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ABSTRACT 

 

 This study examines terminal deposits as the result of micro-scale processes of collapse 

at the Maya site of Aguacate Uno, Belize and posits that contextual comparisons of artifact 

assemblages from terminal deposits can lead to a better understanding of site-specific activities 

surrounding the final years of occupation, abandonment, and revisitation.  Considering the fact 

that terminal deposits have many similar attributes, notably high concentrations of ceramic 

sherds, it is important to take into account the context and content of materials found in them in 

order to determine the activities that led to their creation.  This thesis examines ritual events as 

one of the many activities that produced terminal deposits and is concerned with recognizing 

material and contextual differences between different types of terminal ritual deposits and 

distinguishing these deposits from construction fill and refuse.  Using this contextual approach, 

the terminal ritual deposits at Aguacate Uno support the interpretation that the site was 

differentially abandoned during the Late to Terminal Classic periods. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

  

 The Maya “collapse” is a term given to the events and processes associated with 

widespread decline and abandonment of lowland Maya sites during the Late and Terminal 

Classic periods (AD 600-900).  It has been widely accepted that site collapse is most often a 

gradual process rather than a single, rapid event and variability in site declines can be attributed 

to an array of macro- and micro-processes (Demarest et al. 2004).   

 Macro-scale processes can be considered as the ultimate (or distal) cause of an observed 

event.  Scholars often examine these ultimate causes, or large-scale social causes of the collapse, 

including the failure of divine kingship, warfare, disease, drought, and emigration.  In contrast, 

micro-scale processes can be considered proximate causes because they are the actions 

immediately responsible for causing an observed event.  Micro-scale processes are small-scale 

practices that reflect group dynamics in specific contexts such as 1) gradual population decrease, 

2) decrease in the number of activity areas within sites, 3) obstruction/decommissioning of 

previously occupied space, 4) continual accumulation of occupation trash, 5) ritual termination 

events, and 6) revisitation and veneration rituals (Nelson 2003; Manzanilla 2003; Winter 2003; 

Suhler and Freidel 2003; Aimers 2003; Lamoureux St-Hilaire 2011).  Some of the most common 

archaeological results of micro-scale processes of collapse found across Maya lowland sites are 

terminal deposits (final artifact assemblages found on top of ultimate structure and/or floor
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surfaces), destruction of elite palaces, structure decommissioning, and veneration. This study 

examines terminal deposits as the result of micro-scale processes of collapse at the site of 

Aguacate Uno, Belize and posits that contextual comparisons of artifact assemblages from 

terminal deposits can lead to a better understanding of site-specific activities surrounding the 

final years of occupation, abandonment, and revisitation. 

 Terminal deposits are an important aspect to understanding site abandonment processes; 

however, archaeologists are still debating what activities led to their creation.  Often this debate 

is over whether terminal deposits were a form of ritual or something else.  In Maya archaeology, 

the term “terminal” denotes the last depositional event; therefore, the last building stage is called 

the terminal construction and a terminal deposit is the last materials deposited in a particular 

area.  Here, I use the phrase “terminal ritual deposit” to denote a special kind of terminal deposit 

associated with ritual practices during abandonment that is distinct from everyday practices such 

as trash deposition.  As archaeologists have focused on these deposits in the last ten years, they 

have come to realize how difficult it is to identify what specific activities produced terminal 

deposits due, not only to the similarities in their contents, but the variability in their contexts 

within and between sites (Navarro Farr 2009).  One of the most identifying attributes of terminal 

deposits is high ceramic sherd frequency compared to other artifact types (i.e., lithics, bone etc.); 

however, terminal deposits are found in a variety of places, for example, on floors, in rooms, 

over stairs, and under purposefully collapsed structures.  Currently, archaeologists classify three 

types of terminal ritual deposits: dedication rituals, termination rituals, and revisitation rituals 

(Pagliario et al. 2003; Stanton et al. 2008; Clayton et al. 2005).  This thesis is concerned with 

recognizing material and contextual differences between these types of deposits and 
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distinguishing these deposits from refuse, which is often referred to in the literature as 

problematic deposits. 

 Dedication rituals are cached deposits, argued to ensoul, bring to life, or charge a place 

with power.  Caches are sealed within architectural stages either during construction or through 

intrusion into existing architecture such as floors, benches, and steps.  These deposits are found 

at most archaeological sites and often signify the erection of a structure or monument (Pagliaro 

et al. 2003:76; Freidel and Schele 1989).  Dedicatory caches can include a variety of objects, 

such as whole vessels, eccentrics, jade, and human bone; however they are classified separately 

from human interments (Coe 1959; Coe 1965; Becker 1992).  

 Generally termination rituals are “acts of killing, sacrificing, capturing, or exorcising 

spiritual force from such [built or made] places or things” (Freidel 1998:189) that are found on or 

within structures (Pagliaro et al. 2003:78).  Termination rituals often involve the breaking or 

mutilation of material objects (Mock 1998:5), the most common being ceramic vessels. The best 

indicator of termination rituals is sherd refits from different levels and areas of a deposit, which 

can suggest pot smashing and scattering (Pagliaro et al. 2003:80). 

 Termination rituals are commonly subdivided into reverential and desecratory 

terminations.  Reverential terminations suggest that actions of destruction were meant to invoke 

respect, whereas desecratory terminations suggest that destructive actions were meant to erase 

places or things (Pagliaro et al. 2003; Houk 2000).  This distinction is often subjective so here I 

refer to all termination rituals as unspecified termination deposits unless specific attributes are 

present to further classify them as reverential or desecratory.  In general, unspecified termination 

deposits are most commonly found integrated into civic architecture between building phases 

(Pagliaro et al. 2003:77; Freidel and Schele 1989:233; Walker 1998:85); however, they also can 
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be associated with abandonment and ritual destruction (Pagliaro et al. 2003:77).  Unspecified 

termination deposits include artifacts such as partial ceramic vessels, obsidian blades, and 

metates.  Pagliaro et al. (2003:82-83) argue that unspecified termination deposits could have 

been site-wide rituals since fragments of the same vessels may have been used in ceremonies at 

multiple locations.    

 Desecratory terminations are “the result of purposeful destruction and manipulation of 

material culture to further goals aimed at destroying the supernatural power of a defeated 

community or faction.  These rituals resulted in the formation of deposits that were used to ‘kill’ 

the animate supernatural power of an object, person, place, or “portal to the underworld” 

(Pagliaro et al. 2003:77).  Pagliaro et al. (2003) suggest that desecratory terminations include the 

same types of objects as dedicatory terminations but differ with a higher intensity of burning and 

destruction. 

 Recently, revisitation deposits have been identified in the archaeological record of Maya 

sites (Stanton and Magnoni 2008).  Sites were never completely abandoned, since people often 

lived in the area and continued to use them as economic and spiritual resources.  Therefore, it is 

important to take into account the possibility of peoples revisiting special areas at sites to 

perform rituals and these rituals may have included actions such as feasting and offerings that 

would result in the appearance of elite middens. 

 “Problematic deposit” is a generic term first defined by the Tikal Project for enigmatic 

deposits (Culbert 1993).  They have been described from many sites across the lowlands, and 

they are usually associated with periods of abandonment and collapse.  Culbert (1993) provides 

descriptions of “problematical deposits” but no behavioral interpretations of them. Culbert’s 

(1993) and later archaeologists (Houk 2000; Clayton et al. 2005; Stanton et al. 2008) state that 
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problematic deposits are midden-like artifact accumulations that incorporate ritual materials 

often found in elite complexes.  These kinds of deposits are interpreted as either trash or ritual 

deposits and therefore have become “problematic” for Maya archaeologists (Stanton et al. 

2008:227).  The most common feature of these deposits is the high density of ceramic sherds; 

however, other artifact classes are often present such as lithics and bone, the presence of which 

suggests domestic trash.  Thus far, I have found no author who argues for a specific context or 

content driven interpretation that clearly separates problematic deposits from termination 

deposits; therefore, I do not incorporate this terminology in this thesis.   

 Considering the fact that terminal deposits have many similar attributes, notably high 

concentrations of ceramic sherds, it is important to take into account the context and content of 

materials found in them in order to determine the intentional or unintentional activities that led to 

their creation.  This thesis examines ritual events as one of the many micro-scale processes 

associated with the collapse period and suggests that the results of these activities produced 

terminal ritual deposits which vary in context and content depending on the intent and meaning 

of the ritual.  Using this contextual approach, this thesis examines four terminal deposits found at 

the Maya site of Aguacate Uno, Belize. 

 Aguacate Uno is a recently (re) discovered Classic Maya site in the Cayo District of 

Belize about 20 km north of the modern town of San Ignacio (Figure 1.1). The University of 

California, Los Angeles Maya Archaeological Project (UMAP) field school, directed by Drs. 

John Morris of the Belize Institute of Archaeology, Samuel Connell of Foothill College, and 

Andrew Kindon of West Valley College, conducted excavations between 2009 and 2011. 

 Lying between Mennonite agricultural fields, Aguacate Uno has been kept relatively safe 

from looters.  Two kilometers southeast of the site, down a steep embankment lies Aguacate Uno 



6	  

Lagoon, a Mennonite Community Recreation Area that gave rise to the site’s current name.  The 

site is a minor center consisting of a main plaza surrounded by two pyramid complexes in the 

north and south and two range structures on the east and west sides.  Range structures are multi-

roomed structures used for internal administration needs as well as meeting places for visitors 

(Seibert 2006).  The field school uncovered four terminal deposits associated with the site’s 

north and south complexes (Figure 1.2).  I sampled these deposits and analyzed all artifact 

classes from them between May and July 2013 in the UMAP lab house in San Ignacio, Belize. 

Deposit 1 was found in Structure A4, a vaulted masonry building with an entrance that 

faces south—away from the central plaza.  Inside the building a large masonry bench was found 

that divided Structure A4 into three rooms.  The structure was filled with fine, white limestone 

Figure 1.1.  The location of Aguacate Uno within the Maya area and 
Belize River valley (after LeCount and Yeager 2010). 
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marl and collapse debris that were both essentially sterile.  These facts led the UMAP researchers 

to suggest that the structure was intentionally filled or buried.  Underneath the fill, there was a 

central deposit of smashed ceramics found in front of the bench but other disparate materials 

were found scattered across the floor of the structure. 

Deposit 2 was found on the summit of Structure A3 along the eastern wall of the 

courtyard.  On top of the plaster floor and in front of the inner wall an extensive deposit of 

smashed ceramics was found.  Of note, twenty-six human teeth, consistent with the dentition of a 

single individual (personal communication Carolyn Freiwald) were found loosely mixed in the 

matrix at the top of the deposit 

level above the plaster floor.  

Additionally, possible human 

femur and ulna fragments 

(personal communication 

Carolyn Freiwald) were found 

in the deposit.   

Deposit 3 was found in 

a layer of natural soil that 

overlaid the stairway leading up 

to the medial terrace of 

Structure B1.  Excavators 

labeled the deposit “Special 

Deposit 1”, and for my thesis 

work only artifact bags Figure 1.2.  Aguacate Uno site map with deposit 
locations highlighted. 
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collected as Special Deposit 1 were sampled due to the high volume of artifacts found in this 

deposit and time constraints.  It is important to emphasize that most of Deposit 3 was found 

above the stairway surface and the only materials that were directly on the stairway were 

recovered from the top step.  Special Deposit 1 included a more diverse set of artifact types 

including ceramic, faunal bone, lithic, and shell.    

Deposit 4 was a dense, almost pure ceramic deposit found in the southeast corner of 

Structure B-1’s medial terrace.  Obsidian blades, metate fragments, a jade ear flare fragment, 

ceramic whistle, and ceramic figurine head were also found in the deposit. 

Testing Field Hypotheses Concerning Terminal Deposit Type 

Terminal deposits are often interpreted in the field before artifact analyses and contextual 

comparisons are performed.  This procedure is problematic because the ultimate goal of terminal 

deposit studies is to understand the micro-scale processes that led to their creation.  Based on 

field observations, all four of the Aguacate Uno terminal deposits were initially categorized as 

specific kinds of terminal deposits based on contexts and the abundance of artifact classes.  

Deposit 1 was considered a reverential termination, Deposit 2 was identified as an unspecified 

termination deposit, Deposit 3 was considered a trash deposit by excavators (but I suggested it 

may be a revisitation based on its context), and Deposit 4 was considered an unspecified 

termination deposit. 

If these deposits are to be interpreted as part of site-wide micro-scale processes of 

abandonment, specific hypotheses must be formulated to test for contextual and artifactual 

criteria linked to deposit type.  First, these deposits must be designated as ritual.  I hypothesize if 
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all four deposits are ritual, then they will be materially different than the contents of construction 

fill and occupational trash based on artifact class frequencies.  Second, the contents of these 

deposits must be quantifiably compared to terminal deposit type parameters based on patterns 

described in the literature.  Therefore, in the next chapter, I survey the literature and document 

material differences between terminal deposit types based on artifact frequencies, and how these 

compare to fill and trash deposits.  These differences are organized into a descriptive model 

describing the relative quantities of artifact classes within deposits.  These parameters are used to 

describe the contexts of the four Aguacate Uno deposits and the nature of their artifact 

distributions in Chapter 4.  In Chapter 5, the contents of the four Aguacate Uno deposits, are 

statistically compared to each other and to trash and fill so that an overall interpretation of ritual 

practices during abandonment at Aguacate Uno can be made in Chapter 6. 
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Chapter 2: Background and Theory 

Abandonment Studies 

Abandonment is a central concern of archaeologists because all archaeological sites have 

been abandoned.  However, studying abandonment activities and their remains is a relatively 

new and expanding area of research.  Mayanists have been intrigued with abandonment ever 

since it was proposed that the Classic Maya civilization of the southern lowlands “collapsed.” 

Before the 1990s the Maya collapse was characterized as a pan-Maya event between AD 830 and 

900 marked by the cessation of monumental construction, the discontinued use of the Maya 

long-count calendar, the decrease in polychrome pottery production, and the complete 

abandonment of site cores (Culbert 1973:17). Today, Mayanists have come to realize the 

variability in how sites collapsed and the timing of events associated with them (Demarest et al. 

2004; Aimers 2007).  This diversity calls for examination of the macro- and micro-scale 

processes associated with abandonment activities. 

General theoretical and methodological approaches to abandonment started with Robert 

Ascher (1968:44-47) and his discussion of the inhabited, ghost, and archaeological phases of a 

community, what he called the—processes of habitation, abandonment, and archaeological 

decay.  The study of abandonment processes became an overarching theme in behavioral 

archaeology (Schiffer 1972; 1987; 1995), which “studies the relationship between human 
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behavior and artifacts (material culture) in all times and all places” (Schiffer 1995:251).  In 

Michael Schiffer’s model of abandonment, material goods (or consumables) are either in 

systemic (participating in a behavioral system) or archaeological contexts (passed through 

systemic system into archaeological record) where the dividing point is when materials become 

refuse.  This approach suggests that abandonment is “the process whereby a place—an activity 

area, structure, or entire settlement—is transformed to archaeological context” (Schiffer 

1987:89). Even though behavioral archaeology has theoretical drawbacks (Johnson 2010:65-67), 

namely that it only focuses on material objects and not on culture, abandonment theory has not 

been expanded upon until recently. 

Catherine Cameron (1991; Cameron and Tomka 1993) expanded on Schiffer’s principles 

by outlining the need for a more detailed focus on abandonment in archaeology.  She (1993:4) 

proposes that there are two scales of abandonment activities: those that occur within regional 

systems and those that occur within settlements of those systems.  While Cameron and Steve 

Tomka’s (1993) edited volume heavily relies on viewing abandonment through Schiffer’s site 

formation processes, in the closing chapter Tomka and Marc Stevenson (1993:194) propose that 

abandonment studies need to combine these scalar concepts.  In other words, archaeology needs 

to study site-specific abandonment processes within broader environmental and socio-cultural 

influences. Like Cameron (1993), Takeshi Inomata and Ronald Webb (2003:9) promote macro- 

and micro-scale approaches to studying abandonment suggesting that abandonment is not only a 

part of site formation processes, but also a social phenomenon. Their edited volume encompasses 

abandonment in Middle America, an archaeological region that is more interested in the varied 

nature of cultural “collapse” than formation processes (Inomata and Webb 2003:4).  As a long-

term process, there is no better place for the study of “collapse” than the Maya southern lowlands 



12	  

because archaeological evidence supports widespread social change and gradual abandonment of 

sites throughout the region not just disparate sites within an actively occupied landscape. 

The Maya Collapse 

The Maya “collapse” is a term given to the widespread abandonment of lowland Maya 

sites during the Late and Terminal Classic periods (AD 600-900).  Academic popularity in the 

study of the Maya collapse began in the 1970s and by 2007 over four hundred books, articles, 

and chapters had been dedicated to its study (Aimers 2007:329).  This interest has not faded; 

rather it has escalated in lieu of the popular media’s exploitation of the Maya long-count 

calendar “end of the world” phenomena predicted to occur on December 21, 2012 (see Aveni 

2009).  

Early theories on the collapse proposed that the Maya collapse was a demographic one, in 

which people just disappeared due to a single catastrophic event that shattered Classic culture.   

In the early 1970s Gordon Willey and Demitri Shimkin (1973) proposed a systems model of the 

collapse that outlined the unsustainable interaction of various factors, including economic 

divisions, socio-political competition, demographic pressures, and climate change.  This “New 

Archaeology” model rejected prime-mover theories of the collapse and instead suggested that 

changes within the Maya political and social system became incompatible and caused internal 

and external stress on the system that inevitably led to collapse (Willey and Shimkin 1973:489-

492). 

Today, archaeologists recognize how regional variability first described in Willey and 

Shimkin’s research, point to more dynamic processes.  New evidence suggests that the collapse 
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was not a monolithic process of cause and effect and that there is still much to learn about site, 

regional, and inter-regional processes that led to the collapse’s ultimate outcome including, 

sociopolitical reorganization, the collapse of the institution of divine kingship, and the 

depopulation and migration of people within the lowlands. 

