 84.
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unused bricks waiting for the finishing of the altar platform and stairs were probably included
into the piles of removed bricks. As the walls came down, the heaps of rubble built up along
their bases; at the end of the demolition process, several hundred bricks were left buried in the
rubble on the foundation tops and in the altar platform wall, and another 250 or so in the rubble-
filled sacristy; at most, perhaps 700 total. In other words, the available evidence suggests that
less than 0.8 percent of the total number of bricks made for the church were left at the site, and
potentially as many as 81,000 bricks might have been taken to the pueblo and new Franciscan
construction, depending on how many bricks were broken during the dismantling of the building.
The remains of the building were then left to the weather.

Kidder's Final Evaluation of The Ortiz Church

Kidder, after reading the final conclusions stated in the “Lost” Church report, told Stubbs
and Ellis that he could "summarize the results" of the article in an appendix in his Pecos report,
"and add certain ideas, which of course do not controvert anything you say, but which seem to
me should be considered in regard to the "Lost' church. The lack of any sign of a convento
worried me somewhat in considering, as [ am inclined to do, that the church in question was in
use up to 1680 . .." Kidder then briefly listed historical evidence for and against a convento at
Pecos, and concluded that in the single trustworthy seventeenth-century description of Pecos, no
convento was mentioned. He carefully discussed the reference to a convento at Pecos in the
1600s by George Kubler, p. 85, pointing out that Kubler's source was Hackett, vol. 3, p. 247,
which, Kidder demonstrated, was not a reference to a convento at Pecos, but to the convento in
SantaFe. Oddly enough, however, on previous pages of Hackett, for example pp. 240,241,243,
and 245, are numerous references to the Pecos convento, which Kidder apparently missed. As
aresult, he concluded that the historical evidence indicated that there was no convento at Pecos
before the Pubelo Revolt. "This," he continued, "helps to explain the absence of such a structure
in the "Lost' Church."” That is, the archeological and historical evidence both suggested that the
Ortiz Church was the pre-Revolt church of Pecos, in use from 1617 to 1680 and then destroyed
in the Revolt.

This summation by Kidder did not sit at all well with Stubbs:

Your letter states that you feel the structure was in use up to 1680. This would
allow probably some seventy-five years of European occupation. Surely, if this
were the case, there would have been one small scrap of European material, china
ware, metal, or such, turn up in our digging. We did not find a single bit of such
material, either on the surrounding area or in the excavation. Also, nothing later
than Glaze V came from the digging or the adobes. On this strictly
archaeological evidence I would put the date at a considerably earlier period,
maybe even 1542 to 1610 . . . and probably not too long an occupation.®®

3Kidder to Stubbs, December 4, 1956, LA 625, folder 3.

BStubbs to Kidder, December 11, 1956, LA 625, folder 3.
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Kidder resisted Stubbs's criticism. In May, 1957, as he was completing Pecos, he replied
to Stubbs that he was going to "add a small note as an Appendix to the Pecos book suggesting
the possibility — although it's perhaps barely that — that the [Ortiz] church was in use until the
Revolt. I admit that Ellis' position is far stronger, because it is so difficult for me to account for
the adobe pile in the Sacristy and also for the lack of all European objects including sherds of
china..."”

Pinkley's discovery of the principle church beneath the standing ruin ten years later
effectively ended any further consideration of Kidder's arguement, and effectively confirmed
Stubbs and Ellis's reasoning about the probable period of construction of the Ortiz Church.
Unfortunately, Stubbs had died in 1959 and Kidder in 1963, so two of the three principles in the
debate did not get to see the ultimate solution to this question. The removal of this question from
the field allowed a more reasoned evaluation of the implications of the discoveries at the Ortiz
Church. The essential question really was: who salvaged the bricks? The Franciscans, or the
Pecos? So far as the available evidence goes, the only known examples of reuse of the brick
were in Puebloan structures, not Franciscan. This seemed to demand that the context of at least
the salvage was a time when the Franciscans were not available to make use of the beams and
bricks from the Ortiz Church.

As aresult, in 1956 it therefore did not seem unreasonable to Kidder to assume that the
salvage occurred as part of the Revolt of 1680. This conclusion was what Kidder had been
arguing for all along—but Kidder, Stubbs, and Ellis were missing some essential bits of
evidence. The results of Alden Hayes's excavations at Gran Quivira's Mound 7 showed
Borderlands scholars what a Franciscan first occupation in a pueblo looked like; the resemblance
between the Mound 7 rooms and those at the north end of South Pueblo are obvious. Based on
such a comparison and the evidence from the excavation of South Pueblo (discussed in Chapter
4), it is clear that the first of the new construction of South Pueblo was Franciscan, followed by
“Christian” Pecos.

Although random salvage or Pecos manufacture could have put the yellow adobes and
squared timbers in North Pueblo at any time after the arrival of the Spanish, it was the
Franciscans and their converts who placed the yellow Ortiz Church bricks found in South
Pueblo. It follows, then, that even in the context of Kidder's thinking in 1956, the Revolt was
not the most likely time for the dismantling of the Ortiz Church. Instead, 1620 or so would fit
quite nicely: the Franciscans were moving from the Ortiz Church to South Pueblo.

¥Kidder to Stubbs, May 7, 1957, Laboratory of Anthropology Archives, Folder 89C05.048, "Stubbs-Kidder 1950s."



38

Chapter Three



Chapter Four
South Pueblo

The South Pueblo is a long, narrow room block extending north to south between the
ruined Pecos mission church and the massive, rectangular North Pueblo. The ruins are about 400
feet long and 70 feet wide. In his notes for August 22, 1925, Alfred Kidder wrote that he
counted "28 sets of [rows of six] rooms in S. house N-S . . . 3 sets of lower ones at S. end . . ."
for a total of about 180 ground-level rooms.! The middle four rooms of each row were
apparently two stories in height, with some occasional third-story spaces, adding perhaps 120

upper-level rooms, for a total of about 300 rooms in South Pueblo.
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Figures 4.1 and 4.2. Bandelier’s field sketches of the north half of the pueblo, Figure 4.1, and
his published plan of South Pueblo, Figure 4.2. Both plans are shown at approximately the same
scale. The field sketch ends thirteen rows south of the point marked “f” on the right side of the

published plan.

'Alfred Vincent Kidder, “Field Notes, 1925,” August22,1925,inKidder Collection, Pecos National Historical Park

(PNHP).
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When Dominguez inspected Pecos in 1776, 139 years before Kidder arrived at the site,
he found South Pueblo still standing, and still partly occupied. He described the pueblo as south
of the main rectangle of North Pueblo: "another block, or tenement, like [North Pueblo]. The
only difference is that it stands alone and extends a long distance from north to south."”

Artist's impressions of the ruins began to be made in the 1840s, within a decade of the
abandonment of the pueblo. The earliest available is Seth Eastman's sketch, apparently an 1854
copy of a drawing made by J. W. Abert in 1846, less than ten years after the final occupants left
— see Figure 13.1 in Chapter 13.* Little detail of the construction of the South Pueblo can be
made out from this sketch, but in general
it can be seen that the central sections
were higher than the westernmost
portions of the buildings; the impression
is that some central rooms still stood to
a height of two, or even three, stories,
while the western sections were only one
story high. The highest sections of the &
roomblock seemed to be at its northern
end.

Subsequent photos and
descriptions continued this impression.
At the time of Bandelier's visit to Pecos, Kt ret=" & e k= s
he encountered George C. Bennett. Figure 4.3. South Pueblo from the northwest in 1880 as
Bandelier helped Bennett carry his Bandelier saw it. The standing walls are those Bandelier marked
photographic equipment to the site on ;r/i;ll;/a[wyllines on his plalr\l/[‘ Photog;zli\?h blz//[Be.n Wittick, 1880,
September 2, 1880, and assisted him #15693, courtesy Museum of New Mexico.
with picture-taking the rest of the day; on September 3, he again walked to the site with Bennett,
left for part of the day, and returned in the afternoon when he found Bennett and Benjamin
Wittick both at the Pecos ruins.* Bennett took several photographs of the ruins of South Pueblo
during Bandelier's visit. One of these was a photograph taken from the top of the north transept
of the church looking north towards South Pueblo.” This photo shows the standing walls at the

Bt = Al ; -

’Fray Francisco Atanasio Dominguez, The Missions of New Mexico, 1776: A Description by Fray Francisco
Atanasio Dominguez, with Other Contemporary Documents, Eleanor B. Adams and Fray Angelico Chavez, tr. and
ed. (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1956), p. 213.

3Seth Eastman, about 1854, in H. R. Schoolcraft, Information Respecting the History, Condition, and Prospects of
the Indian Tribes of the United States, Part IV, Bureau of Indian Affairs (Philadelphia: Lippincott, Grambo and Co.,
1854), p. 29. Eastman is listed as the illustrator for this volume. See a more detailed discussion of the relationship
between the Eastman drawing and Abert’s sketch in Chapter 12.

4Adolph Bandelier, The Southwestern Journals of Adolph F. Bandelier, vol. 1, 1880-1882, Charles H. Lange and
Carroll L. Riley, eds. (Albuquerque: Universith of New Mexico Press, 1966), pp. 79-81.