One of the most argued macro-scale factors for the collapse is that it was caused by 

environmental changes. Thus many scholars have turned to the study of past environments, 

human environment interactions, and climate.  Deforestation and drought are the leading 

environmental factors proposed for the collapse (Medina-Elizalde et al. 2010; Medina-Elizalde 

and Rohling 2012; Oglesby et al. 2010; Turner II and Sabloff 2012; Webster et al. 2007).  

Recently, Gill and colleagues (2007) argue that climate change correlates to the four 

demographic collapses known to Maya archaeologists: the Preclassic abandonment of El 

Mirador, Guatemala (150-200 AD), the Tikal hiatus (535-595 AD), the wide-scale collapse of 

Late Classic Maya across the lowlands (760-930 AD), and the Postclassic abandonment of 

Mayapan (1450-1454 AD).  As convincing as these studies are, Jason Yaeger and David Hodell 

(2008) have reevaluated the paleoclimatic data from lake cores across the lowlands, and they 

suggest that the Maya reacted to environmental changes differently depending on their particular 

circumstances.   

Climate data from Peten Lakes in the central lowlands indicate that there was a period of 

dryer conditions in the Terminal Classic period; however, this was accompanied by an increase 

in forest taxa.  This conflicting data could either mean that there was less rainfall or that less 

water reached the lakes due to decreased runoff from forest re-stabilization (Yaeger and Hodell 

2008:205-206).  During this time there was an increase in civic monument building at mid-sized 

sites across the lowlands that indicate a trend of decentralization of power or inter-site 
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competition possibly due to environmental stress.  In the Petexbatun area inter-site competition 

resulted in endemic warfare.  But this was not the case for all centers; for example, Caracol saw a 

period of political centralization in the Late Classic period.  While Caracol was able to delay the 

collapse somewhat, ultimately between AD 800 and 900, there was a marked decrease in 

population in the central lowlands and many civic and elite areas within sites were completely 

abandoned.  While the climate change in the region may have played a part in this decline, there 

is no data to correlate it directly to the political upheaval of the time.   

The climate and archaeological data from Yucatan suggest different processes were 

occurring in that area during the Terminal Classic period.  In north-central Yucatan the evidence 

for drought is the strongest.  Sediment cores from Lake Chichancanab suggest that during the 

Terminal Classic period the worst drought in 7,000 years was underway between AD 780 and 

990 (Yaeger and Hodell 2008:214-215).  Data from Lake Punta Laguna cores 145km away in 

northeastern Yucatan corroborates the Chichancanab data; however, the drought seems less 

pronounced in this area (Yaeger and Hodell 2008:216-217).  From the climate data one might 

expect that Yucatan sites would have been in decline due to the drought; however, this is not the 

case.  In fact, the Terminal Classic period was a time of cultural florescence.  For example, the 

site of Yaxuna undergoes intense monumental architecture building, and at Coba the site’s rulers 

are in a stage of continuous stelae production (Yaeger and Hodell 2008:218-220).  In the Puuc 

Hills region of northwestern Yucatan, lake core data suggest that there was no drought at all 

during the Terminal Classic period.  At this time the region’s population density increases along 

with an increased amount of inter-site competition as evidenced by the construction of defensive 

walls at some sites.  The region ultimately went through political centralization as Uxmal rose to 

power (Yaeger and Hodell 2008:222-226).    
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 More recently, Douglas Kennett and colleagues (2012) suggest that there were many 

drought cycles and their paleoclimatic data also suggests there was definitely a dry trend during 

the Terminal Classic period.  Like, Yaeger and Hodell (2008), they posit that climate may have 

played an active part in the collapse but there is no substantial evidence that it was a prime 

mover.  More likely, other macro-scale processes, especially social tensions and political 

competition influenced the collapse.  This is best seen from the perspective of Yucatan 

archaeology where the evidence for drought is greatest but sites were increasing in prominence 

during the Terminal Classic period (Yaeger and Hodell 2008:226-230).   

 Arthur Demarest and colleagues (2004:546-547) state that the proliferation of prime-

mover theories for the cause of the collapse comes from archaeologists projecting their own 

research at individual sites to the entire Maya region.  They suggest that Mayanists should move 

away from site-specific studies towards integrating culture histories from multiple sites and 

regions to understand the dynamic processes of collapse and how it was ultimately a lowland-

wide occurrence (Demarest et al. 2004:547-549).  To begin this process of integrating macro-

scale collapse events, Demarest et al. (2004) summarize what was happening in different regions 

during the Late to Terminal Classic period.   

 The most contrastive collapse sequences occurred between the western and eastern 

lowlands.  In the Petexbatun area of the western lowlands, the collapse comes early and swiftly. 

Here there is ample evidence for increased warfare and a dramatic sequence of site 

abandonments.  Events at Dos Pilas and Aguateca, Guatemala exemplify these processes of 

collapse.  After the abandonment of the Dos Pilas elite core area after a period of siege and 

warfare (Palka 1997) it is suggested that the royal and noble classes fled to the nearby subsidiary 

site of Aguateca.  Unlike the hurried defenses that were built at Dos Pilas, which crossed 
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buildings and other features, the defensive walls at Aguateca were planned for ensuing attack, 

circling the site and fortifying the palace complex.  In situ floor assemblages indicate that 

Aguateca could not keep their enemies at bay and the site was abandoned quickly and violently.  

Unlike Dos Pilas, elite palace assemblages indicate that the elite were present at the time of 

Aguateca’s downfall.  Structures were burned and intentionally dismantled indicating that an 

outside attack was the cause of its rapid abandonment (Inomata 1997). 

Decline in the eastern lowlands is not so easily explained, and events unfold much more 

slowly.  Demarest and colleagues (2004:553) note that most sites in Peten were gradually 

abandoned but they were definitely marked by demographic decline. Importantly, it is theorized 

that the ultimate cause of the collapse in Peten and eastern lowlands was the fall of divine 

kingship.  The fall of divine kingship at Copan, Honduras had a drastic effect on social 

relationships.  By assessing the effects of the fall of political power on social organization T.K. 

Manahan (2004) suggests that the remaining residents at Copan formed a completely new 

identity and domestic arrangements in stark contrast to previous dynastic-period inhabitants and 

houses.  Households were no longer built around patios but instead became more unorganized 

and amorphous in their settlement pattern.  Manahan (2004) suggests that this is evidence for the 

loss of lineage social structure in households, which completely broke down in reaction to the 

fall of divine kingship at Copan.  

The variability in site declines in the eastern lowlands is probably most evident from sites 

in modern day Belize, where gradual abandonment is often punctuated by expansion and 

fluorescents (Demarest et al. 2004:557).  Because this area is the focus of my research I will 

dedicate the next section to describing and comparing the collapse sequences and macro-

processes of six sites: Xunantunich, Actuncan, Caracol, La Milpa, Baking Pot, and Minanha.  
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These sites provide an important comparison as they highlight the significant variability of 

collapse sequences in the eastern lowland periphery region. 

Macro-scale Processes of Collapse at Belize Sites 

At central Belizean sites there appears to be four main macro-scale processes going on 

sequentially between the Late and Terminal Classic period: apogee, elite decline (associated with 

the fall of divine kingship), reorganization or balkanization, and gradual abandonment.  

Although many sites exhibit all these processes they occurred at different times; therefore, it is 

important to understand that “Terminal Classic” is both a time period as well as a social 

phenomenon (LeCount et al. 2002).  Processes common to all sites are best exemplified by 

comparing culture histories. 

Xunantunich. Xunantunich is located in the upper Belize River valley and was one of the 

major capitals of the region during the Late and Terminal Classic periods.  While there was some 

early habitation at Xunantunich, I am most interested in three phases during the Late and 

Terminal Classic periods: Samal (AD 600-670), Hats’ Chaak (AD 670-780), and Tsak’ (AD 780-

890) (LeCount et al. 2002: 42).  Major construction at the site begins during the Samal phase but 

it is not until the Hats’ Chaak that the site reaches its apogee.  This growth is indicated by 

massive construction and renovations to the Castillo regal-ritual complex, including the addition 

of a frieze depicting iconography of political legitimization (LeCount et al. 2002:43).  

Additionally, the royal residence (Yaeger 2005) and Structure A-1 (LeCount et al. 2002:43) were 

built in almost single construction stages during this time.  It has been argued that during its 
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fluorescence Xunantunich’s core architecture mirrored monumental layouts from the nearby 

paramount capital of Naranjo in Peten, and this site may have contributed to Xunantunich’s rise 

in political power (LeCount et al. 2002).   

It is during the Late Hats’ Chaak that the site terminates its political link with Naranjo 

(LeCount and Yaeger 2010:363-365).  The frieze on the Castillo is covered and the royal 

residence is abandoned and dismantled (Yaeger 2010).  During the Tsak’ phase, while public 

access is diminished and periphery structures were abandoned, stelae were erected.  These data 

indicate that the site’s political power diminished drastically after it broke ties with foreign 

powers but a group of local elites reorganize the site and reestablish power.  This balkanization is 

seen throughout the eastern periphery (Dunham 1988).  The final Xunantunich stela was erected 

in AD 849 and the site core may have been occupied for a generation or two after this.  

Subsidiary sites in the area lasted a little longer as evidence suggests that San Lorenzo was 

abandoned around AD 1000 (Ashmore et al. 2004).  These events are best depicted in a timeline 

(Figure 2.1). 

Figure 2.1. Timeline of Macro-scale processes at Xunantunich, Belize. 
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Actuncan.  Actuncan is located 2 km north of Xunantunich along the Mopan River.  This 

site underwent a series of macro-scale political formations and collapses during its long 2000 

year history (Figure 2.2).  Compared to the other sites described here, Actuncan had a very early 

apogee during the Terminal Preclassic period (0-250 AD) and was the primary center in the 

valley at this time.  During the Early Classic period the site’s dominance halts, as evidenced by 

the abandonment of elite households and the cessation in monumental construction projects 

(Mixter et al. 2013).  This hiatus lasted for as much as 300 years until the Late Classic period 

when Actuncan became the “ancestral seat” and secondary center of the Xunantunich polity.  

Excavations at Structure 19, the site’s largest range structure, suggest that while its substructure 

was constructed during Actuncan’s apogee, it went through a series of modifications during the 

Late Classic period.  These modifications included the addition of a residential group, which 

formally turned the structure into a new palace compound.  David Mixter and colleagues (2013) 

argue that this Late Classic renewal occurred when Xunantunich placed a subsidiary ruler in 

power at Actuncan.  When Xunantunich’s political structure failed at the end of the Late Classic 

the new palace compound at Actuncan was also abandoned.  However, it appears that local elites 

reorganized the political structure and the site was revitalized during the Terminal Classic 

period.  This sequence is evidence of the cyclical nature of political power and collapse in the 

Maya lowland—from the site’s rise to political power in the Preclassic period, to its Early 

Classic political collapse and modest occupation in the Late Classic period, to the construction of 

new public, administrative areas and renovation of household architecture during the Terminal 

Classic period (Mixter et al. 2013).  This local revitalization effort lasted 150 years until 

Actuncan was fully abandoned sometime during the early Postclassic period (personal 

communication David Mixter). 
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Figure 2.2. Timeline of Macro-scale processes at Actuncan, Belize. 

Caracol. Caracol’s late history is difficult to understand because it has been written about 

in a very limited fashion; however, it seems that Caracol experienced similar processes of apogee 

and decline (Figure 2.3). An argument for two apogees can be made at Caracol. 

Figure 2.3. Timeline of Macro-scale processes at Caracol, Belize. 
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The first occurred between AD 550-700 when the site underwent a period of successful 

wars and the prosperity they brought.  Their success in war may have been due to the site’s 

alliance with Calakmul at the time  (D. Chase and A. Chase 2003).  However, between AD 700 

and 800 there was a hiatus in hieroglyphic texts suggesting some kind of break in political 

prowess or power.  After AD 800 hieroglyphic texts reemerge but there is a difference in the 

nature of social integration between people in the site core and its periphery.  Instead of 

periphery areas exhibiting the same prosperity as core areas there appears to be selective 

prosperity and decreased connections (exemplified in road construction and maintenance) 

between core and periphery areas (D. Chase and A. Chase 2003).  However, construction 

projects in the core continue, namely the continued building of Caana, the regal-ritual acropolis 

(A. Chase and D. Chase 2004:21).  The ambiguous nature of the second apogee may indicate that 

Caracol was an independent state at this time, but the literature is unclear about this.  The final 

stela was erected in AD 849 while the core area goes through a very gradual abandonment period 

until AD 1050 (A. Chase and D. Chase 2004).   

La Milpa. Differentiating between the Late Classic and Terminal Classic periods has 

been difficult in northern Belize (Hammond and Tourtellot 2004; Zaro and Houk 2012) and this 

fact creates some difficulties in correlating abandonment processes.  Norman Hammond and 

Gair Tourtellot (2004) suggest that La Milpa was abandoned quickly right after its peak 

prosperity at the end of the Late Classic period; but new evidence from excavations in other 

plaza areas (Zaro and Houk 2012; Sullivan et al. 2013) suggest that there was a more gradual 

decline that lasted until the beginning of the Postclassic period (Figure 2.4).   
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Figure 2.4. Timeline of Macro-scale processes at La Milpa, Belize. 

	   	  

	   La Milpa did see a marked increase in civic core construction during the Late Classic 
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administrative buildings.  At the time of abandonment, however, some of these constructions 

were left incomplete (Hammond and Tourtellot 2004:300).  For example, the throne room had 

been filled and terminated and a new court was in the midst of construction when abandoned 

(Hammond and Tourtellot 2004:293-295).  This palace termination and rebuilding process is 

similar to that found at Minanha (Iannone 2005).  Zaro and Houk (2012) argue that this hiatus in 

construction marks a political decline, however, in other areas of the site this period is marked by 

some maintenance and rebuilding projects.  These patterns suggests that there was some faction 
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Baking Pot. Baking Pot also has a long occupational history but follows the same macro-

scale processes seen at other central Belize sites.  Baking Pot reached its apogee between AD 

800-900, and there is evidence from rural households that the site periphery was occupied well 

into the Postclassic period (ca. AD 1250) (Hoggarth 2012).  Between apogee and abandonment 

there was a period during the Terminal Classic where the site exhibits architectural and 

occupational changes.  The abandonment of traditional architecture and the lack of evidence for 

occupation occur between AD 800-900.  At this point stone masonry construction halts and 

buildings are constructed using clay and mud capped by plaster (Aimers 2003:153).  During this 

time core structures were capped with mud and clay and the ball court is enlarged (Aimers 

2003:154).  Most interestingly, a central platform is added to the main plaza (Aimers 2003:159).  

Additionally, non-traditional objects and styles are associated with this time period.  For 

example, new projectile points and other possible weapons appear (Aimers 2003:159).  Hoggarth 

(2012) suggests that between AD 900-1050 the authority of elites declined and the people of 

Baking Pot formed a new identity.  Occupation in the site core continues through AD 1050 and 

houses in the residential zones go through very gradual abandonment until around AD 1250 

(Figure 2.5). 
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Figure 2.5. Timeline of Macro-scale processes at Baking Pot, Belize. 
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	   Minanha. Minanha goes through the same processes but during a much shorter length of 

time, similar to Xunantunich (Figure 2.6).  Minanha reached apogee between AD 700-800 but 

the end of its fluorescence is marked by the infilling of the royal court in AD 810 (Iannone 2005; 

Lamoureux St-Hilaire 2011).  On top of the old royal court (Structure 37J), a new platform was 

built, possibly as the center of local authority, and the main pyramid, Structure 38J, is reused.  

Besides this, there is very little evidence for the site going through a reorganization period after 

the infilling of the royal court, which marked elite decline.  This evidence is coupled with 

evidence for relatively quick abandonment of the epicenter by AD 900 and settlement 

abandonment by AD 1050 (Lamoureux St-Hilaire 2011).    

Figure 2.6. Timeline of Macro-scale processes at Minanha, Belize. 

	  

Discussion. These various culture histories suggest that sites in the eastern periphery of 

the Maya lowlands went through a series of events before they were gradually abandoned.  These 

events are striking when compared to those in the western Maya lowland areas.  All the sites—

Xunantunich, Actuncan, Caracol, La Milpa, Baking Pot, and Minanha—went through macro-

scale processes of apogee, elite decline, reorganization, and gradual abandonment.  Actuncan and 

Apogee	  700-‐800	  AD	  

810	  AD	  Filling	  of	  
Royal	  Court	  

Court	  pyramid	  
reuse	  and	  remodel	  

after	  Xilling	  

site	  epicenter	  
abandoned	  900	  AD	  

settlement	  
abandoned	  1050	  

AD	  

500	   550	   600	   650	   700	   750	   800	   850	   900	   950	   1000	   1050	   1100	   1150	   1200	   1250	   1300	  



	   25	  

Caracol arguably went through multiple periods of apogee; however, when the timelines are 

compared it is clear that the processes mirror each other at every site during the Late and 

Terminal Classic periods, only exhibiting finite temporal differences (Figure 2.7).  

More broadly these timelines point to macro-scale processes that occurred at most, if not 

all, sites during the phenomena that is associated with the collapse.  Gradual abandonment has 

been documented at sites throughout Mesoamerica, and it is most generally defined as 

abandonment over a larger temporal scale (Inomata and Webb 2003:8-9).  But it is important to 

recognize general trends when trying to understand the processes that led to abandonment.  

	  
          Xunantunich  Caracol             La Milpa              Baking Pot              Minanha  Actuncan         

Figure 2.7. Comparison timeline of macro-scale processes at sites in Belize. 
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Suhler and Freidel 2003; Aimers 2003; Lamoureux St-Hilaire 2011).  This thesis examines ritual 

events as one of the many micro-scale processes associated with the collapse period and suggests 

that these ritual events produced terminal ritual deposits.   By examining the context and content 

of these terminal ritual deposits, it is possible to begin interpreting the intent and meaning of 

these ritual events which can then be used to inform interpretations of site macro-scale processes 

during the time of abandonment. 

Terminal ritual deposits are one of the most common and widespread material residues of 

abandonment micro-scale processes.  Even though they are found at most Maya sites including 

major and minor centers, and plazuela groups (multiple mounds around a patio), archaeologists 

are still debating what practices these remains represent and the intent of the people who 

produced them.  As summarized in the introduction three main categories of terminal ritual 

deposits have been posited by archaeologists: dedications, terminations, and revisitation deposits.  

Dedication rituals are meant to ensoul buildings while termination rituals were meant to sever 

connections with animate things.  Terminations have subsequently been divided into desecratory 

and dedicatory terminations based on the presumed purpose of the ritual—was it meant to 

eradicate or revere people, places, or things at sites. Revisitation rituals were those performed by 

people returning to sites or certain areas of sites after they were abandoned and are considered to 

be acts of veneration. 

For the purpose of this thesis I consider problematic deposits to be unspecified 

termination deposits because by material both are defined in the same way—refuse-like artifact 

accumulations associated with elite architecture that may include ritual and/or elite items. 

Whether these deposits are considered ritual or problematic still is subjective to the researcher 

(see Houk 2000).  Furthermore, as Olivia Navarro-Farr (2009) has warned, there is no reason to 
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continue splitting problematic deposits, as well as termination deposits, into continuously finite 

categories until we better understand the range of variability within them.  My survey of the 

literature presented below suggests that there is only a clear difference between desecratory and 

all other termination deposits.   

What makes distinguishing between these terminal ritual deposit types so complicated is 

that their contexts and material contents overlap.  All contain copious amounts of ceramic sherds 

and all are found associated with architectural features.  Archaeologists have been working 

toward a consensus as to what contexts, artifact classes, and features fall into the specific 

terminal ritual deposit categories.  It is also imperative to compare materials, contexts, and 

features of terminal ritual deposits with household refuse and fill to establish discrete material 

and contextual correlates for different types of terminal ritual deposits so that their purpose or 

intent may be better understood (Table 2.1).  

Originally, all terminal deposits were thought to be refuse deposits left by squatters who 

came to live in temporary huts or empty buildings after sites were quickly abandoned.  For 

instance, Euan MacKie (1985:88) argued that post-abandonment Maya lived within 

Xunantunich’s Structure A-15 palace among crumbling walls and threw trash down the central 

stairs.  Peter Schmidt (1974) also found sheet midden strewn across a floor in one of the rooms 

of Structure A-6-1st, the Castillo.  What is important to note is that squatter’s refuse did not 

accumulate in the same locations as before the site was abandoned because squatters were 

uninterested in maintenance, nor did they want to stockpile materials for future building.  These 

kinds of terminal deposits were not widespread at Xunantunich, but at other sites, such as 

Caracol, many surface refuse deposits were initially considered evidence of squatters (A. Chase 
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and D. Chase 2004).  Today, Mayanists have identified some clear attributes that set these 

deposits apart from other kinds of terminal deposits such as trash (Table 2.1). 

First, common domestic refuse is found outside of architectural features and generally 

away from site core areas.  Trash often accumulates in these specific areas, and over time, refuse 

deposits build up and become mixed due to cultural practices.  Therefore, they contain materials 

from earlier periods (Stanton et al. 2008; Pagliario et al. 2003).  Second, refuse, specifically 

middens, should have a greater frequency of faunal bone than other contexts.  The difference 

between refuse and midden is that refuse is discarded material but does not have to include high 

frequencies of faunal bone like middens, which specifically include food remains.  Third, trash 

has a greater diversity of artifact classes than construction fill, including ceramics, lithics, and 

ritual items, because it is the remains of many different types of domestic activities.   

Dedication deposits are perhaps the most clearly identified category of deposit because 

their contexts are usually interred within architecture as recognizable caches (Mock 1998).  

Marshall Becker (1992) defines caches and burials as earth offerings, and in order to be 

considered a cache, cultural materials must be found in association with the modification of 

architectural features (i.e., buried and placed into existing architecture or covered up by new 

architecture). Often caches are found on the centerline of architectural elements and consist of 

objects and features layered to exemplify cosmological metaphor (Garber et al. 1998; Piehl 

2005). Unlike most terminal ritual deposits, dedication caches often include whole vessels, 

which are commonly found in lip-to-lip arrangements.  Additionally, burials and/or disarticulated 

human remains can be considered dedications (Becker 1992), and like most ritual deposits they 

include high-value goods or items imbued with sacred meanings such as eccentrics and jade  
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Table 2.1. Categories of terminal deposits and their attributes (Mock 1998; Piehl 2005; Garber et 
al. 1998; Navarro Farr et al. 2008; Navarro Farr 2009; Pagliaro et al. 2003; Stanton et al. 2008; 
Harrison-Buck 2012; Freidel and Schele 1990). 

Category 
Attributes DEDICATION REVISITATION DESECRATORY 

TERMINATION 
UNSPECIFIED 

TERMINATION REFUSE 

Eccentrics X 
Obsidian 
Blades X 

Caching X 
Material 
Layering X X 

Material 
Centering X X 

Whole Vessels X X 
Human Bone X X X 

Prestige 
Objects X X X X 

Within 
Architecture X X X X 

Burning   X* X X 
Sacrifice X X X 

Alteration of 
Portable obj. X X X 

Structure 
Dismantling X X 

Structure filling X X 
Smashed 
Pottery X X 

High sherd 
Concentration X X X 

Limestone Marl X X 
Broken 

projectiles X 

Broken shell X 
Broken 

groundstone X 

Outside 
Architecture X 

Faunal Bone     X** 
Mixed 

chronology X 

High Lithic 
concentration X 

*Evidenced by incensario fragments
**Especially in middens 
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(Mock 1998).  Dedications are not associated with high concentrations of ceramic sherds as other 

termination deposits. 

Garber and colleagues (1998) provide a good example of a dedication cache meant to 

symbolize a cosmic metaphor from the site of Blackman Eddy, Belize.  Structure 1C is the 

eastern structure in a plazuela group 150 m from the site’s civic core.  Excavations into this 

house-mound uncovered a series of deposits and two construction phases during the house’s 

occupation (Garber et. al. 1998:126).  The first deposit was an initial dedicatory cache found 

directly on bedrock below the first construction of the house.  The cache consisted of two lip-to-

lip bowls.  Inside the bottom bowl archaeologists found a layer of white limestone marl covered 

by a layer of burned twigs and a rodent skeleton.  Arranged in a spiral pattern within two soil 

matrix layers were nine chert flakes most likely chipped from the same core.  The authors argue 

that the contents of the bottom bowl were intentionally placed to replicate the three layers of the 

cosmos and by placing these items into the ground before construction of the house, the ancient 

Maya created a portal to the Underworld that ensouled the structure (Garber et al. 1998:127-

128).  This argument is consistent with other scholarly positions (Freidel and Schele 1989) that 

suggest dedications were meant to bring to life, or ensoul, structures or sites.  

Unspecified termination deposits contain the most overlapping attributes with other 

categories.  These terminal ritual deposits contain large concentrations of ceramic sherds, often 

associated with extensive burning and limestone marl—either scattered on top or placed within 

the fill of a structure or area.  There are a variety of items that have been found associated with 

these deposits including prestige, ritual, and utilitarian objects.  Pottery is often smashed in-situ 

allowing for vessel fragments to be partially reconstructible (Pagliaro et al. 2003).  While lithic 
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objects generally are present in low frequencies, some of these deposits have broken groundstone 

fragments as an identifying attribute (Navarro-Farr 2009). 

The main identifying attribute of desecratory termination deposits is the presence of 

scattered, disarticulated human bone or sacrifice (Pagliaro et al. 2003; Stanton et al. 2008; 

Navarro-Farr 2008; Harrison-Buck 2012).  Structure burning, dismantling, and infilling are also 

common features. Snapped projectile points have also been associated with these violent 

depositional episodes.  However, determining if these were acts of violence and desecration 

rather than reverence remains largely subjective.  Pagliaro and colleagues (2003:81) suggest that 

the intensity of structure dismantling and burning distinguish between desecratory and 

reverential termination.  A clear example of desecratory termination comes from the Hershey 

Site, Belize. 

During excavations of a passageway leading to the Hershey site’s ballcourt, Eleanor 

Harrison-Buck and colleagues (2008) encountered 1,200 disarticulated human bone fragments, 

smashed ceramics, and prestige items.  Among the bone fragments was a male skull with signs of 

cut marks.  The archaeologists argue that the majority of the bone was looted from existing 

tombs and deposited in the passageway during a possible conquest of the site.  Additionally, they 

argue that the cut-marked skull is evidence of sacrifice that occurred during the event.  Other 

areas of the site were purposefully destroyed during this desecration event.  Harrison-Buck and 

colleagues (2008) argue that the act of defiling elite graves and scattering them worked to 

overthrow the ruling family or class at the Hershey Site.     

Revisitation and veneration deposits are the least discussed type of terminal ritual deposit 

in the literature.  While there are some archaeological examples of these rituals, ethnographic 

evidence of modern Maya ceremonies provide a picture of what ancient revisitation rituals may 
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have been like.  Linda Brown (2004) studied ritual practices conducted by K’iche’ Maya 

pilgrims at mountain top shrines in the Guatemalan highlands.  From these observations she 

suggests material correlates of these rituals that could be used to study ritual in the 

archaeological record.  Brown (2004) observed three ritual features—the altar, the hearth, and 

“evil burial”—each with its own material residues.  Prior to placing offerings at altars, usually 

flat-topped boulders, old offerings were swept aside.  Practitioners would then redecorate altars 

with flowers, pine needles, and candles for their own use.  Offerings were then placed on the 

altar surface or at its base.  Offerings included crosses, archaeological artifacts like figurines and 

pot sherds, food items, and candles.  Hearths were often built at mountain top shrines to burn 

offerings.  Hearth boundaries were created using sugar.  In the center of the hearth offerings were 

piled up and included copal, resins, food, and some kind of animal sacrifice.  Evil burials were 

used when rituals were meant to cause illness or death to others or counter act illness or death 

cast by others.  Offerings were buried in the ground and most commonly included some kind of 

figure of the person made of clay, copal, wax, or cloth.  Materials such as candles were often 

smashed into these burials and the building of hearths usually accompany these ritual practices.  

These data indicate that ancient revisitation deposits were most likely localized occurrences that 

contained a specific set of materials depending on the visitor (L. Brown 2004).  

Archaeologically, the most identifiable objects associated with revisitation deposits are 

incensarios or incense burners (Navarro-Farr 2009), but a variety of objects may be associated 

with them such as obsidian blades used for sacrifice (M.K. Brown 2010), lithic eccentrics 

(Donohue 2014), ceramic vessels, or ancestor bundles (Navarro-Farr et al. 2008).  Navarro-Farr 

(2009) and Houk and colleagues (2008) also found that revisitation may have involved the 
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alteration of portable objects including the rearrangement of stelae fragments into new 

configurations. 

Creating a Material Model for Terminal Ritual Deposits 

Considering the variability in terminal deposits already documented in the literature, it is 

important to operationalize their attributes in order to correlate materials to ancient behaviors and 

create a model of terminal ritual deposits.  To do so, I make material inferences about what 

would be expected in each of the terminal ritual deposit categories based on the attributes listed 

in Table 2.1.  But I first had to consider how to create a type of baseline for an expected 

archaeological assemblage.  This would allow me to argue that these deposits are in fact 

distinctive.  One such baseline could be construction fill, because artifact assemblages found 

within construction fill episodes of a given time period appear to be consistent within sites.  

Since, I do not have a large sample, nor do researchers consistently present artifact counts and 

weights for terminal ritual deposits, I quantify my archaeological correlates for each kind of 

deposit based on subjective ranking of abundance as compared to fill: low, medium, and high 

(Table 2.2).  Medium is the designation for a consistent frequency of fill.   

As summarized in Table 2.2, the material attributes from Table 2.1 suggest that 

dedications are expected to have high frequencies of obsidian blades, human bone, prestige 

goods and whole vessels compared to fill.  Revisitations are expected to have high frequencies of 

obsidian blades, human bone, faunal bone, and whole vessels compared to fill.  Unspecified 

terminations are expected to have high frequencies of ceramic, shell, and prestige goods 

compared to fill.  Desecratory terminations are expected to have high frequencies of ceramics, 
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scattered, disarticulated human bone, and prestige goods compared to fill.  Refuse is expected to 

have high frequencies of ceramic, chert lithics, and groundstone compared to fill. 

Table 2.2. Material frequency inferences for terminal deposit types compared to fill. 

*Human bone usually found as burials or bundles
**Human bone usually found scattered and disarticulated  
***Refuse is different than midden since midden must have high faunal bone content 

It was also important to compare terminal ritual deposits to trash since the sources in 

Table 2.1 all argue that these deposits are unlike trash in material ways.  Furthermore, as stated 

above, some archaeologists still argue that the terminal deposits are elite trash; so one of my 

aims is to test if and how terminal ritual deposits are different from trash.  Table 2.3 summarizes 

the subjective material frequencies expected in terminal ritual deposits compared to refuse, 

where medium designates a consistent frequency with refuse.  Dedications are expected to have 

high frequencies of obsidian blades, human bone, prestige goods, and whole vessels compared to 

refuse.  Revisitiations are expected to have high frequencies of obsidian blades, human bone, 

faunal bone, prestige goods, and whole vessels compared to refuse.  Unspecified terminations are 

expected to have high frequencies of ceramic, shell, and prestige goods compared to refuse.  

Ceramic Chert 
lithics 

Ground-
stone 

Obsidian 
blades 

Human 
bone 

Faunal 
bone Shell Prestige 

goods 
Whole 
vessels 

Fill Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium 

Dedication Low Low Medium High High* Low Medium High High 

Revisitation Low Low Medium High High* High Medium Medium High 

Unspecified 
Termination High Low High Low Low Low High High Low 

Desecratory 
Termination High Medium Low Low High** Low Medium High Low 

Refuse*** High High High Medium Low Medium Medium Low Low 
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Desecratory terminations are expected to have high frequencies of ceramic, scattered, 

disarticulated human bone, and prestige goods compared to fill. 

Table 2.3. Material frequency inferences for terminal deposit types compared to refuse. 

*Human bone usually found as burials or bundles
**Human bone usually found scattered and disarticulated 

Using these models and their material correlates, I aim to more easily compare, analyze, 

and interpret the terminal deposits found at Aguacate Uno. 

Ceramic Chert 
lithics 

Ground-
stone 

Obsidian 
blades 

Human 
bone 

Faunal 
bone Shell Prestige 

goods 
Whole 
vessels 

Refuse Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium 

Dedication Low Low Medium High High* Low Medium High High 

Revisitation Low Low Medium High High* High Medium High High 

Unspecified 
Termination High Low Medium Low Low Low High High Low 

Desecratory 
Termination High Low Low Low High** Low Medium High Low 
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Chapter 3: Aguacate Uno, Belize: 
Excavation and Sampling of Terminal Deposits 

Aguacate Uno, a Minor Center in Western Belize 

Aguacate Uno is located in west central Belize 20km north of the modern town of San 

Ignacio, 10km northwest of the modern Mennonite town of Spanish Lookout, and 8km east of 

the Guatemalan border (Figure 1.1).  The ancient major center of El Pilar, located on the Belize-

Guatemalan border, is the nearest well-known site 10km southwest of Aguacate Uno.  For many 

years it was thought that no Maya sites could be found in the region north of El Pilar due to the 

poor soil in this upland plateau zone (Fedick and Ford 1992), but the UCLA Maya 

Archaeological Project (UMAP) has found settlement to be continuous into the region.  It is still 

unclear whether this area should be designated as part of the upper Belize River Valley or 

labeled a new region entirely.  But preliminary ceramic analysis suggests that the sites found by 

UMAP conform to James Gifford’s (1976) Belize Valley ceramic complexes, so the sites had 

close and consistent contact with those living within the valley. 

Aguacate Uno (Figure 3.1) is oriented on an almost perfect magnetic north-south and 

east-west axis atop a man-made plaza that supports two groups of architecture.  The A-Group 

forms the main plaza, while the B-Group lies off center at the northwestern end of the main 

plaza.  Settlement survey conducted in 2009 indicates that two sacbeob (roads) form ramps up to 
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Figure 3.1. The ancient Maya site of Aguacate Uno. 
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the plaza level on the east and north sides of the site.  As one approaches the level of the plaza 

from the east, two buildings flank the termini of the sacbe.  To the north, is a long range 

building, Structure A-1.  To the south is Structure A-2, a small but complex platform of 

unknown function.  Structure A-3, the second largest pyramid apart from the B-Group at the site, 

occupies the southern end of the plaza with a stairway facing north into the plaza.  Structures A-4 

and A-5, two possibly vaulted masonry room blocks, are located to the west and slightly behind 

Structure A-3 and possibly form one L-shaped structure.  Structure A-6, also believed to be a 

range structure, borders the west side of the plaza.  

The B-Group pyramid complex rises at the north end of the site just to the northwest of 

Structure A-6.  The B-Group is a multi-level platform with a southern stairway leading up to the 

medial terrace courtyard. Surrounding walls and/or room blocks encircle the courtyard.  A 

stairway at the northern end of the medial terrace leads up to an upper terrace with three small 

pyramids that overlook the courtyard.  These pyramids sit at the summit of the complex.  Other 

small structures not yet named surround the perimeter of the plaza.   

Aguacate Uno is considered a minor center in Maya settlement pattern classifications.  

Settlements are divided into three main categories: households, minor centers, and major centers.  

Current research most often focuses on major centers and household groups.  This focus has 

created a false dichotomy between large urban (major centers) and small rural (household) 

settlements because minor centers are underrepresented in scholarly research (Iannone 2004). 

This dichotomy can lead to gaps in the understanding of Maya society as a whole.  Therefore, the 

study of minor centers is important for understanding historical processes in Maya culture, 

particular to this thesis, what roles people at these rural centers played during the collapse. 
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William Bullard (1960:359) defined minor centers in his settlement scheme as medium-

sized groups “appreciably larger than house ruins, and appreciably smaller than ceremonial 

centers”.  Bullard’s (1960:360) scheme categorizes sites as minor centers if they include one or 

more pyramid structures and other low buildings arranged around one to three plazas (Figure 

3.2).  Minor centers usually only have one architectural group and rarely have stelae, altars, 

ballcourts, and sacbe associated with them.  Minor centers are found in prominent locations on 

the landscape, such as ridges, and are usually accompanied by an increase in house mound 

frequency. 