SW.H. Brown, Class 2617, neg. 2140, #342, PNHP.
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north end of South Pueblo as Bandelier saw them. A second Bennett photograph looks southeast
toward South Pueblo and the church.® About the same time, Ben Wittick took a photograph
looking north along the South Pueblo rooms.” The highest standing walls are just to the north
of the photo point, and North Pueblo is visible beyond. Also about 1880, W. P. Bliss made a
photo from almost the same point as the Wittick photo.® This gives a clear view of the sections
of standing wall. South Pueblo clearly has several sections standing to some height towards the
north end along its centerline, perhaps to at least two stories. It is clear that this is the two-story
section visible in the Eastman drawing of 1846-47, and the high part of the ruin that Bandelier
explored and mapped in 1880, perhaps the same day the Bennett picture was taken. The plan
matches later maps of South Pueblo quite well, and show that Bandelier's Room I, the highest
section where he describes a number of second-floor details, was Room 29 on the map made by
John Corbettand George Carr in 1939-40.° This was the next room north from the room Kidder
would number 102.

Bandelier described the ruins of South Pueblo in great detail. His observations, written
only 42 years after the abandonment of Pecos Pueblo, fill out the archeological record of South
Pueblo excavations. While examining the remains of South Pueblo, Bandelier became
convinced that the southern half or two-thirds of the ruins were much earlier than the northern
third."

The southern two-thirds were largely collapsed; he could see "nothing else but
foundations of small chambers indicated by shapeless stone-heaps and depressions." The
northern series of rooms, however, were "in a better state of preservation; a number of chambers
are more or less perfect, the roofs excepted." "The southern portion of the building . . . was, in
all probability, the one first built. The northern portions were added to it gradually as occasion
required." Noting that a number of areas of adobe brick could be seen in the construction of the
northern rooms, he stated flatly: "I am decidedly of the opinion that the northern section is the
latest, and erected after 1540."""

°G. Bennett, Museum of New Mexico Photographic Collection (MNM), 139057.

"B. Wittick, MNM 15685.

*W. P. Bliss, MNM 117671,

%John Corbett and Bill Witkind excavated the entire northern two-thirds of the South Pueblo in 1939-1940, including
the rooms Kidder had excavated in 1920 and 1924. Corbett and George Carr of the National Forest Service
surveyed these rooms in February and March, 1940, producing the plan called "South Mound, Pecos Ruin, N.M.,"
in the Laboratory of Anthropology map files, LA 625; this map is hereafter referred to as the Carr-Corbett map.
“Adolph F. Bandelier, "A Visit to the Aboriginal Ruins in the Valley of the Rio Pecos," Papers of the
Archeological Institute of America, American Series, vol. 1, part 2 (Boston: Cupples, Upham and Co., 1883),

pp. 47-65 and Plates I and III.

"Bandelier, "Visit," pp- 48, 55.
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Figure 4.4. South Pueblo and West Pueblo.
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The northernmost row of rooms, however, were as much collapsed as were the southern
two-thirds of the ruins. This area is shown in the Bennett photograph, MNM 139057, looking
from the northwest. Examining the Bennett photograph and Bandelier's map, it is immediately
obvious that Bandelier was able to see, still standing in 1881, the plan of the rooms recorded
after excavation by the Carr-Corbett map of 1940. Bandelier indicated that the northwest
quadrant of approximately 18 rooms still stood in clear outline; these were the rooms he
described as "more or less perfect." The northernmost tier, that Bandelier saw as badly fallen
in, was apparently a series of eight large rooms, fallen to less than one story high, with their plans
marked only tentatively on his map. Few photographs of South Pueblo are available for the
period between Bandelier's visit in 1880 and the beginning of Kidder's excavations there in 1920.
The two that show any detail were taken by Jesse Nusbaum in the summer of 1911, and in 1915;
both show the ruined structures of South Pueblo as they stood just before Kidder began his work
on this building.'* They show about the same distribution of high and low walls as visible in the
1880s, although the higher walls have fallen to about half their 1880s height.

YEk 1

Figure 4.5. The plan of the 1920 and 1925
excavations on South Pueblo. The 100-
Series rooms near the north end of the
pueblo, excavated in 1920, are at the top,
and the S-Series of 1925 are at the bottom.

Kidder on South Pueblo
Forty years after Bandelier described and drew plans of the ruined South Pueblo, Alfred
Kidder excavated several rooms in the ruined mound. "We did relatively little on it,” he wrote,

25 Nusbaum, MNM 6632, 1911; J. Nusbaum, MNM 12944, 1915.
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“merely clearing a few rooms toward its northern end in 1920." These were Kidder's rooms 101-
109, which became rooms 15, 12, 7, 33, 44, 43, 22, and 78 on the Carr-Corbett map. Later, "in
1924 [actually 1925] we excavated one of the six-room sections: Rooms 39, 62 [actually 63],
66, 67, 79, 82 of the Carr-Corbett plan . . .""* This was the S-Series of rooms.

When Kidder began his excavations at Pecos in 1915, he had the surveyor J. P. Adams
lay out a fifty-foot grid across the mesilla top. From about June 18 to the first few days of July,
Adams placed the primary grid stakes marking out fifty-foot squares across the mesa top. The
origin of this grid system was just north of the southernmost wall of Area A of the Pecos mission
convento, north of the present parking lot. From this point, marked “0,0" on the plans, distances
to the north were indicated by an “N” prefix, and distances east or west of this prime meridian
were indicated by an “E” or “W” prefix. A typical location would be given as “N850E100,”
indicating the grid stake 850 feet north of the 0,0 stake, and 100 feet east of the north-south line
running from it."* During the following ten years, Kidder referred to locations and trench lines
on the mesa top using this grid system.

After the 1925 season, Kidder wrote a summary of his impressions of the South Pueblo:

"The South House south of the S series crosscut in 1925 is a billowy
mound of fallen building stones — all of the coarse pebbly sandstone of the ledge
that underlies it. The stones show no shaping at all, nor are they naturally shaped
(i.e. flat). Bits of wall appear here and there and there is a tendency toward
heaping at room corners where the junction of four walls has served to retard
destruction. In spite of this it is almost impossible to map the rooms accurately,
because the transverse series do not seemto correspond well with each other over
long distances. Excavation would show, I think, a rather irregular plan in detail,
though there is no doubt that in general the plan consists of transverse series of
six rooms with balconies both E. & W. There are a number of rooms that have
fallen relatively recently, as the holes are deeply concave, & here & there can be
seen the ends of roof-beams. As Bandelier remarked, the N. end of the building
looks to have been kept in use longest, and there seems to have been considerable
remodelling of the core rooms [reading uncertain] in the S[outh] P[ueblo] region.
There has also been a considerable use of adobe, both in the west facing of the
N. end, and in the extreme N. rooms themselves.”"”

BAlfred Vincent Kidder, Pecos, New Mexico: Archaeological Notes, Papers of the Robert S. Peabody Foundation
for Archaeology, Vol. 5 (Andover: Phillips Academy, 1958), p.106; see also pp. 107-113, 121, 330-332

“Alfred Vincent Kidder, 4n Introduction to the Study of Southwestern Archaeology; With a Preliminary Account
of the Excavations at Pecos, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1924), p. 91 n. 4; “Kidder Notes, 1915 Daily
Record,” July 2-3, 1915, pp. 14-15, PNHP; Adams, "Elevations," Kidder Notes, Miscellaneous Notes, 41/28b,
PNHP.

“Kidder, "Field Notes, 1925," August 3, 1925, p. 2.
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The 1920 excavation of the South Pueblo began on July 13 with the establishment of a
trench on the 850 transect line, east of about the middle of the best-surviving group of rooms
near the north end of the mound. Under the direction of E.A. Hooten, the trench was started
about 15 feet east of the traces of the eastern defensive wall that surrounds the mesilla top.
Within two days it became clear that virtually all the ceramic material found in the trenching was
Glaze V, suggesting a date of between 1515 and 1650 or later for the deposition of the material.
As the trench crossed the line of the defensive wall on July 19, Kidder found that there were two
of these, one at the surface and the other about two feet deep and a little farther east down the
slope. Most of the Glaze V stopped at the walls; under the wall bases, the excavators found the
lowest stratum contained Glaze II (about 1400-1450), while the stratum above it, just under the
walls, was a mixture of Glaze IIl and Glaze IV (ca. 1425-1515).'°
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Figures 4.6 and 4.7. Guthe’s note cards for his excavation of two rooms in the South Pueblo.
Figure 4.6, on the left, is his plan and west elevation of Room 105, and Figure 4.7 is his plan of
Room 106.

As the trench crossed the space between the wall and the east side of the mound
buildings, Kidder continued to see a mixture of many Glaze II-IV sherds, with a "very few"
Glaze V and "modern" sherds. Kidder's "modern" or "modern painted" ware was later identified
by Standly Stubbs as being Puname Polychrome and some related wares, dating about 1700-

15Alfred Vincent Kidder, “Kidder Notes,” July 13, 1920, p. 8; July 14, 1920, p. 9; July 15, 1920, p. 10; July 16,
1920, p. 11; July 17, 1920, p. 14; July 19, 1920, p. 16.
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1760." Kidder felt that he was seeing a Glaze III stratum as the principal occupation surface in
this area. On July 24 the trench reached the east wall of Room 101, the easternmost recognizable
room.'®

The references to the excavation of the rooms, series 100, are fragmentary. Kidder began
Room 101 on July 24."” Kidder's assistant, Karl Guthe, made notes of Rooms 101, 102, 105,
106, 107 and 108. No reference is ever made to Rooms 103, 104, or 109, suggesting that
although they were probably rooms clearly enough outlined to be numbered, they were not
excavated by Kidder or Guthe. However, these rooms could have been emptied so quickly that
they were not mentioned in the daily notes, and Guthe may not have had the chance to conduct
a detailed examination of them.” One tree-ring sample, KL-25/7, was taken from Room 103,
but this was carried out in 1925, not 1920. The first reference to Room 102 was on July 28, in
notes by Carl Guthe headed "before being trenched." On this day, Kidder also continued work
in Room 101, and started a second excavation into the pueblo from the "W. side of the 101-102
room series," that is, from the west side of the mound on the 850 transect.?’ On the 29th, Room
102 was emptied, and Kidder had excavated through the west-side doorway of Room 105 and
was 3 feet east of the doorway, digging along the south wall through packed rubble.* On the
30th, Kidder finished Room 105, and began excavating Room 106 on the west side, and had it
almost empty by the end of the day, while Guthe recorded notes about Room 102 "after room
was abandoned by excavators." Guthe made after-excavation notes of Room 106 on July 31.”
Kidder went to the Rio Grande Valley on August 3, leaving Guthe in charge of the excavations
of South Pueblo. Guthe made further notes on Room 106 August 3,4, and 5. On the 5th, Guthe
began excavation of Room 107, still in good repair with the floor almost complete.** He made

Stubbs to Kidder, March 26, 1957, Museum of New Mexico, Laboratory of Anthropology, site files, LA 625,
folder 3.

B«Kidder Notes,” July 19,1920, p. 20; July 22, 1920, pp. 24, 25; Room Series, Kidder notes, July 24, 1920, p. 91,
rm. 101, Kidder Collection, PNHP.

Room Series, Kidder notes, July 24, 1920, p. 91, rm. 101.

2t is also possible that Guthe's Room Series notes are simply missing these cards.

YRoom Series, Guthe notes, July 28, 1920, p. 93, rm. 102; “Kidder Notes,” July 28, 1920, p. 29.

ZRoom Series, Kidder notes, July 29-30, 1920, p. 94, rm. 105.

BRoom Series, Kidder notes, July 29-30, 1920, p. 94, rm. 105; Room Series, Guthe notes, July 30, 1920, p. 94, rm.
102; “Kidder Notes,” July 30, 1920, p. 29; Room Series, Guthe notes, July 30, 1920, p. 94, rm. 102; Room Series,

Guthe notes, July 31, 1920, p. 98, rm. 106.

Z«Kidder Notes,” August 3,4, 5,1920, p.33; Room Series, Guthe notes, August 3, p. 98, rm. 106; August 4, p. 99,
rm. 106; August 5, p. 100, rm. 106; August 5, p. 102, rm. 107.
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further notes on Room 106 on August 6, and returned to make final notes on Room 105 on
August 9, because it was to be backfilled that day (Figures 4.6 and 4.7).

Work on the South Pueblo stopped from August 11 to the 21st, Guthe being sick and
unable to direct the excavations. He returned to the site on August 23, but was unable to do any
excavation; instead, he caught up on the mapping of the excavations.*® Kidder went to Santa Fe
on September 7, leaving Guthe in charge of the entire excavation.”” Apparently no work was
carried out in South Pueblo for the period from September 9 through September 24 while Guthe
directed excavations on other areas of the ruins. On the 24th, with only four days of fieldwork
remaining, Guthe returned to finalize his notes on Room 105, which had not been backfilled after
all, and continued detailed notes on Room 106 and 107. He added a few notes on Room 108,
but these deal only with the northeast corner of the second floor, where a portion of the flooring
material survived. The excavation closed on September 27, having spent a total ofabout 21 days
on the 100-series rooms.*®

Rooms 105, 106, and 107, on the west edge of the pueblo, were the best-preserved of
those excavated. Guthe remarked that Kidder had planned to "restore" the area of Room 107;
apparently for this reason, Rooms 105, 106, and 107 were not backfilled. However, the
restoration was given up,”’ and as a result, the three best-preserved rooms of those excavated
were left open to the elements and eventually fell into complete ruin, so much so that by the time
the WPA excavations began under Hendron, Corbett and Witkind in 1938-39, Rooms 105 and
106 retained no recognizable characteristics, and were shown on the Corbett-Carr map as a gap
in the neat ranks of the South Pueblo rooms. Kidder, who never returned to Pecos after the end
of'his excavations there, and therefore was unaware ofhow much collapse had occurred over the
decades, made another effort in 1950 to restore this area. While the state was toying with the
idea of some possible restoration of portions of North or South Pueblo, Kidder was asked for his
ideas on the topic. He wrote to Director Boaz Long of the Museum of New Mexico suggesting
that some rooms at the north end of the South Pueblo should be restored, since here the walls
survived to several stories and evidence for ceiling heights and construction methods was well-
defined; this description could only be applied to Rooms 105-107.%°

B«Kidder Notes,” August 6, 7, 9, 1920, pp. 34-33; Room Series, Guthe notes, August 6, 1920, p. 103, rm. 107;
August 9, 1920, p. 95, rm. 105.

2«Kidder Notes,” August 1 1-21, 1920, p. 35, "Guthe sick during this period;" August23, 1920, p. 35, "Guthe came
to ruin for first time since his illness & is mapping;" August 31, 1920, p. 36, "Guthe to Santa Fe."

Z«Kidder Notes,” September 7, 1920, p. 38, "[A.V.Kidder] To Santa Fe. Guthe in charge."

B«Kidder Notes,” September 9-27, 1920, p. 38, "W ork from Sept 9-27 when season closed recorded in room cards."
Room Series, Guthe notes, September 24, 1920, p. 96, rm. 105; p. 101, rm. 106; p. 104, rm. 107; p. 107, rm. 108.

PRoom Series, Guthe notes, September 24, 1920, p. 106, room 107, "plans to restore this room were abandoned."

Alfred V. Kidder to Boaz Long, June 23, 1950, files of the New Mexico State Monuments, Museum of New
Mexico.



48 Chapter Four

Guthe's notes of Rooms 101, 102, 105, 106, and 107 are quite detailed, and are
accompanied by his meticulous drawings. In addition, Kidder had two photographs of these
rooms taken, one of Room 101 about halfway through its excavation, and one of the west
entrance to Room 106 after it was excavated. Guthe's notes and the photographs make Room
106 the best recorded of the South Pueblo rooms, with rooms 105 and 107 a close second. In
1956, Kidder devoted two pages and a large diagram to the details of the construction of Room
106, separating it into three phases and relating it to the surrounding rooms.’’
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Figure 4.8. Kidder’s cross-section, above,
and plan, below, of Room 106, based on
Guthe’s notes and drawings, Figure 4.7.

The excavations produced some dating information about the rooms at the north end of
South Pueblo. Room 101 had been used as a barn, or perhaps an under-balcony animal pen like
Rooms 105 and 106 on the west side of the building, for a time late in its life; its last deposit was
a layer of manure 18 inches thick in the middle of the room, and random bovine bones. Included
in this stratum were a piece of "Spanish ware," and a number of "coarse modern ware" sherds,
probably Puname Polychrome. The notes for Room 102 mention no artifacts. Room 105
contained a copper button and a copper gun stock ornament. The "second" floors of both Rooms
105 and 106 formed balconies on the west side of the South Pueblo, apparently part of an entire
line of them along this facade. At ground level, the room space under the balcony floor was only
about 4 feet high, and had been used as an animal pen; it had four inches of manure on the floor.

JKidder, Pecos, pp. 93-94 and figure 34.
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A small doorway opened eastward into Room 107. On the floor of the under-balcony area of
106, Guthe found an adobe brick fragment, filled with straw, with plaster on one large face, and
a quarter-inch-thick deposit of soot on the other; he surmised that it had been part of a hearth
wall or fireplace, and had fallen from above through a gap in the decaying balcony floor. So far
as the present evidence goes, straw was used in adobes at Pecos only after the Reconquest,
suggesting that this brick was made for repairs or modifications in South Pueblo in the eighteenth
century. Room 107 had its floor largely intact, except for a partially collapsed section in the
southwest corner. A sub-floor space 3 feet 8 inches high was beneath the floor, and was reached
by the doorway through to the under-balcony space of Room 106. The fill under the floor
contained a fragment of a "modemn" bowl, and "many black potsherds," possibly Kapo Black,
mostly 18th-century materials. Only a small portion of the second floor of Room 108, just south
of 106, was excavated.

Guthe noted that these rooms showed evidence of considerable remodelling. Room 105
had been changed, and Rooms 106 and 107 to the south had been enlarged, all during "late"
times. However, the wall fragments and traces of the pre-remodelling room plan were all
associated with Black-and-White and Glaze I ceramics, ca. 1315-1425. A number of
dendrochronology samples were taken from this group of rooms, and indicated that many of the
beams used in the remodelling had been cut in 1443-44. Surrounding rooms, sampled later, had
cutting dates ranging from the 1430s to 1447.%

This discrepancy of periods continued to appear in later information, and suggests that
the beams sampled in South Pueblo were not the beams used in its original construction, which
apparently occurred in the late fourteenth century, but were salvaged elsewhere and brought in
to build the new South Pueblo about 1620. Guthe felt that the 1920 investigation demonstrated
that the best-surviving rooms, located at the north end of South Pueblo, were originally
constructed in Glaze I times, ca. 1350, occupied through Glaze II1, abandoned from late Glaze
III to about 1600, and rebuilt extensively in the Spanish period of Pecos, using salvaged beams
for the new roofing.”® The tightness of the dendrodates suggest that the beams were not from
random salvaging, but were acquired through the dismantling of groups of rooms built in the
mid-1400s. The strong presence of Glaze V and later materials indicated that the Spanish-period
reconstruction probably happened early in the 1600s, and, at least at the north end of South
Pueblo, occupation continued through the 1700s.

The straw-filled adobe from the subfloor of Room 107 indicates that the rooms of the
north end were still in use and being remodeled at least as late as 1714-1718, the general period
of the construction of the present church for which these straw-filled bricks were made.
Dominguez's description of the building in 1776 indicates that some part of it was still in use by
that date, but undoubtedly the abandonment and collapse of the southern portions of the room
block were already well-advanced.