	  

Figure 3.2. Examples of Minor Centers from Bullard (1960:fig. 3).	  

Even with their early identification, minor centers are still poorly understood (Iannone 

2004).  Since Bullard’s (1960) original schema was instituted, the variability in minor center 
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layouts and sizes has been recognized.  Some researchers (i.e., Hammond 1975) have worked to 

create new categories to encompass the variability and complexity that minor centers exhibit.  

But it has become apparent that settlement pattern archetypes are hard to distinguish in areas 

outside particular regions and geographical settings (Iannone 2004), which has caused the 

identification of minor centers to be highly subjective based on the area and context of study 

(Chase and Chase 2003).  For this reason it is important for archaeologists to recognize that 

Maya settlement patterns cannot be parceled into discrete categories, rather settlement size and 

function should be viewed as a continuum (Iannone 2004:278-279). 

Within the larger settlement zone, Aguacate Uno can be considered a minor center even 

when taking into account the continuum of minor center settlement arrangements.  The UMAP 

project conducted a purposeful settlement survey from 2009 to 2011 and again in 2013.  The 

total preliminary survey region is approximately 70 square kilometers.  This survey area was 

traversed using existing farm roads and project vehicles.  Agricultural fields made it easy to spot 

sites from these roads.  In addition, local knowledge from landowners was used to locate larger 

sites.  After potential sites were spotted from the vehicle or pointed out by local people, areas of 

special interest were then pedestrian surveyed systematically (personal communication Eric 

Fries).  Thus far three additional minor centers (Aguacate Dos, Aguacate Tres, and Ruins of 

Truth), and a major center (Aguacate Cuatro) have been identified along with continuous 

household settlement within the survey region (Figure 3.3).  This suggests that the survey region 

follows patterns of major and minor center dispersal found in the Belize River valley (Driver and 

Garber 2005).   
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Figure 3.3. a) Preliminary survey region (bordered in red) of UMAP marking important sites. b) 
Map of Aguacate Dos. c) Map of Aguacate Tres.  Aguacate Dos and Tres maps exhibit the 
variability in minor centers found in the region. 
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Compared to other well-studied minor centers in western Belize, such as the site of Chan 

(Robin 2012), Aguacate Uno conforms to regional minor center architectural layouts.  Chan is 

located in the upper Belize Valley between the Mopan and Macal rivers and was occupied from 

the Middle Preclassic to Early Postclassic periods (650 BC- AD 1150).  There are many 

similarities between Chan and Aguacate Uno: both were built on man-made plazas at highpoints 

on the landscape, have four ultimate buildings arranged around a single plaza, and were probably 

subsidiary sites to major centers within their regions (Robin 2012).    

At Chan, construction efforts in the Preclassic and Early Classic periods focused on the 

east and west structures but in the Late Classic period construction projects were delegated to the 

north and south pyramidal structures (Robin et al. 2012:114-119).  This building sequence 

conforms to Wendy Ashmore and Jeremy Sabloff’s (2002; Ashmore 1991) directionality model 

that proposes changes in the organization of site architecture with the rise of divine kingship in 

the Classic period.  

Ashmore’s (1991) earlier article posits that the north-south axis between architectural 

groups at the site of Copan, Honduras represented the heavens (north) and the underworld 

(south).  She supports this argument through iconographic evidence from each (north and south) 

architectural compound and suggests that divine kingship and resurrection is associated with the 

north group, whereas gods of the underworld are associated with the south group. Expanding on 

the ideas put forth in this early article, Ashmore and Sabloff (2002) revisit ideas of site planning 

and cosmogram correlations at other ancient Maya sites.  Ashmore and Sabloff (2002) suggest 

that site plans changed through time from east-west axis oriented in the Preclassic period, to 

north-south axis oriented in the Classic period.  Further, the authors suggest that site plans were 

used to legitimate political authority.  In the Preclassic period, ideological and political strategies 
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conformed to “sun worship”, whereas in the Classic period the ideological and political strategies 

changed to focus on divine kingship, in other words, sites were built to house rulers as gods.  

Since this publication, archaeologists have confirmed that site plans conform to this hypothesis: 

east-west orientations are focused on the movements of the sun and are commonly associated 

with Preclassic to Early classic period constructions, and north-south orientations symbolically 

place divine kings in the heavens (north) and divine ancestors in the underworld (south) and are 

associated with later Classic period site layouts. 

While Aguacate Uno’s complete site chronology is unknown, preliminary ceramic data 

from excavations in the plaza found diagnostic sherds from the Preclassic Sierra Red Ceramic 

Group (Gifford 1976:85) just above bedrock.  These data indicate that the earliest occupation 

dates to the Middle Preclassic period, but it does not allow me to determine when major civic 

buildings at the site occurred.  However, the final architectural layout indicates that the 

orientation was focused on the north and south pyramidal structures because they are the largest 

buildings at the site.  Ultimately, more analysis is needed to determine whether Aguacate Uno 

conforms to Ashmore and Sabloff’s (2002) model.  However, the orientation of the B-Group in 

the north suggests a partial reorientation of the site’s layout sometime during its history (personal 

communication Andrew Kindon).  Based on Ashmore’s model, I also infer that the north and 

south groups were associated with Aguacate Uno’s leaders, possibly the houses of the living and 

dead. 

Regardless of pan-Maya site patterns, minor centers in western Belize follow similar 

style canons that focus on symmetry, particularly four structures placed in roughly cardinal 

directions around a plaza (Figures 3.2 and 3.3).  In this regard, Aguacate Uno’s B-group does not 

conform to regional patterns.  The B-Group is found off center of the plaza towards the 
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northwest corner of the site instead of being built directly across from Structure A-3.  Project 

directors have hypothesized that the B-Group is possibly an older building, possibly the 

residence of the original elite founder of the site, and was too important to build over or abandon. 

 This scenario might explain its strange positioning—not directly facing Structure A-3 and 

instead its entrance staircase is blocked by Structure A-6 (personal communication Andrew 

Kindon). 

As for the rest of the site, it is hypothesized that Structures A-3, A-4, and A-5 form an 

elite residential compound.  Excavations on top of Structure A-3 found small rooms with low 

benches that support the idea that its summit was used as a residence.  Furthermore, Structure A-

3 faces towards the north and the northern sacbe that was most likely a primary access point to 

the site. The function of the associated masonry buildings, Structure A-4 and A-5, is still unclear 

because they have some contradicting features.  Their association with an elite residence lends 

evidence to suggest that they formed an L-shaped, ancillary structure, such as a kitchen, but a 

large masonry bench was found inside Structure A-4.  Therefore, it has been suggested that this 

building was used as a “receiving” point for the site’s elite.  However, this interpretation does not 

take into account the fact that the bench does not face toward the plaza, but instead out over the 

drop off of the raised plaza and the back of the site (personal communication Andrew Kindon).  

These data suggest that Structure A-4 functioned as a semi-private, possibly ritual space, for 

small-scale activities.  Structures A-1 and A-6 are range structures bounding the east and west 

sides of the plaza.  Preliminary excavations on these structures did not provide any clear 

indication of their functions.  Given their central positions, but rather generic layouts, they might 

have been administrative buildings or public stages for ceremonies. 
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Aguacate Uno Terminal Deposits: Excavation and Sampling 

Excavations by the UCLA Maya Archaeological Project between 2009 and 2011 

uncovered four terminal deposits at Aguacate Uno.  Deposits 1 and 2 are associated with 

southern structures A4 and A3 respectively and Deposits 3 and 4 are associated with the northern 

B1 structure (Figure 1.2). Excavations down to the ultimate stage of architecture—what all of the 

deposits are sitting on—are accounted for here.  Additionally, excavations are discussed in three 

analytical units—humus, collapse, and deposit—for clarity.  The discussion of Deposit 3 will 

include artifact data that was not analyzed for this thesis because these data signify different 

interpretations of the deposit that are important to the discussion.  Finally, a brief discussion of 

possible excavation error and its impact on interpretations will be included.  A list of sampled 

artifact bag proveniences is provided in Appendix A. 

Deposit 1. Operation 4, Sub-Operation A (Op. 4A) focused on Structure A-4, located 

directly west and slightly behind the large pyramid, Structure A-3 (Grey 2009; Koenig 2010). 

Structure A-4 appears to abut the west side of Structure A-5 forming an L-shaped building, 

however, excavations between 2009 and 2010 did not confirm this assumption.  During the 2009 

season two 2 x 2 m units were placed centrally on the southern side of A-4’s mound.  Unit 1 

came down on the courtyard area in front of the structure and Unit 2 came down on the doorway 

and room interior. Excavations were reopened during the 2010 season and five 2 x 2 m units 

(Units 3 through 7) were opened to expose the full interior extent of Structure A-4 (Figure 3.4).  

For this thesis terminal deposits from Units 2-7 were sampled.  During excavations of 

Units 2-7 three analytical units were encountered: humus, collapse, and terminal deposits.  The 
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humus layer was 10-20 cm thick and consisted of a dark, organic rich soil with many roots.  At 

the bottom of the humus the collapse layer began.  This collapse layer was a loose, light colored 

 (10YR 7/2) limestone marl.  This marl matrix was consistent throughout the interior of the 

structure, contained very few artifacts, and included many large, possible vault, stones (Figure 

3.5).  The collapse covered interior architectural features, mainly a large (4 m x 1.6 m) masonry 

bench.  The bench was bounded on its east and west ends by buttressing walls and inset between 

these walls 10 cm.  Armrests were added to the bench in a later construction phase (Figure 3.6).  

A possible resurfaced cut into the bench was found; however, this cut was not explored in later 

seasons because the bench was looted between 2010 and 2011.   Overall, the architectural 

preservation within the structure was pristine probably due to the intentional in-filling of the 

room with white marl.  Even some of the red painted plaster remained on the bench and 

southeastern wall. 

	  

Figure 3.4. Operation 4 Sub-Operation A unit and exposed features schematic. 
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Figure 3.5. Operation 4 Sub-Operation A, Unit 4 western profile depicting the purposefully filled 
interior of Structure A-4.

Figure 3.6. Southern profile of bench found within Structure A-4 (from Koenig 2011a). 
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After excavating through the limestone marl collapse, terminal deposit debris was found 

directly on the floor throughout Structure A4.  The main concentrations of materials were located 

in or in front of the doorway to the structure within Units 2 and 3 (Figure 3.7).  These remains 

were mostly smashed ceramics including two parts of a cylinder vase.  Small amounts of 

materials were then found on the floor in Units 5 and 6 and on top of the bench in Unit 7. These 

deposits were selected out of the entire excavation and analyzed for this thesis. 

	   	  
Figure 3.7.  Photo of the main ceramic smash of Deposit 1 inside Structure A-4.  This smash was 
located in front of the bench, seen at the top (north) of the photo (photo by Ann-Marie Gamez). 

	  

Deposit 2.  Operation 10, Sub-Operation D (Op. 10D) began in 2011 on top of Structure 

A-3 the large southern pyramid (Koenig 2011b).  UMAP project directors posit that Structure A-
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3 was an elite residential area therefore the goal of the operation was to continue investigating 

elite activity areas associated with the top of the pyramid.  Four units were placed centrally along 

the eastern side of the interior courtyard using top and basal measurements of the north and south 

mound corners.  Since there was a large tree growing directly on centerline we placed the 

northern edge of Unit 1 on center.  After opening Unit 1 (2 x 2 m) we extended excavations east 

with 1 x 2 m Unit 2, and north with 2 x 2 m Unit 3.  Unit 4 (1 x 2 m) was opened to explore 

building phases below the ultimate courtyard floor of Structure A-3 (Figure 3.8).   

Excavations in Units 1-3 

uncovered three analytical units: 

humus, collapse, and terminal 

deposits.  Unlike in Structure A-4 

the collapse excavated in Op. 10D 

appeared to be a natural occurrence 

most likely driven by bioturbation 

as evident from the many large tree 

roots found throughout the 

excavation.  Once the collapse was 

removed it was clear that the 

eastern side of Structure A-3’s interior courtyard was bounded by a two-tiered wall 90 cm to 100 

cm high.  The first tier of the wall was well preserved throughout the excavations but the top of 

the second tier was eroded, especially as we moved south into Unit 2.  This erosion and the drop-

off of the top of Structure A-3 made it unclear if the second tier extended to form a platform or 

was just part of a structure wall.  

Figure 3.8. Operation 10 Sub-Operation D schematic
and cross-section. 
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As collapse was removed in front of the wall in Unit 1 a dense artifact deposit, mostly 

ceramic, was encountered (Figure 3.9).  The Deposit 2 terminal deposit was excavated in two 

layers, with the second layer exposing debris directly on top of the plaster floor.  This deposit 

extended north into the southern end of Unit 3 but was not found on the floor in Unit 4.  During 

excavations it was clear that at least one whole vessel was part of the deposit.  This vessel was 

placed instead of smashed in-situ.  Although, some sherds were evidently missing, the nearly 

complete vessel, suggests that it was ritually destroyed.   Another cluster of sherds was 

determined to be a single vessel within the deposit.  Also, found within the deposit matrix were 

26 human teeth and other eroded bone fragments.  

	  

	  

	  

Figure 3.9. Photo of Deposit 2 in front of the eastern terraced wall.  Note the placed 
whole vessel in the top center of the deposit and the possibly in-situ smashed whole 
vessel at the bottom of the photo. 
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Deposit 3.  In 2010 Operation 11 Sub-Operation A (Op. 11A) commenced in the northern 

B-group (Carpenter 2010).  A 2 x 5 m trench, Unit 1, was placed across the southern edge of the 

mound where a clear dip in the mound’s surface could be seen.  This dip was predicted to be an 

entrance to the medial terrace of the structure; therefore, Unit 1 was placed to expose the 

entrance stairway and transition into the medial terrace.  This trench was extended north with 

Unit 2 (2 x 2 m) to fully understand the transition into the medial terrace.    

Immediately high frequencies of ceramic and lithic artifacts were found in the humus 

layer.  With a change in soil color excavations exposed the first architectural feature which was 

later found to be the final plastered step (Step 1 building phase 1) which abutted Wall 1 

(excavated in Unit 2) that formed the entryway into the medial terrace (Figure 3.10).  In front of 

this first step and above the next step (Step 1 building phase 2) clusters of artifacts began 

appearing.  The excavators described the high amounts of ceramics and lithics as a trash dump, 

specifically Special Deposit 1.  This terminal deposit (Deposit 3) was followed south throughout 

the unit and only the north end of the deposit was associated with the stairway; however, there 

was a layer of fill between the artifacts and the plaster surface of Step 1 building phase 2 (i.e., no 

artifacts were found directly on the surface of the step).  This indicates that the artifacts were 

deposited after some amount of soil accumulation on the steps, likely after the B-Group was 

abandoned.  While excavation notes indicate that levels above and below Special Deposit 1 

(Figure 3.11) may have been part of it, I only sampled bags from this specific collected context 

(Unit 1, Level 2, Lot 3) due to time constraints.  
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Figure 3.11. Plan view of Deposit 3 above the southern stairway 
into the B-Group. 
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	   Deposit 4.  In 2011 Operation 11 continued with Sub-Operation C (Woods 2011).  A 2 x 

2 m, Unit 1, was placed in the southeast corner of the B-Group on the interior side of the medial 

terrace mound so that excavations would expose architecture associated with the medial terrace 

but not the outside façade of the B-Group (Figure 3.12).  The goal was to expose the eastern end 

of Wall 1 found in Operation A of 2010 and to see if this wall formed room blocks within the 

medial terrace.  Excavations hoped to provide evidence for activities in the B-group since its 

function was unclear. The top of Wall 1 was found just below the humus layer (Level 1).  

Excavators followed the wall down on its north side into the interior of the medial terrace.  

Between 60 and 100 cm down in front of Wall 1 a very dense artifact deposit was found. The 

terminal deposit (Deposit 4) was at least 20 cm thick and it sat directly on the plaster floor 

(Figure 3.13).  Unit 2 (2 x 2 m) was extended to the west of Unit 1 so that Wall 1 and the deposit 

could be followed.  Surprisingly, no materials were found on top of the plaster floor in Unit 2; 

however, Wall 2 was discovered.  Wall 2 was only 3 courses high (60 cm) suggesting that it may 

have held a thatch structure along with Wall 1, but it is still unclear if the two walls form a room 

block or not.	  

	  

Figure 3.12. Operation 11 Sub-Operation C unit and excavation feature schematic. 
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Deposit 4 provenience control.  During excavations of the terminal deposit there was a 

lack of provenience control.  Of note, field school students did not stop excavating at the start of 

the deposit found in Level 2, which began below the humus layer; therefore the exact depth and 

top materials of the deposit cannot be deduced.  Because of this, I was only able to sample 

materials from Level 3 and Level 3-lot 1 because I was certain that all the materials from these 

artifact bags were part of Deposit 4.  

Figure 3.13. Deposit 4 during excavations. 
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Actuncan, Belize: Construction Fill and Refuse Excavations and Sampling 

Construction fill assemblages were sampled from excavations conducted in 2012 at 

Structure 19, the ruler’s residence at Actuncan  (Jamison 2013).  Artifact counts and weights 

were purposefully sampled from sealed construction fill contexts for standardization.  One 

problem with this sampling technique is that it caused me to sample some assemblages that did 

not date to my time period of interest (see Appendix B); however, the sample should provide a 

standardized material content of fill. 

The refuse assemblage sampled from Actuncan was excavated in 2012 (Chambers-

Koenig 2012) in the northwest corner of the West Plaza.  It was a concentrated but thin (20 cm 

thick) accumulation of mostly ceramic and lithic dating to the Late Classic period.  All analytical 

units associated with the refuse deposit were sampled for this thesis (see Appendix B).
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Chapter 4: Methods 
	  

Artifact analyses of the four sampled deposits were conducted at the UMAP lab house in 

San Ignacio, Cayo District, Belize from May 9- July 10, 2013.  Four types of artifact classes 

were analyzed: ceramic, lithic, bone, and shell.  The ceramic analysis was the most intensive 

since each deposit was mostly made up of sherds; however, it was important to document all of 

the materials found in each deposit so that their entire contents could be documented and 

compared. 

The first step in the analysis process was to find all of the artifact bags to be sampled 

from each excavation operation.  I then separated out artifact class bags and decided to analyze 

ceramics first and then the other three classes.  I used an excel spreadsheet to enter data from 

each artifact class. 

Ceramic Analyses 

I first had to decide what ceramic data I wanted to collect.  The variables I decided to 

tabulate were count, weight (grams), refits, primary vessel form, rim diameter, ceramic type 

variety, relative chronology based on established ceramic complexes, temper type, and 

preservation.  I documented the number of refits in an effort to distinguish the terminal ritual 

deposits from trash.  A refit refers to two or more sherds fitting back together into a previously 

larger piece.  The idea is that higher frequencies of refits within a deposit may indicate ritual
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smashing rather than processes of trash formation and mixing. 

Distinguishing primary vessel form, rim diameter, and type-variety mostly relied on rim 

sherds.  Rim sherds are fragments from the top orifice of vessels.  Vessel form can be determined 

from rim sherds because the orientation and shape of the original vessel can be determined if the 

rim extends down near the maximum circumferences of the body.  The primary formal types that 

I expected to find were jars, bowls, dishes, plates, and vases (see Sabloff 1976 for definitions and 

parameters).  Rim diameter could only be determined from rim sherds.  Using a centimeter rim 

chart I was able to determine the original orifice diameter of vessels that rim sherds came from.   

Rim sherds also give the best indication of ceramic type varieties; however, other 

diagnostic features such as decoration can be used to determine type.  Types were determined 

using James C. Gifford’s (1976) typology from the site of Barton Ramie, Belize.  This typology 

is used throughout Belize to classify ceramic types.  Once sherds were assigned to a 

chronological ceramic complex (i.e., Tiger Run, Spanish Lookout) then a terminus post quem 

chronological phase (i.e., Early Classic, Late Classic, Terminal Classic) could be assigned to the 

entire deposit based on the latest temporal diagnostics.   

Temper type was documented for each sherd, and all sherds of a given temper were 

tabulated within the deposits.  Temper is the material added to clay so that vessels can be formed 

and fired.  Based on Gifford’s work, I expected two groups of temper: carbonate and ash.  It was 

important to tabulate temper types because ash temper is an important temporal diagnostic.  Two 

ash wares—Vinaceous Tawny and British Honduras Volcanic Ash—are specific to the Late and 

Terminal Classic periods, though small amounts of ash ware can be found throughout time, 

especially Preclassic Cunil types.  More importantly, ash wares are predominantly serving 
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vessels (LeCount 1996; 1999), therefore higher than expected frequencies of them are indicative 

of different activities than those denoted by normal domestic ceramic assemblages. 

The final variable documented was preservation.  I subjectively determined if ceramics 

were in poor, medium, or good preservation because this attribute also could help distinguish 

purposefully smashed vessels from sherds thrown into trash deposits.  Since trash is continually 

mixed and exposed to the elements it has been suggested that materials from those contexts 

should be in poor preservation compared to other contexts.  Besides these variables I described 

and took notes on every sherd or sherd grouping so other variables, such as slip color, could be 

created later if needed. 

Sherds from each artifact bag were sorted into classifiable attributes such as vessel part 

(rim, body, base), temper, and slip.  Sherds that shared all attributes were counted and weighed 

as a single group and entered as a single case in an excel spreadsheet.  Diagnostic sherds and 

refit sherds were documented as separate cases in the excel spreadsheet (Figure 4.1).  Therefore, 

based on attributes, some of my ceramic “cases” used in statistical analyses had one sherd while 

others had up to 500 sherds.    

First, I separated sherds into ash and carbonate temper groups.  Both these groups were 

then separated into decorated and non-decorated groups.  Decorated ash wares were separated by 

slip color and other decorations such as incising.  Decorated carbonate wares were separated into 

slip color, plain striated, and other groups.  Non-decorated categories were immediately 

separated into groups based on paste (interior) and exterior color.  Once sherds were separated by 

these attributes I separated out rim sherds from body sherds.  Any other secondary formal vessel 

part such as bases and handles, were also separated out.  While doing this I was constantly 

looking for refits.  Rims, refits, and special decorated sherds were analyzed and recorded 
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separately while large groups of body sherds sharing all attributes were counted and weighed 

together as a single case.  After separating out rims I determined rim diameters, primary vessel 

form, and type-varieties.  There were some cases where body sherds could be designated to a 

vessel form and type-variety based on diagnostic features such as decoration.  All cases were 

given a subjective preservation designation.  Diagnostic materials were photographed. 

Throughout this process Dr. LeCount provided guidance—especially when it came to 

determining ceramic type-varieties. 

Figure 4.1. Ceramic sorting flow chart.	  
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Lithic Analyses 

Because I had little experience analyzing lithics, fellow project member Eric Fries helped 

me greatly in this analysis.  First, I separated lithics within bags based on material classes: 

obsidian, chert, groundstone, jade, and slate.  Obsidian was classified as either flakes or blades, 

and any blades were determined to be distal, proximal, or medial breaks.  Chert was the largest 

group of lithic materials.  With the help of Mr. Fries chert fragments were separated into formal 

groups: cores, flake cortex removal, flake reduction, functional flake tools, bifacial choppers, and 

bifaces.  Groundstone tool types (i.e., mano, metates, and weights) were determined.  Other 

materials and function types such as jade earspools were documented and described.  All groups 

were counted, weighed, and recorded as items sharing all like attributes as single cases.  Select 

materials were photographed. 

Bone and Shell Analyses 

I have no experience with bioarchaeology so Dr. Carolyn Freiwald kindly analyzed all 

the bone and shell materials from the deposits.  When possible, she determined species and/or 

general types (i.e., large mammal or marine shell) and also specific bone elements such as rib or 

femur.  Freiwald also documented if any of the bone and shell was modified or burned.  Count 

and weights of similar materials were taken as a case.  Select cases were photographed. 
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Fill and Refuse Contexts 

To complete my goal of comparing terminal deposits to construction fill and refuse, I 

needed quantifiable data of those contexts.  I did not have time to analyze fill contexts from 

Aguacate Uno; furthermore, a refuse deposit has never been excavated at the site.  Therefore, I 

relied on data available from Actuncan, Belize.  I collected material count and weight data of fill 

and refuse from the Actuncan Archaeological Project’s raw database.  The proveniences sampled 

used are listed in Appendix B. 

Statistical Analyses 

After collecting all the data I used the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 

version 20) to run statistical analyses, the results of which are presented in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 5: Results  

Deposit 1 

Deposit 1 had the least amount and least diverse materials compared to the other three 

deposits.  Ceramic sherds made up 94.5% (n=208) of the total materials from all artifact bags 

analyzed.  The other materials in Deposit 1 included six chert lithics (2.7%), two obsidian blades 

(0.9%), three groundstone artifacts (1.4%), and one marine shell adornment (0.5%), which I have 

classified as a prestige item because it is considered a regional import (Table 5.1). 

Table 5.1. Deposit 1 Cultural Material Overview Count and Frequency 

Ceramic Lithic Obsidian Groundstone Prestige Total 

n % n % n % n % n % n % 

208 94.5 6 2.7 2 0.9 3 1.4 1 0.5 220 100 

Ceramic.  Out of the 208 sherds (raw count) in Deposit 1, 95 of these sherds were refits 

or 46%.  When count is recalculated based on refits as one sherd (i.e., if three sherds refit 

together they are counted as one instead of three) the adjusted ceramic count is 132.  The total 

weight of ceramic in the deposit is 2,236 grams (Table 5.2).  The following results will refer to 

the adjusted count not the raw count. 
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Table 5.2. Deposit 1 Ceramic Counts and Total Weight 
Raw Count 208 
Refit Count 95 

Adjusted Count 132 

Total Weight 2,236 g 

One reconstructible vessel was found smashed in Deposit 1.  Otherwise, 97% (n=128) of 

the sherds were body sherds, and only 2.2% (n=3) were rim sherds (Table 5.3).  The 

reconstructable vessel was the only ash tempered ceramic within the deposit; all other sherds 

were carbonate tempered (Table 5.4).  Only four vessel forms were distinguishable.  In addition 

to the whole vessel that was a vase, two bowls and one jar were identified from the rim sherds 

(Table 5.5) 

Table 5.3. Deposit 1 Vessel Part Count and Frequency 

n % 
Whole Vessel 1 0.8 

Rim 3 2.2 

Body 128 97 

Total 132 100 

Table 5.4. Deposit 1 Temper Types Count and Frequency 

n % 
Carbonate 131 99.2 

Ash 1 0.8 

Total 132 100 
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Table 5.5. Deposit 1 Primary Vessel Forms Count and 
Frequency 

n % 
Vase 1 25 

Jar 1 25 

Bowl 2 50 

Total 4 100 

Only two ceramic type-varieties were identified within the deposit.  The reconstructable 

vase was determined to be a Cabrito Cream that was most likely locally produced (Figure 5.1).  

Only one of the rim sherds was diagnostic, and it was a Tu-Tu Camp Striated, Tzimin variety jar.  

Both types relatively date the deposit to the Late Classic period.  Besides these two types, 78 

striated sherds, 29 plain sherds, 9 sherds with red/brown slip, 13 sherds with red/brown wash, 

and one sherd with black-on-red slip were identified (Table 5.6). 

Table 5.6. Deposit 1 Ceramic Tempers, Wares, Groups, Types, and Chronology 

Temper Ware Group Type n Chronology 

Ash Peten Gloss Palmar Cabrito Cream 1 Late Classic 

Carbonate Uaxactun
Unslipped 

Tu-Tu Camp 
Striated 

Tu-Tu Camp Type 
Tzimin Variety 1 Late Classic 

Carbonate Unsp. striated 78 

Carbonate Unsp. plain 29 

Carbonate Unsp. Red/Brown Slip 9 

Carbonate Unsp. Red/Brown 
Wash 13 

Carbonate Unsp. Black-on-Red 
Bichrome 1 



	   66	  

Figure 5.1. Cabrito Cream vase found in Deposit 1 (photos courtesy Eric Fries). 

I found that the majority of sherds (60.6%) were of average preservation.  Considering 

the materials in this deposit were intentionally covered up it was surprising to see that I found 

only two sherds to be well preserved (Table 5.7). 

Table 5.7. Deposit 1 Preservation 

n % 
Good 2 1.5 

Medium 80 60.6 
Poor 50 37.9 
Total 132 100 

Lithic.  Deposit 1 had a total of 11 lithic materials: three chert reduction flakes, one chert 

blade, one chert biface, two obsidian blades, one mano, two weights, and one natural chert stone 

(Table 5.8).  One of the obsidian blades is from the Pachuca source in Central Mexico—
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identifiable by its distinctive green color.  The mano and biface may have been intentionally 

broken.  The mano was found quartered and the biface was found halved (Figure 5.2).  The 

halving and quartering of artifacts has been previously identified in other ritual deposits in the 

upper Belize River valley (M.K. Brown 2010). 

Table 5.8. Deposit 1 Lithic Categories Count and Frequency 
Chert 

Reduction 
Flakes 

Chert 
Blade 

Chert 
Biface 

Obsidian 
Blades Mano Weight Natural Total 

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

3 27.3 1 9 1 9 2 18.2 1 9 2 18.2 1 9 11 100 

Figure 5.2. Halved biface (left) and quartered mano (right) found in Deposit 1. 

Figure 5.3. Unknown marine shell 
ornament found in Deposit 1 (photo 
courtesy of Lisa LeCount). 

Prestige/Miscellaneous 

The only prestige item found in Deposit 1 was 

an adornment made of marine shell (personal 

communication Carolyn Freiwald) that had two drill 

holes perforating it (Figure 5.3). 
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Deposit 2 

Deposit 2 had a total of 661 items: 458 ceramic sherds (69.3), 26 chert lithics (3.9%), two 

obsidian blades (0.3%), one groundstone (0.2%), 94 faunal bones (14.2%), 79 human bones 

(12%), and one soapstone carving which I have classified as a prestige item (0.2%) (Table 5.9).  

I classify the soapstone carving as a prestige good because its material is considered exotic. 

Table 5.9. Deposit 2 Cultural Material Overview Count and Frequency 

Ceramic Lithic Obsidian Ground-
stone 

Faunal 
Bone 

Human 
Bone Prestige Total 

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

458 69.3 26 3.9 2 0.3 1 0.2 94 14.2 79 12 1 0.2 661 100 

Ceramic.  There were 458 ceramic sherds within Deposit 2, of which 139 refit, or 30%.  

This brings the adjusted sherd count to 350.  The total weight of ceramic materials was 6,677 

grams (Table 5.10).   

Table 5.10. Deposit 2 Ceramic Counts and Total Weight 
Raw Count 458 

Refit Count 139 

Adjusted Count 350 

Total Weight 6,677 g 

Two whole vessels, 16 rim sherds, 330 body sherds, and two base sherds were found and 

analyzed (Table 5.11).  Ninety-one percent of the deposit was made up of carbonate-tempered 

sherds (n=319) and 8.9% of the sherds were ash tempered (Table 5.12).  Only 19 vessel forms 
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were identifiable within the deposit (Table 5.13).  Two vases, five jars, eight bowls, and four 

dishes were identified.   

Table 5.11. Deposit 2 Vessel Part Count and Frequency 

n % 
Whole Vessel 2 0.6 

Rim 16 4.6 

Body 330 94.2 

Base 2 0.6 

Total 350 100 

Table 5.12. Deposit 2 Temper Types Count and Frequency 

n % 
Carbonate 319 91.1 

Ash 31 8.9 

Total 350 100 

Table 5.13. Deposit 2 Primary Vessel Forms Count and 
Frequency 

n % 
Vase 2 10.5 

Jar 5 26.3 

Bowl 8 42.1 

Dish 4 21 

Total 19 100 
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Deposit 2 contains all Late to Terminal Classic period type-varieties.  Two Orange-Walk 

Incised vase fragments were identified which date to the early facet of the Late Classic period 

(Gifford’s Tiger Run Ceramic Complex).  Late to Terminal Classic types identified include two 

Roaring Creek Red, six Dolphin Head Red, three Vaca Falls Red, three Tu-Tu Camp Striated 

Tzimin variety, three Achote Black, five Belize Red, one Benque Viejo Polychrome, and two 

reconstructable Chunhuitz Orange bowls.  The two Chunhuitz Orange bowls were eroded with 

only small amounts of orange slip preserved (Figure 5.4).  The remaining sherd types included 

86 carbonate-striated sherds, 12 red slipped carbonate sherds, 202 plain carbonate sherds, seven 

plain or eroded ash tempered sherds, and 15 red-slipped ash tempered sherds (Table 5.14).   

	  

Table 5.14. Deposit 2 Ceramic Tempers, Wares, Groups, Types, and Chronology 

Temper Ware Group Type n Chronology 

Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate Dolphin Head Dolphin Head Red 6 Late Classic 

Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate Vaca Falls Vaca Falls Red 3 

Late and 
Terminal 
Classic 

Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate Vaca Falls Roaring Creek Red 2 

Late and 
Terminal 
Classic 

Carbonate Uaxactun
Unslipped 

Tu-Tu Camp 
Striated 

Tu-Tu Camp Type 
Tzimin variety 3 Late Classic 

Carbonate Peten Gloss Achote Achote Black 3 Late Classic 

Carbonate Unspecified Sotero Orange-Walk 
Incised 2 Early Late

Classic 
Carbonate Unsp. striated 86 

Carbonate Unsp. red slipped 12 

Carbonate Unsp. plain 202 

Ash British Honduras 
Volcanic Ash Belize Belize Red 5 

Late to 
Terminal 
Classic 
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Ash British Honduras 
Volcanic Ash Belize eroded 15 

Late to 
Terminal 
Classic 

Ash Vinaceous Tawny Chunhuitz Chunhuitz Orange 3 
Late to 
Terminal 
Classic 

Ash Vinaceous Tawny Chunhuitz Benque Viejo 
Polychrome 1 Late Classic 

Ash eroded 7 

Figure 5.4. Two Chunhuitz Orange bowls found in Deposit 2 (photos courtesy of Eric Fries). 

The majority of sherds (58.9%) within deposit 2 were classified as poorly preserved 

(Table 5.15).  This is expected in deposits left to the elements after abandonment.   

Table 5.15. Deposit 2 Preservation 

n % 

Good 5 1.4 

Medium 139 39.7 

Poor 206 58.9 

Total 350 100 
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Lithics.  Twenty-nine total lithic materials were found in Deposit 2: seven chert reduction 

flakes, eight chert cortex removal flakes, nine functional flake tools, two obsidian blades, one 

mano, and one burnishing stone (Table 5.16). 

Table 5.16. Deposit 2 Lithic Categories Count and Frequency 
Chert 

Reduction 
Flakes 

Chert 
Cortex 

Removal 

Functional 
Flake Tool 

Chert 
Core 

Obsidian 
Blades Mano Burnishing 

Stone Total 

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

7 24.1 8 27.6 9 31 1 3.4 2 6.9 1 3.4 1 3.4 29 100 

Bone and Shell.  Compared to the other deposits there was a lot of bone.  Only Deposit 2 

had human bone (n=79) and there was quite a bit of it given that there was no formal burial pit 

found in the vicinity.  Twenty-six (33%) of these human bone fragments were human teeth 

consistent with the dentition of a single individual (personal communication Carolyn Freiwald).  

Additionally, 53 large mammal bones and 40 unknown bone elements and a single jute shell was 

found.  The tip of the jute had been snapped—evidence that it was eaten (Table 5.17).   

Table 5.17. Deposit 2 Bone and Shell Materials Count and Frequency 

Human Large 
Mammal 

Unknown 
Bone 

P. Glaphyrus 
(jute shell) Total 

n % n % n % n % n % 

79 45.7 53 30.6 40 23.1 1 0.6 173 100 

Prestige/Miscellaneous.  I identified only one prestige object within the deposit.  This 

was a very small (< 2 cm) stone carving (Figure 5.5).  The stone material was soft and easily 

breakable which caused it to be classified by Eric Fries as possibly soapstone, which is an exotic 
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material to the region.  It is unclear what the carving was for.  It has been suggested by project 

leaders that it may be a nose plug fragment (personal communication Andrew Kindon). 