2William J. Robinson, Bruce G. Harrill, and Richard L. Warren, Tree-Ring Dates from New Mexico J-K, P. V,
Santa Fe--Pecos--Lincoln Area, Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research. Tucson: University of Arizona, 1973)
pp. 27-28.

¥Room Series, Guthe notes, July 24-September 24, 1920, rooms 96, 101, 104, 107.
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1925 on the South Pueblo

In 1925, Kidder returned to South Pueblo, where he cut another section through the
mound of ruins one hundred feet south of the 1920 cross-section.’* In spite of the several
statements in his published material that he had excavated the second series of rooms in the
South Pueblo in 1924, Kidder's notes make it clear that this excavation occurred in 1925. This
time he was near the center of South Pueblo, on the 750 transect line; the excavation was
recorded as the S-Series of rooms. Kidder began the excavation on Monday, August 24, 1925:
"2 [men] on a new cut in S. house (S-II series)." The last reference to work on the S-series in
South Pueblo was on September 5.

The undated individual room cards made during these thirteen days were apparently
written by George C. Valliant—the handwriting is the same as the notes for the 350-series rooms
of West Pueblo, excavated by him from September 11 through September 15, 1925.°° The cards
have rough section drawings of each room, and a different hand drew a cross-section of the entire
transect when it was complete.”” Valliant saw a great deal of evidence that these rooms were
largely of very recent, post-1600 occupation. Room I was found to have multiple walls, and was
possibly a rebuilt raised walkway. The upper floor surfaces were mostly associated with Glaze
V, late Glaze V, and Spanish materials, including in Room S-II, a pair of "china ear-rings, a
bottom of a candle stick in copper, and a large piece of church bell," associated with "modem"
sherds. "The beam sockets are about 5'6" from the true floor" in both S-1I and S-III. In Room
S-1V, Glaze I and II sherds were found in the construction trenches of the south wall near the
southeast corner, and the stub of a roof beam was found six feet above the floor. In S-V, "A
number of chimney pots [apparently only used after the Reconquest at Pecos] came out of the
debris of the fallen roofs. The sherds were consistently upper V and later." S-VI seems to have
been a room that grew by accretion onto a patio or walkway along the west side of the pueblo
roomblock. The excavation notes leave us unsure whether balconies had been constructed on
the east and west sides of the pueblo at this point in its structure, but certainly suggest that this
was a possibility. The notes of this excavation are superficial when compared to the clear
observations of Guthe five years earlier.

The dates of use of the S-Series rooms seems, like the 100 series to the north, to be early
1600s to late 1700s, with a scattering of Glaze IV in the room fill. On the cross-section drawing
of the entire room series, however, are a number of notes indicating Glaze I, II, and III in the

¥Kidder, Pecos, p-106; see also pp. 107-113, 121, 330-332. In spite of the several statements in this final report
that he had excavated the second series of rooms in the South Pueblo in 1924, Kidder's field notes make it clear that
this excavation occurred in 1925.

B«Kidder Notes, 1925 — General Notes (Kidder)," August24, 1925, p. 34A, to Saturday, September 5, 1925, p. 38,
Kidder Collection, PNHP.

<K idder Notes, 1925” (Valliant), September 11-15, 1925, pp. 42a-43a.

3'Room Series, Kidder notes, Rooms S-I to S-VI, nd., pp. 1-11; Kidder Collection drawing 625/25, LA flat files.
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lowest layers of fill under floors, and at least one Glaze III sherd was found in the mortar of a
wall.

No tree-ring dates appear to have come from these rooms, even though Kidder had Ted
Amsden collect samples in 1925, and dates from wood collected in that year from the North
Pueblo, South Pueblo Room Series 100, and the convento of the church are on record.*®
However, in 1939-1940, some wood samples were taken from South Pueblo. One such sample
was taken from Room 52, the next room north from S-IV. This gave adate of 1673vv, indicating
probably a repair date just before the Pueblo Revolt.”

Unlike the 100-series rooms at the north end of South Pueblo, the S-series rooms show
no evidence of having been rebuilt from earlier, ruined structures associated with Glaze I through
Glaze IIl. Instead, the rooms all seem to have been built in the late Glaze V period, after 1600,
on top of a thin trash layer of Glaze I-11I, using mortar made from Glaze I-IV midden deposits;
this mortar, when it washes out of the walls, will deposit a mixed I-IV deposit that would be
difficult to distinguish from the real thing.** The general impression left by the notes and
drawings is that a single episode of construction occurred here in the first half of the seventeenth
century, followed by later addition or remodelling of the outermost rows of rooms.

The South Pueblo under the Civilian Conservation Corps (C. C. C.)

The next effort to excavate South Pueblo began fourteen years later, as part of the
preparation of Pecos for the Coronado Quarto Centennial. In June, 1939, the Pecos Project
expanded from working on the church and convento to include excavation on South Pueblo. The
South Pueblo work was begun as a separate project under the direction of J. W. Hendron, and
later under Marjorie F. Tichy (later Lambert) and John Corbett.*!

During the work, the project's goal was the exposure of as many rooms and the recovery
of as many "restorable" artifacts as possible before the start of the Cuarto Centennial in 1940.
To maintain the necessary speed, the supervisors used crews of as many as 35 persons.

$8«Kidder Notes, 1925” June 26, 1925, p- 8a, "T[ed] A[msden] cut beams from N. & S. houses . .."; William J.
Robinson et al., Tree-Ring Dates from New Mexico J-K, P. V, Santa Fe--Pecos--Lincoln Area, Laboratory of Tree-
Ring Research (Tucson: University of Arizona, 1973), pp. 27-28.

¥This was sample GP-2399, listed in Robinson, et al., Tree Ring Dates, p.27, as coming from Room 52; "GP-1380-
1384 sent in November 1939 to G[ila] P[ueblo] by John Corbett of the School of American Research; GP-2389-
2410 acquired by GP in March 1940 from S[chool of] A[merican] R[esearch]; GP-2645-2646 acquired from
William Witkind in September, 1940 . . . ," Jeffrey S. Dean, Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research, University of
Arizona, to Gary Matlock, Archeologist, Pecos National Monument, April 17, 1973, PNHP.

“In the Square Ruin, for example, exactly this situation has occurred. The structure is clearly Spanish in design and
construction, but most of the artifacts date from the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. A similarset ofcircumstances

are seen in the convento.

“'Albert Grim Ely, "Field Work at Pecos," El Palacio, 46(June 1939):124-26.
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Figure 4.9. The Carr-Corbett map of February-March,
1940.

Chapter Four

As so often seems to have happened at
Pecos, this round of excavations had little or
no information about previous investigations.
For example, from June 6 to June 29 Hendron
carefully excavated Kiva 16 at the north end of
South Pueblo, quartering the fill and
meticulously recording strata in a textbook
manner, only to find a metal tag at the bottom
of the kiva reading "EXCAV 1929
ANDOVER."*

Hendron devoted July to stabilization
of Kiva 16, and by the end of the month had
completed about half the roof of the structure.
On August 3, Hendron noted that he had
enough laborers available to begin excavation
of the South Pueblo itself, and started this part
of his assignment the same day. Having been
fooled once by Kidder's backfilled
excavations, Hendron added, "Some reports
have it that Andover excavated parts of the
mound and I think that perhaps the truthfulness
of this report can be determined." The
excavations removed the fill along the north
wall of the South Pueblo from August 3 to
August 7, finding "a considerable amount of
pottery," with no further identification. On the
7th, Hendron remarked that he was "finding

" some bits of copper and Spanish ware" near

the north wall. **

Hendron began the excavation of the
northwesternmost room of South Pueblo on
August 8. He began a new numbering system
for the rooms of South Pueblo, with no
connection to Kidder’s numbers assigned to
the few rooms he excavated. Hendron and the
other excavators who followed him numbered
the rooms in the order they were excavated,
following a random sequence but generally

“2J. W. Hendron Field Notes, June 29, 1939, copy in the files of PNHP.

“Hendron Notes, August 3-7, 1939,
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proceeding from the north end of the pueblo ruin southward. "We are now excavating some of
the north rooms of the east mound and to my surprise the amount of pottery and artifacts is
heavy. . . . The fill against the north rooms of the mound is rich in its production of sherds and
artifacts." By the 9th he was becoming convinced that Kidder had not excavated in South
Pueblo: "Excavation continued today on the east mound. The fill does not appear to have ever
been tampered with before as has been suggested by various parties." The artifacts continued
to indicate a historical occupation: "Occasionally we run into a fragmentary bit of Spanish
porcelain in the fill and at the bottoms of the rooms are occasional chunks of adobe bricks.
Pottery runs very late." He noted occasional traces of white plaster on the walls of Room 1.%

Hendron continued to see strong evidence of Spanish influence in the ruins. On August
10, he found that the east wall of Room 1 had a section constructed of adobe bricks, "apparently
of the same vintage as those in the mission. This suggests that part of the east rooms section was
built after the mission or that a doorway was filled in . . ."* By August 11, Hendron was certain
that Kidder had not been here before him: "Iam convinced that Dr. Kidder never excavated this
portion of the east mound. Too much pottery and too many artifacts are coming to light and he
would undoubtedly have taken all of this into consideration;" that is, Kidder would probably
have removed most of these items before refilling the rooms.*

Hendron spent five days on Room 1, while Tichy and Corbett later would empty a room
in halfa day or less. Presumably Hendron was being much more meticulous than his successors;
however, he left no room plans or section drawings on record.