Figure 5.5. Soapstone carving found in Deposit 2 (photo courtesy of Eric Fries). 

Deposit 3 

Deposit 3 had the most artifacts out of all the deposits (N=3,418).  Almost 90% of the 

deposit was ceramic sherds (n=3,071) and 8.3% was made up of chert artifacts (n=282).  The 

remaining materials included 17 obsidian blades, three groundstone fragments, 37 faunal bone, 

and eight prestige items—all shell adornments (Table 5.18).   

Table 5.18. Deposit 3 Cultural Material Overview Count and Frequency 
Ceramic Lithic Obsidian Groundstone Faunal Bone Prestige Total 
n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

3071 89.8 282 8.3 17 0.5 3 0.1 37 1.1 8 0.2 3418 100 

Ceramic.  Out of 3,071 sherds only 82 refit (3%), which brings the adjusted sherd count 

down to 3,020 with a total weight of 25,836 grams (Table 5.19).   
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Table 5.19. Deposit 3 Ceramic Counts and Total Weight 
Raw Count 3,071 
Refit Count 82 

Adjusted Count 3,020 
Total Weight 25,836 g 

Even though 95% of the sherds, 137 (4.5%) were rim sherds that allowed many ceramic 

types to be identified.  Fifteen vessel base fragments were also found (Table 5.20).  The majority 

of sherds were carbonate tempered (83.5%); however, Deposit 3 had the highest proportion of 

ash-tempered sherds (16.5%) out of all four deposits (Table 5.21).  One hundred twenty-seven 

vessel forms were identified during analysis.  Jars and bowls make up 73% of vessel types 

(jars=35 and bowls=68).  Six vases, 17 dishes, and one plate were also identified (Table 5.22). 

Table 5.20. Deposit 3 Vessel Part Count and Frequency 

n % 
Rim 137 4.5 
Body 2868 95 
Base 15 0.5 
Total 3020 100 

Table 5.21. Deposit 3 Temper Type Count and Frequency 

n % 
Carbonate 2521 83.5 

Ash 499 16.5 
Total 3020 100 
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Table 5.22. Deposit 3 Primary Vessel Forms Count and 
Frequency 

n % 
Vase 6 4.7 

Jar 35 27.5 

Bowl 68 53.5 

Dish 17 13.4 

Plate 1 0.8 

Total 127 100 
	   	  

	   	  
	   Many Late and Terminal Classic types were present (Table 5.23; Figure 5.6).   The 

majority of groups were classified as Pine Ridge Carbonate wares that had red slips, including 18 

Dolphin Head Red, one Silvercreek Impressed, 19 Vaca Falls Red, three Roaring Creek Red, 

four Kaway Impressed, three Duck Run Incised, nine Garbutt Creek Red, and one Rubber Camp 

Brown sherd.  Large Uaxactun ware olla rim fragments were well represented in the deposit: 

nine Tu-Tu Camp Striated Tzimin variety, six Cayo Unslipped Cayo variety, six, Cayo 

Unspecified, and four Alexander jars were identified.  The Cayo Unslipped type-Cayo variety 

jars are considered Terminal Classic diagnostics because of rim form (LeCount 1996).  Achote 

Black (n=10) and Cubeta Incised (n=12) were two Peten Gloss ware types found along with 52 

unspecified Peten Gloss sherds.   Ash wares included Belize Red, Chunhuitz Orange, and 

Benque Viejo Polychrome types. 

The majority of all sherds were striated carbonate wares (n=1441).  Other carbonate 

wares identified were plain (n=438), red slipped (n=460), red/brown slipped (n=4), brown 

slipped (n=15), orange slipped (n=4), and a red/orange-on-black slipped with incising.  Other ash 

wares included plain/eroded (n=101), red slipped (n=352), orange slipped (n=1), cream and red 



	   76	  

slipped (n=1), red-on-orange slipped (n=1), brown slipped (n=3), black-on-red slipped (n=1), red 

slipped and incised (n=2), and punctuated (n=1). 

Table 5.23. Deposit 3 Ceramic Tempers, Wares, Groups, Types, and Chronology. 

Temper Ware Group Type n Chronology 

Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate 

Dolphin 
Head Dolphin Head Red 18 Late Classic 

Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate 

Dolphin 
Head Silver Creek Impressed 1 Early Facet

Late Classic 

Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate Vaca Falls Vaca Falls Red 19 

Late to 
Terminal 
Classic 

Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate Vaca Falls Roaring Creek Red 3 

Late to 
Terminal 
Classic 

Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate Vaca Falls Kaway Impressed 4 Terminal

Classic 

Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate Vaca Falls Duck Run Incised 3 Terminal

Classic 

Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate 

Garbutt 
Creek Garbutt Creek Red 9 

Late to 
Terminal 
Classic 

Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate 

Garbutt 
Creek Rubber Camp Brown 1 Late Classic 

Carbonate Uaxactun
Unslipped 

Tu-Tu 
Camp 
Striated 

Tu-Tu Camp Type 
Tzimin variety 9 Late Classic 

Carbonate Uaxactun
Unslipped Cayo Cayo 6 Terminal

Classic 

Carbonate Uaxactun
Unslipped Cayo Unsp. 6 Late Classic 

Carbonate Uaxactun
Unslipped Cayo Alexander 4 Late Classic 

Carbonate Uaxactun
Unslipped Cayo Unsp. 1 Late Classic 

Carbonate Peten Gloss Achote Achote Black 10 Late Classic 

Carbonate Peten Gloss Achote Cubeta Incised 12 Late Classic 

Carbonate Peten Gloss Unsp. 52 Unknown 

Carbonate Unsp. striated 1441 
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Carbonate Unsp. plain 438 

Carbonate Unsp. red slipped 460 

Carbonate Unsp. red/brown 
slipped 4 

Carbonate Unsp. brown slipped 15 

Carbonate Unsp. orange slipped 4 

Carbonate 
Unsp. red/orange-on-
black slipped and 
incised 

1 

Ash British Honduras 
Volcanic Ash Belize Belize Red 21 

Late to 
Terminal 
Classic 

Ash British Honduras 
Volcanic Ash Belize Unsp. 352 

Late to 
Terminal 
Classic 

Ash British Honduras 
Volcanic Ash Belize Unsp. red slipped and 

incised 2 Late Classic 

Ash Vinaceous 
Tawny Chunhuitz Chunhuitz Orange 4 Late Classic 

Ash Vinaceous 
Tawny Chunhuitz Benque Viejo

Polychrome 3 Late Classic 

Ash Vinaceous 
Tawny Chunhuitz Unsp. 9 Late Classic 

Ash Vinaceous 
Tawny Chunhuitz Unsp. orange slipped

and incised 1 Late Classic 

Ash Vinaceous 
Tawny Chunhuitz Unsp. black-on-red

slipped 1 Late Classic 

Ash Unsp. eroded 101 

Ash Cream and Red Slipped 1 

Ash Red-on-Orange Slipped 1 

Ash Brown Slipped 3 

Ash Unsp. punctated 1 
	  

	   	  

I classified 78.8% (n=2381) of the sherds to have medium preservation and only 4.3% 

(n=130) to have good preservation.  This may indicate that the deposit was left out in the open 

above the stairway for a long period of time (Table 5.24). 
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Table 5.24. Deposit 3 Preservation 

n % 
Good 130 4.3 

Medium 2381 78.8 

Poor 509 16.9 

Total 3020 100 

a) b) 

c) d) 

Figure 5.6. Ceramic Types Identified in Deposit 3. a) Belize Red: Belize; b) Duck Run 
Incised: Duck Run; c) Cayo Unslipped: Cayo with Terminal Classic piecrust rim; d) Kaway 
Impressed: Kaway. 

Lithic.  Deposit 3 had the most lithic artifacts (n=302) out of all the deposits (Table 5.25).  

It included 17 obsidian blades, 82 chert cortex removal flakes, three chert cores, 120 chert 
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reduction flakes, 71 functional chert flake tools, one chert bifacial chopper, two mano fragments, 

one metate fragment, two rounded stones (possibly weights), one burnishing stone, and one 

natural chert stone.  The number of obsidian blades is very interesting even if the proportion 

within the deposit is still very low (0.5%).  Seventeen blades is a much higher count than the 

other three deposits. 

Table 5.25. Deposit 3 Lithic Categories Count and Frequency 

Obsidian 
Blade 

Chert 
Cortex 

Removal 

Chert 
Core 

Chert 
Reduction 

Flake 

Functional 
Chert 

Flake Tool 

Chert 
Bifacial 
Chopper 

Chert 
Biface 

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 
17 5.6 82 27.2 3 1 120 39.7 71 23.5 1 0.3 1 0.3 

Mano Metate Rounded 
Stones 

Burnishing 
Stone Natural Total Lithic Categories 

n % n % n % n % n % n % 
2 0.7 1 0.3 2 0.7 1 0.3 1 0.3 302 100 

Bone and Shell.  Thirty-seven faunal bones were found in Deposit 3 (Table 5.26).  

Carolyn Freiwald identified the majority (75.7%) of the bones as whitetail deer elements.  One 

large mammal bone, one large bird bone, and two unknown bones were also identified.  One 

Nephronaias shell and four other unknown shells were also in the deposit.  Nephronaias is a 

genus of freshwater mussels found in Central America (personal communication Carolyn 

Freiwald). 

Table 5.26. Deposit 3 Bone and Shell Materials Count and Frequency 
Whitetail 

Deer 
Large 

Mammal 
Large 
Bird 

Unknown 
Bone 

Nephro-
naias 

Unknown 
Shell Total 

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

28 75.7 1 2.7 1 2.7 2 5.4 1 2.7 4 10.8 37 100 
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Prestige/Miscellaneous.  Eight worked shell fragments were identified as prestige items 

because they were most likely used as adornments (Table 5.27).  Four of the shells were 

Pomacea, a type of freshwater apple snail (personal communication Carolyn Freiwald), and were 

polished.  Three shells were Nephronaias; two were cut to create a serrated edge and the third 

had a drill hole.  The final piece was a shell bead made of unknown shell that had been burned 

(Figure 5.7). 

Table 5.27. Deposit 3 Prestige Items Count and Frequency 

Material Type n % 

Unknown shell Burned shell bead 1 12.5 
Nephronaias (shell) Cut Adornment (serrated edge) 2 25 

Pomacea (shell) Polished Adornments 4 50 
Nephronaias (shell) Drilled Adornment 1 12.5 

Total 8 100 

a) b) 

Figure 5.7. Examples of shell ornaments found in Deposit 3; a) Serrated edge on a Nephronaias 
shell (photo courtesy of Lisa LeCount); b) Unknown shell bead that was burned (photo courtesy 
of David Mora). 
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Deposit 4 

Deposit 4 had 2,827 total artifacts: 2,649 ceramic sherds (93.7%), 117 chert lithics 

(4.1%), five obsidian blades (0.5%), two groundstone fragments (0.07%), 46 faunal bone (1.6%), 

four prestige items (0.1%) including a jade earspool fragment, greenstone earspool, serrated 

shell, and a spiral carved mammal bone, and four miscellaneous items (0.1%) including a 

figurine head, bird figurine, spindle whorl, and slate fragment (Table 5.28). 

Table 5.28. Deposit 4 Cultural Material Overview Count and Frequency 

Ceramic Lithic Obsidian Ground-
stone 

Faunal 
Bone Prestige Misc. Total 

N % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

2649 93.7 117 4.1 5 0.5 2 0.07 46 1.6 4 0.1 4 0.1 2827 100 

Ceramic.  There was a raw count of 2,649 ceramic sherds and 177 (7%) refit.  The 

adjusted ceramic count is 2,526 with a total weight of 27,779 grams (Table 5.29).  As expected, 

the majority (95.25%) of sherds were bodies, 95 (3.8%) sherds were rims, 21 (0.8%) bases, and 

three (0.1%) feet.  One reconstructable whole vessel was found within the deposit (Table 5.30).  

Almost 85% (n=2143) of the ceramic sherds were carbonate tempered, while 15.2% (n=383) 

were ash tempered (Table 5.31).  There were 166 rims and other sherds that were identifiable to 

primary vessel forms: 80 vases (48%) , 51 jars (30.7%),  28 bowls (16.9%),  six dishes (3.6%), 

and one plate (0.6%) (Table 5.32).   

Table 5.29. Deposit 4 Ceramic Counts and Total Weight 
Raw Count 2,649 
Refit Count 177 



	   82	  

Adjusted Count 2,526 
Total Weight 27,779 g 

Table 5.30. Deposit 4 Vessel Part Count and Frequency 

n % 
Whole Vessel 1 0.04 

Rim 95 3.8 

Body 2406 95.25 

Base 21 0.8 

Foot 3 0.1 

Total 2526 100 

Table 5.31. Deposit 4 Temper Type Count and Frequency 

n % 
Carbonate 2143 84.8 

Ash 383 15.2 

Total 2526 100 

Table 5.32. Deposit 4  Primary Vessel Forms Count and 
Frequency 

n % 
Vase 80 48 

Jar 51 30.7 

Bowl 28 16.9 

Dish 6 3.6 

Plate 1 0.6 

Total 166 100 
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Deposit 4 was made up of very diverse type-varieties (Table 5.33) compared to the other 

deposits.  This diversity is especially evident among ash wares (Figure 5.8).  Like the other 

deposits Belize Red (n=11), Chunhuitz Orange (n=2), and Benque Viejo Polychrome (n=9) types 

were identified as well as Cabrito Cream (n=5).  However, other Late Classic ash ware types 

were identified including Gallinero Fluted (n=1), and Big-Falls Gouged Incised (n=8).  These are 

highly decorated luxury vessels. 

Carbonate wares included one Dolphin Head Red, three Vaca Falls Red, three Roaring 

Creek Red, one Kaway Impressed, one Garbutt Creek Red, one Mount Maloney Black, one 

Sotero Red-brown, 10 Tu-Tu Camp Striated Type Tzimin variety, one Cayo Unslipped Type 

Cayo Terminal Classic variety, 15 Cayo Unslipped type-variety unspecified, four Alexander 

types, one Alexander Type-Beaverdam variety, one Alexander Type-Croja variety, two Cayo 

Unslipped Types-Unspecified Red paste variety, and six Achote Black Types. 

Most sherds were carbonate-striated wares (n=1480), but there were quite a few 

carbonate plain wares (n=325), and carbonate red slipped wares (n=255).  Other carbonate wares 

identified included 11 Peten Gloss wares, 11 brown slipped, one black and orange slipped, and 

nine black and cream mottled slip. 

Table 5.33. Deposit 4 Ceramic Tempers, Wares, Groups, Types, and Chronology 
Temper Ware Group Type n Chronology 

Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate 

Dolphin 
Head 

Dolphin Head 
Red 1 Late Classic 

Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate Vaca Falls Vaca Falls Red 3 Late to Terminal

Classic 

Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate Vaca Falls Roaring Creek 

Red 3 Late to Terminal
Classic 

Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate Vaca Falls Kaway 

Impressed 1 Terminal Classic 
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Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate 

Garbutt 
Creek 

Garbutt Creek 
Red 1 Late amd

Terminal Classic 

Carbonate Pine Ridge
Carbonate 

Mount 
Maloney 

Mount Maloney 
Black 1 Late Classic 

Carbonate Unspecified Sotero Sotero Red-
brown 1 Late Classic 

Carbonate Uaxactun
Unslipped 

Tu-Tu Camp 
Striated 

Tu-Tu Camp 
Type Tzimin 
variety 

10 Late Classic 

Carbonate Uaxactun
Unslipped Cayo 

Cayo 
(Terminal 
Variety) 

1 Terminal Classic 

Carbonate Uaxactun
Unslipped Cayo Unspecified 15 Late Classic 

Carbonate Uaxactun
Unslipped Cayo 

Alexander Type 
Alexander 
Variety 

4 Late Classic 

Carbonate Uaxactun
Unslipped Cayo 

Alexander Type 
Beaverdam 
Variety 

1 Late Classic 

Carbonate Uaxactun
Unslipped Cayo Alexander Type 

Croja Variety 1 Late Classic 

Carbonate Uaxactun
Unslipped Cayo Unspecified 

(Red) 2 Late Classic 

Carbonate Peten Gloss Achote Achote Black 6 Late Classic 

Carbonate Peten Gloss unsp. 11 

Carbonate Unsp. striated 1480 

Carbonate Unsp. plain 325 

Carbonate Unsp. red slipped 255 

Carbonate Unsp. brown 
slipped 11 

Carbonate Unsp. red and 
orange slipped 1 

Carbonate 
Unsp. black and 
cream molted 
slip 

9 

Ash British Honduras 
Volcanic Ash Belize Belize Red 11 Late Classic 

Ash British Honduras 
Volcanic Ash Belize Gallinero Fluted 1 Late Classic 

Ash British Honduras 
Volcanic Ash Belize Big Falls 

Gouged-incised 8 Late Classic 
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Ash British Honduras 
Volcanic Ash Belize 

Belize Type 
Planton-
Punctated variety 

1 Late Classic 

Ash British Honduras 
Volcanic Ash Belize Type Unsp. 119 Late Classic 

Ash British Honduras 
Volcanic Ash Belize Belize Red Type 

incised variety 3 Late Classic 

Ash Vinaceous Tawny Chunhuitz Chunhuitz 
Orange 2 Late Classic 

Ash Vinaceous Tawny Chunhuitz Benque Viejo 
Polychrome 9 Late Classic 

Ash Vinaceous Tawny Chunhuitz Type Unsp. 8 Late Classic 

Ash Vinaceous Tawny Chunhuitz Unsp. red-on-
orange slipped 1 Late Classic 

Ash Peten Gloss Palmar Cabrito Cream 5 Late Classic 

Ash Unsp. 
polychrome 80 

Ash Unsp. gouged 
polychrome 1 

Ash eroded 120 

Ash Unsp. black 
slipped 4 

Ash Unsp. red and 
black slipped 10 

I classified almost 85% of the sherds as medium preservation with only 4% (n=100) 

classified as good preservation, and 11.6% (n=292) as poor preservation (Table 5.34).  

Table 5.34. Deposit 4 Preservation 

n % 

Good 100 4 

Medium 2134 84.5 

Poor 292 11.6 

Total 2526 100 
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a) 

b) c) 

Figure 5.8. Examples of Ash wares found in Deposit 4; a) Ash Polychrome vessel (all refit); b) 
Big-Galls Gouged Incised; c) Red slipped and incised base of a cylinder (photos courtesy of Eric 
Fries). 
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Lithics.  One hundred and twenty-six lithic artifacts were found within Deposit 4.  Chert 

reduction flakes  (n=66), chert cortex removal flakes (n=33), and chert functional flake tools 

(n=18) make up over 90% of the lithic materials.  In addition to these chert objects, five obsidian 

blades (3.9%), one mano (0.8%), and one metate fragment (0.8%) were associated with the 

deposit (Table 5.35). 

Table 5.35. Deposit 4 Lithic Categories Count and Frequency 

Chert Cortex 
Removal 

Chert 
Reduction 

Flake 

Functional 
Flake 
Tools 

Obsidian 
Blades Mano Metate Total 

N % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

33 26 66 52 18 14.2 5 3.9 1 0.8 1 0.8 126 100 

Bone and Shell.  Forty-six faunal bones and shell were found.  Thirty-two of these 

(69.6%) are large mammal bones, 12 (26.1%) are of an unknown bone type, and two shells, one 

Pomacea and one unknown type, make up the deposit (Table 5.36). 

Table 5.36. Deposit 4 Bone and Shell Materials 
Large 

Mammal 
Unknown 

Bone Pomacea Unknown Shell Total 

n % n % n % n % n % 

32 69.6 12 26.1 1 2.1 1 2.1 46 100 

Prestige/Miscellaneous.  Four prestige and four miscellaneous items were identified 

within Deposit 4 (Table 5.37).  Items were considered miscellaneous if their construction did not 

warrant their classification as prestige goods but I still wanted them to remain separate from their 

respective material classes because they are unique to the deposit.  Miscellaneous items include 
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two figurine fragments (one of a human head and the other of a bird), a ceramic spindle whorl, 

and slate fragment.  I considered a jade earspool fragment, a greenstone earspool, a serrated shell 

adornment, and an intricately spiral-carved mammal bone as prestige goods.  (Figure 5.9). 

Table 5.37. Deposit 4 Prestige (*) and Miscellaneous Items Count and Frequency 

Material Type n % 

Ceramic Human Figurine head 1 12.5 
Ceramic Bird Figurine 1 12.5	  
Ceramic Spindle Whorl 1 12.5	  

Slate Fragment 1 12.5	  
Jade* Earspool 1 12.5	  

Greenstone* Earspool 1 12.5	  
Shell* Serrated Adornment 1 12.5	  

Mammal Bone* Spiral Carved Bone 1 12.5	  
Total 8 100 

a) b) c) 

d) e) 

Figure 5.9. Prestige and Miscellaneous items found in Deposit 4. a) Jade earspool fragment; b) 
greenstone earspool; c) Human figurine head; d) Bird figurine; e) Spiral carved mammal bone 
(photos courtesy of Lisa LeCount and Eric Fries). 
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Comparative Data from Actuncan 

Construction fill and refuse data came from the site of Actuncan, Belize.  The 

construction fill sampled contained 1787 artifacts, 66.1% ceramic, 31.5% chert lithics, 0.2% 

obsidian, 0.1% groundstone, 1.7% faunal bone, and 0.3% prestige items (Table 5.38).     

The refuse sampled contained 3594 artifacts, 3171 ceramic sherds (88.2%), 414 chert lithics 

(11.5%), two obsidian blades, two groundstone, and four prestige items (Table 5.39). 

	  

	  
Contextual Comparisons 

The first step in interpreting micro-scale abandonment processes of terminal deposits is to 

test for patterning in activities across all contexts based on artifact classes and other attributes.  

My first hypothesis is that if terminal deposits are ritual, then artifact class frequencies will be 

statistically different than those from construction fill and refuse contexts.  The second step is to 

determine if the terminal deposits are different from each other, which is also the next step in 

creating a typology of terminal ritual deposits.  Finally, Aguacate Uno’s deposits are 

Table 5.38. Actuncan Construction Fill Cultural Material Overview Count and Weight 

Ceramic Lithic Obsidian Ground-
stone 

Faunal 
Bone 

Human 
Bone Prestige Misc. Total 

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 
1182 66.1 563 31.5 4 0.2 2 0.1 30 1.7 0 0 6 0.3 0 0 1787 100 

Table 5.39. Actuncan Refuse Cultural Material Overview Count and Weight 

Ceramic Lithic Obsidian Ground-
stone 

Faunal 
Bone 

Human 
Bone Prestige Misc. Total

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 
3171 88.2 414 11.5 2 <0.1 2 <0.1 1 <0.1 0 0 4 0.1 0 0 3594 100 
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qualitatively compared to terminal deposit types established in my model based on previous 

research (Tables 2.3 and 2.4).  This qualititative model is based on the most significant attributes 

described for each of the four kinds of terminal ritual deposits: dedication, revisitation, 

desecratory termination, and unspecified termination. 

To test artifact class differences between contexts, SPSS was used to run multiple chi-

square tests of homogeneity.  I used the raw ceramic count for these analyses because no refit 

data was collected from the construction fill and trash contexts from Actuncan. 

Table 5.40 summarizes the total count and frequency of artifact classes found in each 

context.  The most noticeable patterning from all these data is that ceramic makes up the 

majority of all deposits.  Ceramic makes up 94.5% of Deposit 1, 69.3% of Deposit 2, 89.8% of 

Deposit 3, 93.7% of Deposit 4, 66.1% of construction fill, and 88.2% of refuse materials.  The 

chert lithic proportions provide a second indication of how the Aguacate Uno deposits differ 

from fill and refuse.  It is clear that fill has a much higher (31.5%) lithic proportion than any 

other deposit, and refuse (11.5%) lithic proportion is also much higher than all assemblages 

except Deposit 3.  While the obsidian frequencies seem relatively consistent, the obsidian count 

in Deposit 3 is substantially higher than all other deposits.  Groundstone also appears to be 

consistently found in all deposits.  Refuse has the lowest proportion of faunal bone among 

deposits, which suggests it is not a midden deposit.  It is obvious that Deposit 2 is qualitatively 

different than the rest of the deposits based on the fact that it is the only deposit with human 

bone.  Prestige item proportions are also constant across groups.  Deposit 4 is the only deposit 

with miscellaneous materials.  I think this reflects my grouping choices more than significant 

material differences because I felt that the miscellaneous materials needed to be recognized away 

from material type, even though they are not prestige items.  
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Table 5.40. Material Overview between Deposits (1, 2, 3, and 4), Fill, and Refuse Contexts 

Ceramic Lithic Obsidian Ground-
stone 

Faunal 
Bone 

Human 
Bone Prestige Misc. Total 

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Deposit 1 208 94.5 6 2.7 2 0.9 3 1.4 0 0 0 0 1 0.5 0 0 220 100 

Deposit 2 458 69.3 26 3.9 2 0.3 1 0.2 94 14.2 79 12 1 0.2 0 0 661 100 

Deposit 3 3071 89.8 282 8.3 17 0.5 3 <0.1 37 1.1 0 0 8 0.2 0 0 3418 100 

Deposit 4 2649 93.7 117 4.1 5 0.2 2 <0.1 46 1.6 0 0 4 0.1 4 0.1 2827 100 

Fill 1182 66.1 563 31.5 4 0.2 2 0.1 30 1.7 0 0 6 0.3 0 0 1787 100 

Refuse 3171 88.2 414 11.5 2 <0.1 2 <0.1 1 <0.1 0 0 4 0.1 0 0 3594 100 



92	  

Fill vs. Refuse.  To test my hypothesis that terminal deposits are different than fill and 

refuse, I began by running a chi-square test of homogeneity between fill and refuse to 

statistically determine if they are different than each other.  To do this, I had to lump together 

many of my material categories.  I lumped groundstone, obsidian, and lithic into one “lithic” 

category and faunal and human bone into a “bone” category for this test (Table 5.41).  From the 

analysis it is determined that fill and refuse are significantly different (χ 2 = 397.5, p<.001).  The 

difference is probably due to the ceramic and lithic proportions.  Compared to fill, trash has a 

higher than expected count of ceramic and a lower than expected count for lithics.  The 

difference in bone proportions most likely had an impact on this result as well.  

Table 5.41. Chi-Square Test of Homogeneity between Refuse and Fill 

Ceramic Lithic Bone Prestige Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 

Fill 1182 66.1 569 31.8 30 1.7 6 0.3 1787 100 
Refuse 3171 88.2 418 11.6 1 <0.01 4 0.1 3594 100 

χ 2 = 397.5, p<.001 

Deposit 1 vs. Fill and Refuse.  No chi-square tests for homogeneity could be run between 

Deposit 1 and fill or trash materials.  This is because material frequencies in Deposit 1 are so 

low.  No matter how much I lumped like-material categories together, the result of the outcome 

was not viable due to missing cell counts.   

Deposit 2 vs. Fill and Refuse.  To test if Deposit 2 is different than fill (Table 5.42) I had 

to lump faunal and human bone into a single “bone” category and lump obsidian and 

groundstone into the “lithic” group.  The chi-square suggests that Deposit 2 is significantly 
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different than fill (χ 2 = 499.25, p<.001).  The high bone proportion in Deposit 2 and the high 

lithic proportion in construction fill probably led to this outcome. 

Table 5.42. Chi-Square Test of Homogeneity between Deposit 2 and Fill 

Ceramic Lithic Bone Prestige Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 

Deposit 2 458 69.3 29 4.4 173 26.2 1 0.2 661 100 
Fill 1182 66.1 569 31.8 30 1.7 6 0.3 1787 100 

χ 2 = 499.25, p<.001 

To test if Deposit 2 is different than trash I had to lump categories a little differently 

because of artifact class counts.  I lumped faunal and human bone together, groundstone and 

lithic together, and obsidian and prestige together (Table 5.43).  It is this final combination that 

can be considered problematic because obsidian, although a long-distance import from 

Guatemala or Honduras, is considered a common tool when found in the form of small blades 

like those in Deposit 2 and trash.  However, the chi-square suggests that Deposit 2 is 

significantly different than refuse (χ 2 = 988.9, p<.001).  The high bone proportion in Deposit 2 

and possibly the difference in ceramic proportions led to this outcome. 

Table 5.43. Chi-Square Test of Homogeneity between Deposit 2 and Refuse 

Ceramic Lithic Bone Prestige Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 

Deposit 2 458 69.3 27 4.1 173 26.2 3 0.5 661 100 
Refuse 3171 88.2 416 11.6 1 <0.01 6 0.2 3594 100 

χ 2 = 988.9, p<.001 

Deposit 3 vs. Fill and Refuse.  To test whether Deposit 3 is different than fill I lumped 

groundstone with lithic into a “lithic” category and faunal and human bone together into a 
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general “bone” category (Table 5.44).  The chi-square suggests that Deposit 3 is significantly 

different than fill (χ 2 = 475.97, p<.001).  The differences in the ceramic and lithic proportions 

are probably what impacted this result. 

Table 5.44. Chi-Square Test of Homogeneity between Deposit 3 and Fill 

Ceramic Lithic Obsidian Bone Prestige Total 
n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Deposit 3 3071 89.8 285 8.3 17 0.5 37 1.1 8 0.2 3418 100 

Fill 1182 66.1 565 31.6 4 0.2 30 1.7 6 0.3 1787 100 

χ 2 = 475.97, p<.001 

To test if Deposit 3 is different than trash I did not have to combine any of the original 

artifact classes (Table 5.45).  The chi-square suggests that Deposit 3 is significantly different 

than refuse (χ 2 = 69.744, p<.001).  This result is probably caused by the difference in lithic 

proportions but obsidian and faunal bone proportions could have also impacted the result. 

Table 5.45. Chi-Square Test of Homogeneity between Deposit 3 and Refuse 

Ceramic Lithic Obsidian Ground- 
stone 

Faunal 
Bone Prestige Total 

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 
Deposit 

3 3071 89.8 282 8.3 17 0.5 3 0.1 37 1.1 8 0.2 3418 100 

Refuse 3171 88.2 414 11.5 2 0.1 2 0.1 1 <0.01 4 0.1 3594 100 

χ 2 = 69.744, p<.001 

Deposit 4 vs. Fill and Refuse.  To determine if Deposit 4 was different than fill I had to 

combine groundstone and lithic into a general “lithic” category, and faunal and human bone into 
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a general “bone” category.  I put the miscellaneous items into their specific material class or the 

prestige group.  So, I put the ceramic spindle whorl in ceramic, the slate fragment in lithic, and I 

put the two figurines in the prestige column (Table 5.46).  Deposit 4 and fill are significantly 

different (χ 2 = 653.7, p<.001).  The ceramic and lithic proportions appear to have caused this 

result. 

Table 5.46. Chi-Square Test of Homogeneity between Deposit 4 and Fill 

Ceramic Lithic Obsidian Bone Prestige Total 
n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Deposit 4 2650 93.7 120 4.2 5 0.2 46 1.6 6 0.2 2827 100 

Fill 1182 66.1 565 31.6 4 0.2 30 1.7 6 0.3 1787 100 

χ 2 = 653.7, p<.001 

To determine if Deposit 4 was different than trash I combined obsidian, groundstone, and 

lithic into one “lithic” category and I combined faunal and human bone into one “bone” category 

(Table 5.47).  The results suggest that Deposit 4 and refuse are significantly different (χ 2 = 

158.865, p<.001).  Like with fill, it seems that the ceramic and lithic proportions and possibly the 

bone proportions led to this outcome.   

Table 5.47. Chi-Square Test of Homogeneity between Deposit 4 and Refuse 

Ceramic Lithic Bone Prestige Total 
n % n % n % n % n % 

Deposit 4 2650 93.7 125 4.4 46 1.6 6 0.2 2827 100 

Refuse 3171 88.2 418 11.6 1 <0.01 4 0.1 3594 100 

χ 2 = 158.865, p<.001 
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In sum, the chi-square tests suggest that my hypothesis was correct.  Deposits 2, 3, and 4 

are significantly different than fill and refuse.  Deposit 1 will be discussed in the next chapter 

when I summarize qualitative and quantitative analyses. 

Aguacate Uno Deposit Comparisons.  To test my second hypothesis concerning the 

differences between the four Aguacate Uno terminal ritual deposits, chi-square tests of 

homogeneity were run between deposits on artifact class frequencies or ceramic attributes.  The 

first test examined any differences in primary vessel form between deposits (Table 5.48).  There 

is a significant difference in primary vessel forms between Deposits 2, 3, and 4 (χ 2 = 90.93, 

p<.001).  Deposit 4 has a much higher proportion of vases than the other two deposits.  Jars 

appear constant across deposits.  Deposit 3 has a higher proportion of bowls, especially 

compared to Deposit 4.  Deposit 2 has a higher proportion of dishes and plates, especially 

compared to Deposit 4.  I was still unable to statistically compare Deposit 1 due to low material 

frequencies.  The significantly higher frequency of vases in Deposit 4 and serving bowls in 

Deposit 3 further suggest that these deposits are not consistent with normal refuse assemblages 

and that the activities that produced them are different in some way than those of everyday life. 

Table 5.48. Chi-Square Test of Homogeneity between Deposit Vessels Forms 
Vase Jar Bowl Dish/Plate Total 

n % n % n % n % n % 

Deposit 2 2 10.5 5 26.3 8 42.1 4 21.1 19 100 

Deposit 3 6 4.7 35 27.6 68 53.5 18 14.2 127 100 

Deposit 4 80 48.2 51 30.7 28 16.9 7 4.2 166 100 

χ 2 = 90.93, p<.001 



97	  

Next, I wanted to test preservation between groups (Table 5.49).  This could indicate in 

what state deposits were left after deposition.  Deposit 1 is expected to have the best preservation 

because it was intentionally covered up presumably immediately after deposition.  When 

compared all together, there is a significant difference in preservation between deposits (χ 2 = 

517.23, p<.001).  This significance holds (p<.001) when deposits were compared two-by-two.  

These differences are mostly seen in poor preservation proportions.  The test did not support the 

hypothesized result, that Deposit 1 would be the best preserved because it was intentionally 

covered, instead the statistical analyses point to the fact that Deposit 3 is the best preserved.  This 

variable is problematic to test because it was subjectively determined.  I was more likely to 

assign sherds medium preservation when unsure which most likely does not fit the actual 

materials. 

Table 5.49. Chi-Square Test of Homogeneity for Subjective Preservation 
Good Medium Poor Total 

n % n % n % n % 
Deposit 1 2 1.5 80 60.6 50 37.9 132 100 
Deposit 2 5 1.4 139 39.7 206 58.9 350 100 
Deposit 3 130 4.3 2381 78.8 509 16.9 3020 100 
Deposit 4 100 3.9 2134 84.5 292 11.5 2526 100 

χ 2 = 517.23, p<.001 

Deposits 3 and 4.  Deposit 3 and 4 are the most problematic when determining 

differences in the activities that produced them because there are no identifying contextual 

attributes to suggest specific intentions. When I examined the artifact class differences between 

them (Table 5.50) I found that they are significantly different (χ 2 = 50.53, p<.001).  This 

difference appears to be caused by differences in ceramic and lithic proportions.  Deposit 3 has a 
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higher than expected lithic proportion and Deposit 4 has a higher than expected ceramic 

proportion. 