The excavation of Room 2 began on August 14. "We began the excavation of room #2.
... Great amounts of fragmentary charcoal and disintegrated wood came to light along with
much broken pottery." On August 16, the excavators reached what they considered to be the
floor of the room at its north end under about five feet of fill, most of it fallen masonry.*’

At this point, Hendron stopped work on South Pueblo and concentrated full-time on the
construction of the roof of Kiva 16. The work on Room 2 ended with only about the north half
excavated; according to Tichy's notes, this hole was apparently refilled with backdirt.* Hendron
continued work on the construction of Kiva 16 until September 18, and then left the project.

Marjorie F. Tichy and Bill Witkind

Marjorie Tichy (later Lambert) was assigned to continue the excavation of South Pueblo.
Tichy left no daily notes, but William Witkind mentioned the progress of the work in his daily
journal. On September 20, 1939, Bill Witkind began cleanup work on South Pueblo in

“Hendron Notes, August 8,9, 1939; Hendron Excavation Record Sheet, Room 1, LA 625, folder 8.

“Hendron Notes, August 10, 1939; Hendron Excavation Record Sheet, Room 1, LA 625, folder 8.

“Hendron Notes, August 11, 1939.

“THendron Notes, August 14, 16, 1939; Tichy Excavation Record, Room 2, September 26, 1939, LA 625, folder 8.

48Tichy Excavation Record, Room 2, September 26, 1939.
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preparation for the continuation of the project uner Tichy, expected on Monday, September25.%
The cleanup continued through the 21st and 22nd.*

Tichy began supervision of the excavation promptly on September 25, and she and the
crew continued the archeology where Hendron had left off on August 16. Her crew began the
reexcavation of Room 2 and opened new excavations in Rooms 4 and 5 on September 25. They
finished Room 2 the next morning, Tuesday the 26th,’" and began on Room 3. By the end of the
day, Rooms 3, 4, and 5 had been completed, and Room 6 begun.™

Tichy worked on South Pueblo apparently only for a week,
- LI through September 29, and then was transferred. At the time she
a left, the excavation was still working on Room 6, and had begun
Rooms 7 and 8. John Corbett of the Museum of New Mexico came
do to Pecos a week later, starting probably on Monday, October 9, as
the new project supervisor.>

Comparing Tichy's room notes with notes from the
subsequent reexcavation of portions of South Pueblo in 1974 shows
o some of the problems encountered by the excavation. In Room #3,
* Tichy found a fire box of stone slabs and mud mortar set into the

dF r‘gl’v:z 4'12)'fB a;de;zrn’: floor at the south side of the room near the east wall.** However, in
fireboxg on the second 1274 Keith Anderson, Supervisor of Archeological Studies at the

floor of South Pueblo Arizona Archeological Center, described the room as having "many
Room 29. floor artifacts (as Gary[ Matlock]'s drawing shows). . . . Corbett's
[actually Hendron's and Tichy's] excavations stopped at the roof fill,

and didn't get to the floor." It appears that Tichy's fire box was actually built into the second
floor surface, like a second floor firebox described by Bandelier in Room 29;°® however, Tichy's

Y

49Witkindjournal, "The Excavation, Stabilization, and Reconstruction of Cicuye;" (hereafter cited as Witkind,
“Journal,”), September 20, 1939, "The C.C.C. boys have been cleaning all the loose rock off the south mound so
as to be all ready to start in excavation work on Monday [September 25]."

SWitkind, “Journal,” September 21, 22, 1939.

S'Witkind, “Journal,” September 25, 1939.

52Tichy Excavation Record, Room2, September 26,1939; Room 3, September 26,1939; Room 4, undated; Room 5,
undated; Witkind, “Journal,” September 26, 1939: "C.C.C. boys cleared rooms #4 and #5 and started on Room #6
in north [actually south] mound."

BWitkind, “Journal,” week of October 9-13, 1939; John Corbett, "Excavations at Pecos," p- 1.

54Tichy Excavation Record, Room 3, September 26, 1939.

>Keith Anderson, Supervisor of Archeological Studies and Regional R esearch Archeologist, Arizona Archeological
Center, to Archeologist, Southwest Regional Office, December 18, 1974, Pecos Files.

*Bandelier, "Visit," p- 59 and Plate II, Plate II1, Fig. IV.
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floor had collapsed onto the first floor. Finding the clay surface of the upper floor and the fire
box set into it, Tichy assumed she was at the ground floor surface, which was where she was
required to stop.

John W. Corbett:

Corbett, like Tichy, Hendron and Witkind, followed the same general rules the C.C.C.
observed at all the missions excavated during the 1930s. Corbett, however, summarized these
rules in his field notes: "Excavation of the rooms proceeded to a depth at which a floor level was
determinable, or in case no floors were found, excavations continued to a point at which it was
clear the floor level had been passed."’” The methodology was straightforward. "A C.C.C. crew
of twenty-five to thirty-five men was used. Work progressed by uncovering rooms in succession
to each other, dumping the debris to both the east and west sides of the mound. All sherds were
gathered in sacks, then scanned carefully for restorable material. Artifacts of all kinds were
catalogued, numbered, and labeled according to room number and depth at which they were
found."*® However, no known field records including this artifact information are available for
the South Pueblo excavations.

As his crew emptied the rooms of South Pueblo, Corbett could see clear evidence for a
second story. "In excavating the South Mound, many rooms were uncovered in which could be
seen the old beam holes for the vigas forming the second floor. (See notably south wall of room
#8 and east wall of room #89)." He felt that the fallen rubble in the rooms was enough to have
come from a three, or even four story structure. He considered the rooms along the center line
of the pueblo to have been the highest.”

Although the majority of the building had been built of unshaped stone, Corbett saw
adobe bricks in the walls of two rooms at the north end: "Rooms six and four . . . are built of
adobe bricks (a feature not introduced to Puebloan architecture until after the Spanish advent).
Both rooms # six and four, according to the survey, approach the greatest geometric symmetry
of any of the rooms; and it is reasonable on this basis and that of the adobe bricks, to ascribe their
erection to Spanish times."®

Corbett's crew selected rooms to excavate with no apparent pattern, assuming that the
room numbers continue to reflect the order in which the rooms were begun. Bill Witkind
continued to give some assistance to Corbett's work, and in the process of noting this, left the
only record of the chronological progress of the excavations. Rooms apparently continued to be
numbered as they were excavated, but the Corbett-Carr map was not made until February or
March of 1940. According to Witkind's observations, from the week of October 9-13 until

SJohn Corbett, "Excavations at Pecos," files of PNHP, pp. 1-2. No daily notes from Corbett's work are available,
but his undated Excavation Record sheets for Rooms 7,9, 10, 14, 15, and 23 are in the LA 625 files, folder 8.

%John Corbett, "Excavations at Pecos," p- 1.
¥John Corbett, "Excavations at Pecos," p- 2.

%John Corbett, "Excavations at Pecos," p. 3.
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December 1, 1939, Corbett's crew excavated about 40 rooms, from Room 6 to Room 45; this was
averaging roughly a room per day. On December 1, for example, Rooms 41, 45, 46, 47, and 48
were being excavated, and by December 4, Rooms 41 and 47 had been completed.®!

Witkind noticed that there was a general rule to the distribution of artifact material in the
ruins: "Pueblo crew finished another room this afternoon and started on another. Fill seems a bit
sterile. Probably because of inside rooms — we seem to find the most cultural material on the
outside line of rooms. Offhand we haven't gotten over 30 artifacts since John left." Corbett was
gone from perhaps Sunday, Nov. 19, when he got married, through Tuesday, December 5.
Witkind remarked that he "saved out restorable stuff and threw away rest," the usual practice in
the C. C. C. excavations.”

The last day of actual excavation was January 18, 1940; all subsequent work was shallow
backfilling, plastering, and capping.®> During the last of the winter cold, which had to ease
before stabilization work could start, Witkind made an unsuccessful effort to map the South
Pueblo: on February §, 1940, "John [ Corbett] hasn't done much “shooting' on the ruin so I believe
I shall do a bit tomorrow if the wind isn't blowing too much. I've got two chain men, and a
rodman fairly well trained by this time. If I can just remember to read the right end of the
compass like I did not last time I should do fairly well." However: February 9, 1940, "Did no
surveying today —somewhat windy . .." The Carr-Corbett map must have been made soon after
this date, most likely during the period from February 10 to March 9, 1940, when stabilization
began.

Corbett worked with George Carr to map the South Pueblo excavations (Figure 4.9).
Carr, of the Forest Service, had previously helped Witkind map the church and convento.
Corbett kept the original, and presumably only, copy of the South Pueblo map in his possession
until he sent it to Jean Pinkley upon her request in 1966 : "Under separate cover, I am sending
you the other half of the Pecos map which I finally found." The two halves of the original
Carr/Corbett map, with the anchor screw holes on the edges, are in the Pecos flat files. Corbett
reminisced to Jean Pinkley about working with Carr on the mapping of South Pueblo: "G. Carr
was a pro at surveying — I acted as his rod man and picked the points I thought most important
archeologically. It may be of some help to you in restoring walls in the South Mound, for the
map is accurate and the difference in wall thicknesses is real and could be scaled off the map."*

Stabilization of South Pueblo had to wait until the worst of the winter had passed. Some
preparatory steps began in early March, 1940. Corbett says "No restoration, except that
necessitated by repair, was attempted. The rooms, in all cases, were slightly filled in with rock,
covered by earth, to protect the lower parts of the walls. Where it was deemed advisable, the

®Witkind, “Journal,” October 9 - December 4, 1939.
®2Witkind, “Journal,” November 28, 1939.
®Witkind, “Journal,” January 18, 1940.