Table 5.50 Chi-Square Test of Homogeneity between Deposit 3 and Deposit 4 

Ceramic Lithic Obsidian Bone Prestige Total 
n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Deposit 4 2650 93.7 120 4.2 5 0.2 46 1.6 6 0.2 2827 100 

Deposit 3 3071 89.8 285 8.3 17 0.5 37 1.1 8 0.2 3418 100 

χ 2 = 50.53, p<.001 

Count to Weight Ratios as an Index of Purposeful Vessel Smashing.  One of the many 

assumptions concerning terminal ritual deposits is that they contain larger and more abundant 

sherds compared to fill and refuse.  This is because it is believed that most of these deposits are 

formed through the in-situ smashing of ceramic vessels.  If this is true then, on average, ritual 

deposits should contain larger sherds because unlike fill and trash, the broken pots have not been 

eroded, mixed, and redeposited over time.  It should be possible to identify this phenomenon in 

the relationship between count and weight of sherds within deposits.  Thus, if the count to weight 

ratio in deposits is low then there are, on average, larger ceramic sherds than if the count to 

weight ratio is high.  For example, if a deposit has 90 sherds weighing 100 grams (90/100= 0.9) 

then the count to weight ratio is higher than a deposit that has five sherds weighing 100 grams 

(5/100= 0.05). 

To examine this relationship I used the individual ceramic cases count and weights, not 

the total count and weight, from each deposit to run correlations and regressions. Because the 

distributions of count and weight for all of the contexts were abnormally distributed, I 
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normalized their distributions using the log transformation in SPSS.  This transformation caused 

the count and weight distributions of Deposits 1, 2, and fill to be normal but the count 

distributions of Deposits 3, 4, and trash remained abnormal.  From this point I was able to test if 

count and weight correlate within each deposit but could only examine variance through linear 

regression on the normally distributed data.  Count and weight in all deposits were expected to 

have strong correlations considering counts of things always have weights.  It was surprising to 

find that most of the correlations were moderate.  Pearson Correlation coefficients (r) were 

determined from normally distributed Deposit 1, 2, and fill while Spearman Correlation 

coefficients (rho) were determined from the non-parametric data of Deposits 3, 4, and trash.  

Count and weight in Deposit 1(r=.594, p<.001) and Deposit 2 (r=.542, p<.001) were moderately 

correlated and significant, while count and weight in fill strongly correlated (r=.891, p<.001).  

Count and weight correlations in Deposit 3 (rho=.582, p<.001), Deposit 4 (rho=.548, p<.001), 

and trash (rho=.682, p=.001) were all moderate and significant.  Moderate correlations suggest 

that there may be different depositional practices occurring in terminal ritual deposits compared 

to that of fill but this remains unclear from the statistical test.     

 A linear regression analysis could be run between Deposit 1, Deposit 2, and Fill to 

explore the impact of count on weight variance (Figure 5.10).  Regressions on all three deposits 

were significant (p<.001); however, the scatter plot indicates that fill has on average a lower 

count to weight ratio than Deposits 1 and 2.  This is unexpected considering Deposit 1 and 2 both 

included in-situ ceramic smashing, evidenced by reconstructable whole vessels.  But this result 

may be due to the fact that 79.3% of the variance in ceramic weight is explained by count in fill 

(r2= .793), whereas only 35.3% and 29.4% of the variance in ceramic weight is explained by 

count in Deposit 1 (r2= .353) and Deposit 2 (r2= .294) respectively.  While it is unclear what 
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causes this discrepancy, it does indicate other variables are involved in the variance of Deposit 1 

and Deposit 2’s sherd weights other than counts.  

Figure 5.10. Scatter plot of Deposit 1, Deposit 2, and fill log transformed count and weight 
values with regression lines.  
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Chapter 6: Conclusions 

This study provides an outline for the analysis and classification of terminal ritual 

deposits found at Aguacate Uno, Belize, to better understand the micro-scale processes of the 

Classic Maya collapse that occurred across the lowlands during the Late and Terminal Classic 

periods.  Terminal ritual deposits are artifact assemblages consistently found and associated with 

abandonment at sites.  Archaeologists are still trying to understand the activities that produced 

these assemblages and have proposed two general theories of activities that created them: the 

accumulation of refuse and ritual activities.   

One way to resolve the ambiguities of terminal deposits is to quantitatively distinguish 

them from regular artifact assemblages so that they can be confidently interpreted and discussed 

as ritual.  I created a model of terminal ritual deposits by inferring material correlates from ritual 

type attributes found in the literature.  The results of the analysis of four Aguacate Uno terminal 

ritual deposits suggests that differences in ritual practices proposed in the literature do exist and 

therefore support my model. 

By examining and comparing the context and contents of the four deposits found at 

Aguacate Uno, I can begin to infer the nature of abandonment practices and their purpose.  It is 

determined statistically that the contents of Deposits 2, 3, and 4 are significantly different than 

construction fill and trash.  This suggests that these artifact assemblages are in fact ritual 

residues.  While the sampling procedure was not perfect in obtaining this result, I suggest that it 

is a needed step to confidently discuss the terminal deposits at Aguacate Uno.  In the  
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future contents of the deposits should be tested against fill and trash contexts found at Aguacate 

Uno to provide a better comparative sample.  If possible, these fill and trash contexts should 

come from the same relative Late to Terminal Classic period in case material deposition within 

these contexts changed through time. 

Deposit 1 was found on the interior floor of an intentionally filled elite building, 

Structure A-4.  I was unable to determine if Deposit 1 contents were statistically different than 

construction fill and refuse.  However, the contextual data from this deposit provides a strong 

argument to interpret the practices that resulted in its deposition.  The limestone marl and block 

fill used to bury this building was relatively sterile of artifacts, which suggests that this fill was 

intentionally different than the make-up of other kinds of fill, especially that analyzed from 

Actuncan.  Additionally, the material frequency and location of Deposit 1 is very different than 

that expected of trash, which is often composed of diverse and abundant materials deposited 

outside rooms.  Instead Deposit 1 only contained 220 artifacts and was found inside Structure A-

4. 

The contextual data also can be used to make the argument that Deposit 1 is in fact a 

reverential termination of Structure A-4.  Deposit 1 was located on the floor of Structure A-4, 

and sterile marl and other materials covered it.  The intentional filling of Structure A-4 showed 

no signs of violent or desecratory actions.  In contrast, it appears that the goal of the ancient 

Maya was to preserve the architectural elements inside the structure—mainly the large masonry 

bench.  The interior plaster surfaces were very well preserved and some portions of plaster on the 

bench and southwestern wall even maintained their original red paint.  The ritual smashing of the 

Cabrito Cream vase along with the deposition of broken lithic artifacts and other smashed 

ceramics suggests that the event reverentially “killed” the power of Structure A-4.  It is assumed 
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that this “power” may have been located within the bench, possibly in the form of a cache or 

burial; however, the bench was looted between the 2010 and 2011 field seasons, therefore this 

assumption cannot be tested.  The same type of reverential termination—filling of elite 

structures—has been found at many sites in Belize including Minanha and La Milpa (Iannone 

2005; Hammond and Tourtellot 2004). 

Deposit 2 was found on the summit of the elite residential compound Structure A-3 in 

front of the eastern interior courtyard wall.  Interpreting Deposit 2 poses a somewhat different 

problem.  Deposit 2 contents show contradictions to my material correlate models created in 

Chapter 2 (Tables 2.2 and 2.3).  There is clear evidence that human bone, especially teeth, was 

scattered within the deposit matrix.  Based on Harrison-Buck’s (2012) and Pagliaro and 

colleagues (2003) works, it can be suggested that human bone alone designates Deposit 2 as a 

desecratory termination.  However, the presence of two vessels, one presumably placed within 

the deposit, complicated my interpretation of this deposit because the presence of whole vessels 

signifies dedication or revisitation rituals.  The placed Chunhuitz vessel had two missing sections 

including one that was possibly punched out to “kill” the pot.  The other vessel was found in a 

distinct cluster, and it had one large portion missing.  Therefore, it is unclear if this vessel was 

smashed in-situ or had initially been placed on the floor with the other whole vessel but later 

smashed by erosion processes.  Either situation supports the idea that the vessel was ritually 

killed.  While there was no evidence of desecration, such as defaced stones and burned floors or 

artifacts, the killed pots along with the scattered bone leads me to interpret Deposit 2 as a 

desecratory termination ritual.  I remain cautious about this classification but bearing in mind 

that no other human bone was identified within the other Aguacate Uno deposits it is clear that 
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Deposit 2 is different from the others.  Therefore, the human bone should be weighted strongly in 

interpreting the activities that produced Deposit 2. 

Deposits 3 and 4 are the most ambiguous, both contextually and materially; therefore, 

they are the most difficult deposits to interpret.  Deposit 3 was found above the southern stairway 

leading into the B-Group medial terrace and Deposit 4 was found in the southeast corner of the 

B-Group medial terrace.  Compared to each other they are significantly different in ceramic and 

lithic proportions, as well as primary vessel forms.  Almost half (48%) of the primary vessel 

forms found in Deposit 4 are ash ware vases, while over half (53.5%) of the primary vessel 

forms in Deposit 3 are bowls.  Deposit 4 had a significantly higher ceramic proportion (93.7%) 

than Deposit 3 (89.9%) but Deposit 3 had a significantly higher lithic proportion (8.3%) than 

Deposit 4 (4.2%).  Overall, the cultural materials found in Deposit 4 can be considered more 

indicative of elite, ritual or other special activities than those in Deposit 3.  There was a very high 

proportion of polychrome and other decorated types of ceramic sherds in Deposit 4 as compared 

to Deposit 3.  In addition, other special items were found including jade, figurines, and worked 

shell and bone.  The only special items in Deposit 3 were shell adornments.  It is still unclear 

what these material differences might mean. 

According to my model there are two distinguishing materials found in Deposit 3 that 

may help determine the ritual purpose, obsidian and faunal bone.  The presence of these items 

suggest that Deposit 3 was a revisitation deposit; however, the lack of discreet offering areas and 

the spread of ceramic above the stairs go against this interpretation.  Furthermore, the 

proportions of obsidian and faunal bone between Deposit 3 and 4 are relatively equal (Deposit 3 

obsidian= 0.5%; Deposit 3 faunal bone= 1.1%; Deposit 4 obsidian= 0.5%; Deposit 4 faunal 

bone= 1.6%) suggesting these materials are not the distinguishing features between them. 
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Contextually, both these deposits were found associated with the northern B-Group 

complex on the site.  This juxtaposition suggests that the ancient Maya may have created both 

deposits to terminate this structure.  Deposit 3 blocked the entrance to the medial terrace, and 

Deposit 4 terminated interior spaces.  No evidence for desecration rituals were found associated 

with either deposit.  I classify both deposits as unspecified termination rituals because the 

evidence available does not suggest any of the other terminal ritual deposit categories posited in 

the literature. 

It is important to note that the context of Deposit 3, which was located above the stairway 

but not directly on top of it, could indicate other abandonment processes at the site.  As 

discussed, the spatial position of the B-Group does not follow an expected site layout.  It is 

possible that the B-Group had already fallen into disuse prior to the time of site abandonment.  

This scenario would explain the soil accumulation over the stairway before the deposition of 

Deposit 3.  Therefore, Deposit 3 and 4 could have been placed to ultimately terminate the 

memory of the building.  Obviously, a lot more evidence is needed to support this hypothesis. 

To strengthen interpretations about terminal ritual deposits I suggest that analyses and 

classifications of them should be done at the site-specific level so that material variability in 

abandonment rituals can be accounted for and compared.  I further suggest that site-specific 

ritual comparisons can indicate more specific micro-scale processes of abandonment that have 

the potential to contribute to regional interpretations of macro-scale processes of the collapse. 
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Macro-scale Abandonment Processes at Aguacate Uno 

While it is still unclear why these types of deposits are so prevalent at Aguacate Uno, the 

evidence provided by the four terminal ritual deposits found at the site suggests two modes of 

abandonment by people and possibly groups.  The first mode of abandonment exhibited is the 

reverential termination of Structure A-4.  This is coupled with the desecratory termination at the 

summit of Structure A-3.  Both Structure A-4 and A-3 are considered part of an elite residential 

compound where Structure A-4 functioned as some kind of ancillary structure to the main 

building Structure A-3.  These findings are very interesting because they suggest that the elite 

architectural group was differentially abandoned. 

Unfortunately, based on the relative ceramic dates from both deposits, it is unclear when 

and what type of terminal ritual—reverential or desecratory—occurred first.  However, 

considering the macro-scale processes of abandonment examined at other sites in Chapter 2, I 

posit that Structure A-4 was reverentially terminated first, most likely by an elite group prior or 

during the downfall of ruling power.  At Xunantunich (Yaeger 2010), the desecratory 

termination of the elite residence signals a revitalization of local groups after the fall of the site’s 

divine king.  The desecratory termination of Aguacate Uno’s elite residence exhibited in Deposit 

2 may reflect a similar act, one that was aimed against the ruling elite.  This scenario supports a 

shift in social organization at Aguacate Uno during the Late to Terminal Classic periods similar 

to that seen at other central Belizean sites. 

Coinciding with the termination of the elite group in the south was the termination of the 

B-Group in the north.  As mentioned, neither reverential nor desecratory terminations can be 

confidently inferred from Deposits 3 and 4.  While there were more Terminal Classic ceramic 
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types identified within these deposits compared to Deposits 1 and 2, more evidence is needed to 

confidently order the rituals at the site. 

In sum, the terminal ritual deposits at Aguacate Uno support the interpretation that the 

site was differentially abandoned during the Late to Terminal Classic periods.  There is evidence 

of a shift in social organization at the site during this time, which is exhibited by the reverential 

and desecratory termination of the elite residential group.  Finally, it is possible that the B-Group 

was the last structure to be terminated, at least among the four sampled deposits.  These 

processes mirror those found at other sites discussed in Chapter 2 and provide a base for future 

research about macro-scale processes of the collapse within the Aguacate region.  
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Appendix A 

 

Table A.1. Aguacate Uno Sampled Contexts. 

Catalogue  # Operation Structure/Area Context Unit Level Lot 
4-51 4A Str. A4 On Floor 2 5  
4-76 4A Str. A4 On Floor 6 3  
4-54 4A Str. A4 On Floor 2 5  
4-90 4A Str. A4 On Bench 7 2  
4-83 4A Str. A4 On Floor 6 3  
4-70 4A Str. A4 On Floor 3 3  
4-73 4A Str. A4 On Floor 3 3  
4-15 4A Str. A4 On Floor 2 5  
4-56 4A Str. A4 On Floor 2 5 3 
4-50 4A Str. A4 On Floor 2 5  
4-53 4A Str. A4 On Floor 2 5  
4-109 4A Str. A4 On Floor 5 4  

87 4A Str. A4 On Bench 7 2  
106 4A Str. A4 On Floor 3 3  
105 4A Str. A4 On Floor 3 3  
108 4A Str. A4 On Floor 5 4  
98 4A Str. A4 On Floor 6 3  
44 4A Str. A4 On Floor 2 5  
103 4A Str. A4 On Floor 5 4  

4-103 4A Str. A4 On Bench 7 2  
182 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5  
183 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5  
217 10D Str. A3 On Wall 2 3  
168 10D Str. A3 Above Floor 1 4  
185 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5  
144 10D Str. A3 Above Floor 1 4 1 

Not Assigned 10D Str. A3 Above Floor 1 4 1 
233 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5 1 
177 10D Str. A3 Above Floor 1 4 1 
147 10D Str. A3 Above Floor 1 4 1 
234 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5  
223 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5  
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229 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5  
214 10D Str. A3 On Floor 3 3  
166 10D Str. A3 Above Floor 1 4 1 
207 10D Str. A3 On Floor 3 3  
204 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5  
148 10D Str. A3 Above Floor 1 4 1 
164 10D Str. A3 Above Floor 1 4 1 
203 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5  
188 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5  
189 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5  
184 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5  
159 10D Str. A3 Above Floor 1 4  
250 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5 1 
149 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5  
155 10D Str. A3 Above Floor 1 4  
248 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5  
249 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5  

Not Assigned 10D Str. A3 Above Floor 1 4  
245 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5  
146 10D Str. A3 Above Floor 1 4 1 
150 10D Str. A3 Above Floor 1 4 1 

Not Assigned 10D Str. A3 Above Floor 1 4 1 
205 10D Str. A3 On Floor 1 5  
212 10D Str. A3 On Floor 3 3  

11-109 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
11-64 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
11-104 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
11-101 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
11-66 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
11-99 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
11-68 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
11-67 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
11-147 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 

52 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
72 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
93 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
95 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
180 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
92 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
53 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
112 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
80 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
134 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
129 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
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189 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
199 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
57 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
50 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
237 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
97 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
187 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
110 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
74 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
75 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
76 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
106 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
77 11A Str. B1 Stairs Special Deposit 1 1 2 3 
251 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
266 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3  
268 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
274 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
269 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
262 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
291 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
297 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3  
263 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3  
260 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
273 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3  
284 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
282 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
289 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
267 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
276 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
341 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
307 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3  
292 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3  
296 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3  
279 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
319 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3  
294 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3  

Not Assigned 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3  
313 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
318 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3  
316 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
244 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3  
314 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
278 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
243 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
305 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
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270 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3  
259 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3  
245 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
327 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
269 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
391 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
260 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
245 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3  
323 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
321 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
329 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
322 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3  
265 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
324 11C Str. B1 SE Corner Above Floor 1 3 1 
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Appendix B 

 

Table B.1. Actuncan Sampled Fill Contexts  

Operation Structure Analytical Unit Unit/Lot Sampled 
22 19 Fill Under Stairway 1 B/4 
22 19 Mixed Fill Under Medial Terrace JJJ/5-8 
22 19 Cobble Fill Over Stairway 2 M/3, N/1, O/1&2, P/1&2, 

Q/1&2, R/1&2 
22 19 Limestone Fill Room 3 S/3&4, T/2-5, U/3&4, V/3, 

W/2&3, X/3&4, EE/2&3, HH/3, 
VV/2&3, XX/2&3, CCC/2&3, 
HHH/2&3 

22 19 Limestone Fill Room 2 CC/3, DD/3, FF/3, GG/3, II/3, 
JJ/3 

	  

	  

Table B.2. Actuncan Sampled Refuse Contexts 

Operation Area Analytical Unit Unit/Lot Sampled 
30 West Plaza West Plaza Refuse A/3-5&7, B/3-5 
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