%John M. Corbett to Jean Pinkley, Memorandum, June 2, 1966, Pecos Files.
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upper parts of wall were removed to prevent their collapse, and a coating of adobe, as a
protective covering, was laid on them."®

Again, Witkind's notes give us the chronology of the progress of the backfilling and
stabilization work. The work was carried out from March 9 through August 15, 1940, when he
made his last reference to the South Pueblo work: "I'll be done with Pueblo by Monday or
Tuesday [August 19 or 20] at the latest." Witkind's daily notes end on August 16, 1940. There
are no notes for the week of August 19-23, and his last entry is a summary of work carried out
during the week of August 26-30, 1940. None of these mention any further work on South
Pueblo.

In addition to the few individual room notes and their simple sketch plans, there are some
photographs of the Corbett excavation of South Pueblo, and Corbett did assemble a list of
artifacts he found during the work. However, few of these artifacts have any provenance.

Corbett afterwards kept a special interest in Pecos, his first major excavation. He later
joined the National Park Service and, as Chief Archeologist, was in the Washington office during
the 1960s. He influenced policy decisions concemning Pecos during these critical years.*

Although the cultural and structural information collected by the C.C.C. excavations fell
badly short of the level we might have wished for, none the less the project added some
additional details to the picture of South Pueblo. Hendron noted in Room 1 that there was a
doorway in the middle of the east wall that had been sealed with adobe bricks. The floor showed
what appeared to be episodes of reflooring. Tichy noted in Room 2 that an old trash dump
apparently underlay the floor; she saw Glaze V and Tewa Polychrome sherds in the fill of the
room. Room 3 fill contained Glaze V and a few Glaze IV sherds, said Tichy. In Room 4, she
noted that the west wall was built partly of adobe, and in Room 5, she saw the foundations of
earlier walls at floor surface in the south and west portions of the room. Corbett stated that the
walls of Room 6 contained a number of adobe bricks, and suggested that Rooms 4 and 6, at least,
were of Spanish-like construction and therefore were probably built in "Spanish times." He saw
traces of the beams for the second story floor in the south wall of Room 7 and the east wall of
Room 89. Tichy's observation of earlier foundations under Room 5 suggests that some of the
northernmost rooms had been rebuilt in Glaze V or later, in the same way as some of the 100-
series rooms a little farther to the south. Additional excavation in these rooms in 1974 would
demonstrate this more clearly.

Kidder, Stubbs and Ellis: Kidder's Return to South Pueblo
Meanwhile, Alfred Kidder spent several decades working in Guatemala.”” He began
thinking about writing a paper on the Pecos kivas in August, 1951; the Pecos, New Mexico:

8Corbett, “Excavations at Pecos,” p- 2.
%7t was his decision that later stopped Jean Pinkley's excavations on the Pecos convento in 1967; see Chapter 9.

%Richard B. Woodbury, 4lfred v. Kidder (New York: Columbia University Press, 1973), pp. 68, 83.
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Archaeological Notes had its beginning in this preparation.®® A few weeks later Kidder remarked
in a letter to Stanley Stubbs at the Museum of New Mexico that "Pecos has to wait until I've
cleared up the last of the Guatemala stuff."® Finally, in January, 1954, Kidder wrote to Stubbs:
"At long last I seem really to be launched on the writing up of Forked Lightening and the Pecos
Kivas."”

Kidder's evaluation of the evidence from his 1920 and 1925 excavations made it clear to
him that the north end of South Pueblo had been built and abandoned again before the arrival of
Coronado at Pecos in 1541, and that "during the late 16th or early 17th centuries . . . a new
pueblo was constructed on the same ground."”" The excavations gave him "the impression that
the area had been sparsely occupied in the first two glaze periods and then abandoned until into
the historic period when the present pueblo was built. . . . I thought, therefore, that most or all
early dwellings of the South Pueblo had been given up and been robbed of much stone, so that
by 1540 they had become no more than low mounds. . . . Thus, these now conspicuous mounds
I considered to represent a structure that probably did not come into being until toward 1600"7
"Everything seemed simple enough until 1935," said Kidder, "when I received from W.S.
Stallings, Jr. his dendrodates from the north end rooms we had dug and from some adjacent
quarters. . . . Surprisingly, they were all in the 15th century and varied only between 1433 and
1449, most of them having been cut in 1444. . . ."” The dates caused Kidder a great deal of
uncertainty. He apparently worried that somehow the wrong beams had been collected, or
something else had gone wrong in the recording of the rooms; the dendrodates implied a
completely different period of construction than did the artifacts and stratigraphy. In an attempt
to clear up this major inconsistency, Kidder wrote to the Museum of New Mexico, and enlisted
the help of Stanley Stubbs and Bruce Ellis to give him a second opinion.

"[In 1956, Stanley] Stubbs . . . helped by his colleagues, Fred Wendorf and Bruce T. Ellis
... made tests in previously undug southern rooms in the South Pueblo." Stubbs prepared a map
showing their location on South Pueblo:

Under separate cover I am sending you some Pecos blueprints. One is the "lost"
Pecos Church, the other is a copy of the 1936 Corbett map with an extension
pasted on to show the location of the test digging of 1956 in the South Mound.

%Kidder to Stubbs, August 17, 1951, folder 89C05.048, "Stubbs-Kidder 1950s," Laboratory of Anthropology
Archives.

%Kidder to Stubbs, September 17, 1951, in "Stubbs-Kidder 1950s."
"Kidder to Stubbs, January 12, 1954, in "Stubbs-Kidder 1950s."
"IKidder, Southwestern Archaeology, p. 112.

"Kidder, Pecos, p. 107.

Kidder, Pecos, p. 107.
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A copy will be sent to Smiley so any dates he may obtain from that area will carry
the same room number.”

J 7
Lo

Figure 4.11. The Stubbs
and Ellis map of their
excavations on South
Pueblo, attached to the

south end of the Carr- . 2 . T
Corbett map. Figure 4.12. 1966 aerial

photograph of South
Pueblo.

The Laboratory of Anthropology copy of the Carr/Corbett map of South Pueblo with the
Stubbs/Ellis addendum, possibly the one Stubbs sent to Kidder, was borrowed by Jean Pinkley
in 1966, and apparently never returned. On the document entitled "Pecos Notes, Maps, Ground
Plans," is a list of items "Taken from Laboratory of Anthropology to S.W. Regional Office of
the National Park Service, 4/18/66, by Jean M. Pinkley, Supervisory Archeologist, National Park

"Stubbs to Kidder, July 7, 1956, LA 4444.
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Service, Pecos Project," PNHP. Seventeen items are listed on this document. Among them are:
"#5. South Mound Ground Plan, by G. Carr & J. Corbett. #6. South Mound Survey by Carr &
Corbett 1936 & Ellis, 1956." Beside many of the items on this list are dates, all apparently July
17,1966. However, five items have no return date; among them are the Carr, Corbett, Ellis map.
Copies of all the others are available at the lab and at Pecos; it appears that Pinkley lost the Carr,
Corbett, Ellis map. Fortunately, the Tree-Ring Laboratory still has the second copy of this map,
that Stubbs sent to Smiley — Figure 4.11.7

Rather than making a single transverse cut across the South Pueblo, as Kidder did in 1920
and 1925, Stubbs selected rooms at scattered locations down the length of the unexcavated
portion of the pueblo. Stubbs briefly describe the general location of the 1956 rooms in his
correspondence: "Test pits were sunk at various points in the site in an attempt to locate burned
rooms or beams from fallen roofs and ceilings," he said to Boaz Long, head of the Museum of
New Mexico.”®

Describing this work to Kidder, Stubbs said that the "South Mound digging was largely
of a testing nature, trying to locate rooms which might have been burned."” Although Stubbs's
color photographs of the work is missing, his captions for them are:

8. Fill, Room #7, Pecos South Mound - 1956.

9. Room #7. Trowel rests on portion of fallen upper story floor and on right
leans against wall of this fallen room; roof viga below.

10.  Room #7. Adobe brick floor laid over original mud floor.™

Beyond the summary in Stubbs's correspondence, none of the photographs or notes of the
1956 work on South Pueblo have been found. In general, then, most of the details of the
excavation remain unrecorded and unknown.

Stubbs and Ellis carried out their excavations at Pecos in 1956 to help Kidder clarify
some of his difficulties with Pecos. During this field season they had excavated the "Lost," or
Ortiz Church, as discussed in Chapter Three. In their joint final report on the “Lost” Church,
Stubbs and Ellis stated that the available evidence placed "the building-date of the "lost' church
not later than in the first two decades of the 1600s."” They argued that, based on the sparse

Stanley Stubbs, "#1 — #10: 1956 Excavation," in the Pecos files of the Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research,
University of Arizona, Tucson.

"Stubbs to Boaz Long, June 28, 1956, LA 625, folder 3.
"'Stubbs to Kidder, July 1,1956, LA 4444,
BStubbs to Kidder, September 4, 1956, LA 4444.

"Stanley A. Stubbs, Bruce T. Ellis, and Alfred E. Dittert, Jr. "*Lost' Pecos Church." E/ Palacio 64(1957)3, 4: 85.



South Pueblo 61

ceramic evidence and the equally sparse documentary information, the church had to have been
built after 1617, at which time there was no church at Pecos, but predated the church and
convento begun by Ortega about 1621 and finished by Juarez before 1626.

The date of construction of "Lost" Church would seem to have little to do with South
Pueblo; but when Stubbs and Ellis proceeded to excavations on the South Pueblo buildings in
search of further dendrodates to confirm or deny Kidder's earlier dating information, the
discovery of the same odd yellow adobe bricks and maroon mortar in the ruins of this building
made the question of when the church was demolished and dismantled of great importance: it
appeared that the bricks taken from the dismantled "Lost" Church were then used to build parts
of the new South Pueblo.

In summary, Stubbs stated:

"We still do not have enough dates to make a room-by-room plan of the growth
and additions to the South Mound at Pecos, and an exact relationship of pottery
with these dates. The approximately one-dozen dates range roughly from 1444
to 1488. However, the greater percentage of pottery found in these rooms
belongs to a much later date. My guess is that the dates would go with a Glaze II-
III period of building, and occupation of the rooms continued on, at least in part,
almost up to the time of abandonment. Late Glaze and Tewa Style sherds
comprised the bulk of the decorated sherds from the tests in 1956. There was
evidence of repair and remodeling in several of the rooms checked; the use of
adobe bricks in upper walls; the use of adobe bricks to pave over an original mud
floor. At the time of the first construction of the building comprising the South
Mound (1450-1500), the houses were possibly only one story high, in part two,
and not as extensive in ground plan as the present mound area; later (1600-1700)
upper stories were added, three, possibly four, in height, and the lower levels
largely abandoned and refuse-filled."’

The presence of yellow adobe bricks in the structure demonstrated to Stubbs that the
reconstruction of South Pueblo began early in the seventeenth century. He found that "adobe
bricks were evident in the fill of the ten rooms we checked. One room, #7 (1956), had been
floored with adobe bricks . . . the same size and color as those from the ‘lost church': they had
been laid directly on a mud floor." He added that the adobe brick floor, in addition to being
made of bricks of the same variety as those used in the "Lost" Church, was also set in mortar of
the "Lost" Church texture and color, a hard purple-brown clay. On the floor of the room were
several sherds of a Kapo Black jug, generally dated 1650 to present, but abundant 1700-1760.*'
It appeared to Stubbs that the construction of these rooms made use of materials scavenged from
the abandoned "Lost" Church building; therefore, the reconstruction of the ruined South Pueblo

%Stanley Stubbs to A. V. Kidder, September 4, 1956, New Mexico Laboratory of Anthropology, Site Files, LA 625.

81Stubbs to Kidder, July 10, 1956, LA 625 files, folder 3; Stubbs to Kidder, July 1, 1956, LA 4444.
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building as a larger, higher version probably began about 1620, when construction on the little
church was stopped and the Franciscans moved to the mesilla top.*

Kidder wrote back on September 10: "I believe that's exactly what happened . . . I
excavated carefully one section of six rooms through and found that the end rooms on both east
and west seemed to be added . . . ," apparently referring to the S-series of rooms.** However, in
spite of this agreement, when Kidder went to press with his final report on Pecos two years later,
he had settled on an interpretation of the history of South Pueblo somewhat different from
Stubbs's.

(/\ =
\é\i L=

Figures 4.13 and 4.14. Figure 4.13, on the left, shows the plan of the north
end of South Pueblo at Pecos. On the right, Figure 4.14 shows the plan of the
Franciscan rooms at the west end of Mound 7 at Gran Quivira (Las Humanas).
North is to the top for Figure 4.13, and to the right for Figure 4.14.

Although Kidder agreed with Stubbs's evaluation of the evidence to indicate that the
South Pueblo had been built on the ruins of a Glaze II1 (1425-1490) building, he rejected Stubb's
and Ellis's dating of the demolition of the "Lost" Church to about 1620. Instead, he argued that
the little church was the pre-Revolt church of Pecos; that it survived until the Pueblo Revolt of
1680, when it was demolished during therevolt, and that South Pueblo was largely built in 1680-

82Stanley Stubbs to Alfred Kidder, July 7, 1956. LA 4444,

¥Kidder to Stubbs, September 10, 1956, LA 625 , folder 3.
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1692, making use of adobes salvaged by the Pecos from the "Lost" Church; he assumed that the
use of these bricks was entirely through Native American salvage.™

However, the discovery in 1966 of the pre-Revolt church under the presently standing
ruin of the eighteenth century church proved Kidder wrong in his assumption that the "Lost"
Church was the only pre-Revolt church. All available evidence now indicates that Stubbs and
Ellis were correct in their contention that the date of demolition of the "Lost" Church was ca.
1620.

Alden Hayes's insightful work on Mound 7 at the Gran Quivira unit of Salinas Pueblo
Missions National Historical Park in 1965-68 gave the first archeologically documented look at
how Franciscans moved into a pueblo.” At Las Humanas, the Franciscans acquired the use of
a group of rooms on the west end of Mound 7, remodeled the doorways of these to suit their
needs, and then added several other rooms of a larger size for storage space, a temporary church,
a sacristy, and a larger living space for the friars.

The clear similarity between the plan of the Franciscan rooms at the west end of Mound
7 at Las Humanas and that of the post-1600 rooms at the north end of South Pueblo at Pecos
indicates that these South Pueblo rooms were built by Franciscans to be their first, temporary
convento and church (see Figures 4.13 and 4.14, and the discussion in Chapter 11). One result
of Hayes's work at Gran Quivira is the demonstration that early 1400's dates are not particularly
odd for room reuse situations in the early 1600s. In Mound 7, the new convento rooms reused
timbers from pueblo rooms, so even though we know that they were built in 1630-32, cutting
dates are in the 1550s or earlier. The Las Humanas Pueblo rooms that became the first convento
rooms with only slight remodeling had all originally been built about 1545, and the timbers in
these rooms, like the others in adjacent rooms, all date from that year or somewhat earlier, with
even a few having cutting dates of the 1430s, probably representing reused beams from earlier,
dismantled rooms. The adjacent series of rooms that Hayes decided were built by the
Franciscans themselves about 1630 were of a different size and proportion than those built by
the Puebloan people, but also used salvaged beams; the datable beams had cutting dates of 1533
and 1551.%

Furthermore, the work of Courtney White and myself on analyzing the periods of use of
adobe bricks and mortar in the Pecos convento and other structures demonstrates that specific
brick and mortar combinations were used only at specific times. Therefore, the use of yellow
adobes and maroon mortar in South Pueblo had to be virtually contemporaneous with the use of
the same brick and mortar combination in the Ortiz Church. Our analysis strongly suggested that

¥Note that this is the same reasoning that Alden Hayes used to date Kiva 23 in the convento yard of the Pecos
mission. My evaluation of this kiva (James E. Ivey, "Convento Kivas in the Missions of New Mexico." New Mexico
Historical Review 73, no. 2 [1998]:121-152) demonstrates that the idea did not work for Hayes, either.

¥ Alden C. Hayes et al., Excavation of Mound 7, Gran Quivira National Monument, New Mexico, Publications in
Archeology 16 (Washington: National Park Service, 1981), pp. 26-28, 36.

%Hayes, Excavation of Mound 7, pp. 26-28, 36.
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adobe bricks were brought to South Pueblo about 1617 to 1620, directly from the Ortiz Church.*’
The evidence from the Las Humanas excavations permits the reasonable assumption that the
large "Spanish" rooms at the northernmost end of the South Pueblo were the new, temporary
Franciscan convento rooms built when they moved to the mesilla top about 1620 and began to
prepare for the construction of the Great Church of Pecos.

South End of South Pueblo

On August 21, 1925, Kidder conducted a brief test at the south end of South Pueblo.
"The trench in the ground S. of S. house produced several skeletons buried at length with heads
E. Very shallow (10-12"). Skeletons obviously of the historic period but rather badly grass-
rooted." The location and outline of this test and the plan of a section of wall it found are
recorded on Kidder Drawing 625/44.%® Other than the apparently historical burials (extended
burials are rare until the arrival of the Franciscans), no dating information is mentioned in the
notes. Kidder noted that he counted ". . . 3 sets of lower [rooms] at S. end . . ."* In his final
report in 1958 Kidder rephrased this: "there were some larger, longer rooms at the north; at its
southern end, were three apparently similar rooms."”

No further work was done on the south end of South Pueblo until Stubbs and Ellis
worked on their Rooms 8 and 9 in 1956. The field notes for this excavation are missing, and
none of the correspondence mentions anything about what was found in these rooms. Finally,
in 1968, Friar Hanz (Robert) Lentz conducted additional excavations in this area.
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Figure 4.15. Brother Hans Lentz sketch of his excavations at the south
end of South Pueblo in 1968.

Lentz found a massive stone wall crossing the south end of the South Pueblo and running
at approximately a right angle to the defense wall. This thick wall, slightly more than three feet

YHayes, Excavation of Mound 7, pp. 26-28, 36.
8K idder Collection, map 625/44, LA flat files.
$«Kidder Notes, 1925,” August 22, 1925, pp. 32, 34.

“Kidder, Pecos, pp. 108-09.
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thick, appeared to have been built against the end of a pueblo building with a wall thickness of
about one foot. Atthe west side of the excavation, running south at right angles to the thick east-
west wall, was a second stone wall about three feet thick. In the pueblo room north of the east-
west wall, Lentz found fragments of burned cedar that he considered to be from the roof, and a
cup with a handle, "very much like a tea cup." The cup was red in color and decorated with three
black crosses.”’ Pinkley felt that the odd structures on the south end of South Pueblo were
Franciscan: "I have no doubt in my mind there were interim convento-type rooms in that section,
just as there were in Mound 7 at Gran Quivira."”* In fact, she suggested that these might be the
rooms built by the Pecos for Fray Zeinos in 1694.” Hayes, on the other hand, thought the area
contained the temporary convento of Fray Juarez, where he lived in the 1620s as he built the first
rooms of the main convento.”

Lentz's locational information in the notes is not detailed enough to allow more than an
approximate relocation of these walls. However, Lentz left the hole open after his 1968
excavation, and in 1969 Fred Mang took an oblique aerial photograph showing the general
location of the walls he had uncovered, but no accurate replotting of the walls is possible based
on this alone.” Lentz wrote the notes and made the sketch on June 15, 1971, when he, Alden
Hayes, Al Schroeder, and possibly Angelico Chavez were all gathered at Pecos attempting to
work out the probable plan and room use of the convento as it was described by Dominguez in
1776 (see Chapter 12). Apparently on the same day, a photograph was taken of the area of
Lentz's excavation, possibly by Lentz himself. The camera was looking south towards the
standing church ruin. Visible in the foreground is a section of Lentz's thick east-west wall, and
portions of some thinner, north-south walls. Using this photo, it is possible to relocate the point
from which the photograph was made, and again arrive at a general wall location. Although the
three sets of information individually cannot allow the relocation of the wall, all three together
have enough data to allow a fairly accurate plotting of the location of the Lentz walls on the map.

Piecing all the information together, we find that Kidder, Lentz, and Stubbs and Ellis
were all digging within a few feet of each other on the same group of walls at the south end of
the pueblo (see Figure 4.17). The information is not enough to work out anything other than a
general plan of this end of the pueblo, but indicates that a massive wall three feet thick was built
a little north of the site for the new large church. Later rooms of the South Pueblo were built
against the north side of this building. South of this wall was some other narrow-walled
structure, and a number of extended burials oriented east-west. The dates of this construction

'Robert (Friar Hans) Lentz, "Notes on Minor Excavation Project at the South End of the South Pueblo, June-July,
1968," PNHP. This two page report and sketch plan was written by Lentz on June 15, 1971.

2Jean Pinkley to Friar Hans Lentz, Duns Scotus College, Southfield, Michigan, January 17, 1969, PNHP.
%Jean Pinkley to SW AC, July 2, 1968, "Monthly Report, Pecos Archeological Project, June 1968."
**Hayes, Four Churches, pp. 59, 61.

%Fred Mang Contact Sheet 69-542-4, Photograph Collection, PNHP.
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and use are uncertain, but the general characteristics are certainly suggestive of extensive Spanish
activity. None of the recorded information about the excavations support the idea that a
temporary convento was located here, either in the 1620s, as Hayes suggested, or the 1690s, as
Pinkley believed. However, the burials suggest that this was the site of the "jacal" church
constructed by Ortega about 1620, and probably discontinued by Judrez upon completion of the
Ortega/Judrez Church about the end of 1625.

1972-1976 Re-excavation of the North End of South Pueblo

During 1972, Gary Matlock reexcavated six rooms on the north end of South Pueblo as
part of a stabilization project in that area, when the National Park Service restabilized the walls
of South Pueblo that had originally been stabilized by Hendron, Tichy, Corbett, and Witkind in
1939-40. Therooms were 1,2, 3,5, 9, and 10.”® Larry Nordby, with the Division of Archeology
of the Cultural Resource Center, Southwest Regional Office, continued the project, reexcavating
twenty-nine additional rooms in 1976 (Figure 4.16).”

Figure 4.16. Plan of rooms re-excavated in
1972-1976 at the north end of South Pueblo.

In the process of cleaning out the rooms, some new excavation was conducted, and
revealed a network of foundations below the floors of some of the rooms of the north end of the
building. These foundations were located only under the northernmost row of rooms, most of
which were anomalously large; the rooms that the C.C.C. excavators considered to be Spanish.

%Todd Metzger, "Draft Ruins Preservation Guidelines, Pecos National Monument, New Mexico," March, 1990,
p-5:15; Bruce Anderson, Archeologist, Southwest Regional Office, to Keith Anderson, December 18,1974, PNHP.

9"Metzger, "Guidelines," pp.2:6,5:13-5:15; untitled map of excavated rooms in South Pueblo, Flat Files, Prehistoric
Sites drawer, South Pueblo folder, PNHP.
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It was immediately clear that these large rooms had all been built over earlier, Glaze I rooms
that were smaller. The longest rooms, 3 and 5, were built using approximately two rooms for
each, while rooms 1 and 2 were also enlarged, but only by about half a room. Rooms 4 and 6
were rebuilt approximately on their original plan. The earlier versions of these rooms had been
about the same size as the typical pueblo rooms further south.”

Table 4.1. Concordance of Room Numbers in South Pueblo
— for rooms with more than one number

Carr and Corbett Kidder Bandelier
24 100
15A 101
12 102
TA 103
33 104
44 105
44 106
43 107
78 108
22 109
82 S-1
79 S-11
67 S-111
66 S-1v
63 S-v
39 S-VI
29 I
44 I
47 I

98Larry Nordby, “Room-by-room Plans and Stabilization Information, 1976/1977,” no date, PNHP.
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This unmistakable evidence of rebuilding adds to the strong resemblance between the
north end of South Pueblo and the Franciscan convento rooms built into and on the west end of
Mound 7 at Gran Quivira. The remodeling of the original ruined South Pueblo rooms into a
Spanish room pattern supports the idea that the northernmost rooms had been rebuilt in 1620 by
the Franciscans to be used as their temporary convento while the main convento was under
construction.

Tree Rings and Ceramics: Dates for South Pueblo

The decades of work on South Pueblo have resulted in a relatively large collection of
tree-ring dates and artifact material from various locations along the line of the ruins. The tree-
ring dates collected over the years from South Pueblo make an interesting pattern. Corbett and
Witkind sent tree-ring samples for dating, but only one of these from the South Pueblo was
datable, that from Room 52, discussed below. However, in 1973 Jeffrey Dean had a number of
samples collected from the rooms excavated by Kidder, Hendron, Tichy, Corbett and Witkind
over the previous thirty years.” Of these, 25 beams with good dates from the rooms excavated
by Hendron, Corbett et al. have dates between 1433 and 1448. These form two clear date
clusters, one around 1434, and the other around 1444, with the second cluster much more
numerous. South of this group of rooms, one date is available from Room 52 about the midpoint
of the mound, the next room north from Kidder's S-IV. This was sample GP-2399, dated as
1673vv.'” Dendrochronological dates from rooms 5 and 7 of the Stubbs and Ellis excavations
of 1956 in the south half of South Pueblo were published, without further identification of their
locations, in Tree-Ring Dates from New Mexico J-K, P, V; Santa Fe--Pecos--Lincoln Area.
These give dates of 1427vv and 1468vv for room 5, and 1476vv, 1487+vv, 1488vv, and 1613vv
forroom 7.'"" Kidder’s final assessment of the construction date of South Pueblo in Pecos, New
Mexico: Archaeological Notes did not offer any explanation for the dates of the wood found in
the building.

In 1989 Kathleen Gilmore conducted an intensive reexamination of all known "non-
aboriginal" artifacts from the South Pueblo.'” Of these, the most useful for determining dates
are the majolicas, made in Mexico and shipped to the provinces. Gilmore concluded that the 180
sherds of majolica found in the various excavations of the South Pueblo range in date from the
early 1600s to the early 1800s. Twenty-three percent of these sherds were Puebla Polychrome,
dating from 1650 to 1725. One sherd of Huejotzingo Blue Banded was present, dating about

PJeffrey S. Dean, Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research, University of Arizona, to Gary Matlock, Archeologist, Pecos
National Monument, April 17, 1973, PNHP; Robinson, et al., Tree Ring Dates, pp. 27-29.

100%illiam J. Robinson, Bruce G. Harrill, and Richard L. Warren, Tree-Ring Dates from New Mexico J-K, P, V;
Santa Fe--Pecos--Lincoln Area (Tucson: Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research, University of Arizona, 1973), p. 26.

0% illiam J. Robinson, Bruce G. Harrill, and Richard L. Warren, Tree-Ring Dates from New Mexico J-K, P, V;
Santa Fe--Pecos--Lincoln Area (Tucson: Laboratory of Tree-Ring Research, University of Arizona, 1973), p. 26.

102K athleen K. Gilmore, "Non-Aboriginal Artifacts from the South Pueblo and Vicinity, Pecos National M onument,"
April, 1989, LA 625, folder 24, "Reports."
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1670 to 1800, and a single sherd of Tumacacori Polychrome, dating about
1780 to 1840. Thirteen sherds of the Orange-band tradition, usually referred
to generically as Aranama Polychrome, were also seen; these generally date
to the late 1700s and early 1800s.'” Few of these majolica sherds have
™ provenances. Of those that do, Room 29 produced an apparent Abo
" polychrome vessel fragment, mid-seventeenth century; Room 35 contained
a piece of a Puebla Polychrome vessel, 1650 to 1725; and in "Room 102"
was found three sherds of a Fig Springs/San Juan Polychrome plate, 1573 to
1630, and one sherd of Puebla Polychrome, 1650 to 1725. Presumably this
Room 102 is the Kidder designation for Room 12 on the Carr-Corbett map;
there was no Room 102 on the Carr-Corbett map.
- Most of this material was available in 1956, and, at least to Stubbs
¥ and Ellis, the implications were clear. They and Kidder reached an apparent
" agreement that the tree-ring and artifact data indicated that the Ortiz Church
' had been abandoned and dismantled about 1620, and that South Pueblo had
to have been built soon thereafter. By November, when Stubbs and Ellis had
finished the writing of their report on the excavations of the Ortiz Church
(they mailed a fairly final draft to Kidder in late November, 1956, and
received a note with some corrections from him on December 3),'* they had
agreed between themselves that the construction, abandonment, and
dismantling of “Lost” Church, and the construction of much of South
Pueblo, had all probably happened in 1617-1630. However, Kidder was
dissatisfied with the picture this created of South Pueblo: it was too different
from his original impression based on Bandelier's observations. He soon
returned to his original 