28. Chalcatzingo in a Broader Perspective

DAVID C. GROVE

Although various chapters in this book
have occasionally commentedupon Chal-
catzingo’s interactions with other areas of
Mesoamerica, the major emphasis has
been on the site itself. It would be diffi-
cult, however, to discuss Chalcatzingo
without considering contemporaneous
developments in Central Mexico, the
Gulf Coast, and Mesoamerica in general.
Thus, this chapter begins with summary
discussions, placing Chalcatzingo within
larger frameworks. It concludes by re-
viewing various hypotheses which have
heen previously offered for the develop-
ment of Chalcatzingo and with a presen-
tation of my own personal observations
and hypotheses, Admittedly there are oc-
casional conflicts or contradictions in the
reconstruction, at least some of which [
must attribute to the nature of the data
and the unfortunate lack of comparative
archaeological data elsewhere.

INTERACTIONS WITH OTHER
AREAS

Chalcatzingo and the Central
Highlands

Early Formative settlements in Morelos
and the Valley of Mexico consisted pri-
marily of hamlets and small villages. No
large centers have heen defined for this
early period. Throughout the region the
ceramic assemblage is characterized by
Red-on-Brown “exotic bottles,” and D2,
K, and red-slipped hollow D-K figurines.
A minor component (less than 10 per-
cent)of the assernblage consists of vessels
with so-called Olmec iconographic mo-
tifs (“jaguar-paw-hand” and “fire ser-
pent”! and haby-face C9 figurines. This
minor component occurs on all settle-
ment levels from solitary rural residences
to villages, here as well as elsewhere in
Mesoamerica. It does not seem to be in-
dicative necessarily of Gulf Coast con-
tacts or influences {Flannery and Marcus
1976b; Grove 1974a).

While regional variation exists within
this Morelos—Valley of Mexico ceramic
assemblage, the far stronger similarities
allow the identification of a “Tlatilco
culture” interaction sphere encompass-
ing this area. Economic interaction be-
tween villages within this sphere can be
inferred not only from certain of the
exotic ceramics (which may have been
manufactured at only a few production
villages) but also through obsidian analy-
sis. Characterization of obsidian from
sites within the sphere shows it to be
mainly from the Otumba {Teotihuacan
Valley) and Paredén sources {Charlton,
Grove, and Hopke 1978). These sources
were apparently controlled by villages
within the interaction sphere.

The Amate phase artifact assemblage
from Chalcatzingo contains Red-on-
Brown “exotic bottle” sherds [Cuautla
Red-Slipped, Chapter 13}, 12 and C9
figurines (Chapter 14}, and Paredén and
Otumba obsidian (Chapter 23], indicat-
ing that the site was within the “Tlatilco
culture” interaction sphere. At the same
time, Del Prado Pink sherds, identical to
those in surface collections from the site
of Las Bocas in the Iziicar de Matamoros
Valley to the east, indicate some form of
interaction with that area as well. The
ceramics from Las Bocas, apparently typi-
cal of Early Formative ceramics from the
Iziicar de Matamoros Valley in general,
have been incorrectly associated in the
literature with the Tlatilco culture as-
semblage (e.g, Coe 1965a). Although
some similarities exist, enough major
differences are present to indicate that
Las Bocas ceramics are part of a different
interaction sphere. Chalcatzingo is ap-
parently situated at the eastern extent of
the Tlatilco culture interaction sphere
and on the western border of the Iziicar
{Las Bocas) sphere.

In contrast to the cultural cohesive-
ness in Morelos and the Valley of Mexico
area during the Early Formative, when

we can speak of a Tlatilco culture inter-
action sphere (demonstrated in ceram-
ics and obsidian), greater intra-regional
variation occurs during the Middle For-
mative period. Shared ceramic attributes
within the region include white-slipped
vessels decorated with the double-line-
break motif and some basic figurine
types, such as C1-C7. In fact, it is pri-
marily in the figurines that Morelos—
Valley of Mexico similarities are most
apparent.

The Middle Formative period 15 not
well documented in the archaeology of
central Mexico. Comparative published
materials come primarily from El Arbo-
lillo and Zacatenco {Vaillant 1930; 1935|
and Atlamica [McBride 1974}, and intra-
regional differences are apparent 1n these
collections. The nature of these com-
munities remains virtually unknown, al-
though some inferences can be made
with El Arbolillo data. Wall lines and
burials uncovered in El Arbolillo Trench
C (Vaillant 1935:Fig. 8) seem to repre-
sent the remains of a house foundation
and the house’s subfloor interments.
Most of the Trench C graves were slab-
covered and/or lined, making them very
similar to the crypt graves of Chalca-
tzingo’s PC Structure 1. A pair of jade
earspools was discovered with a non-
crypt infant burial in Trench C, and
George C. Vaillant (1935: 175} notes that
the burials from this trench were richer
than others recovered, By analogy to Chal-
catzingo, the Trench C structure seems to
represent the remains of an elite resi-
dence. The other burials recovered by
Vaillant at the site would thus be the
remains of lesser-ranking individuals.
The lack of architectural features with
or near these other burials suggests
that they may not be residential subfloor
Interments.

Crypt {“cist”} elite graves are also
known from La Venta [P. Drucker 1952
67-71). While the use of such bunal
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embellishment at Chalcatzingo could
be taken as evidence of Gulf Coast in-
fluence, the presence of crypt graves at
El Arbolillo as well suggests that crypt
graves for elite individuals may have been
a relatively widespread practice.

One problem in understanding the po-
sition of Chalcatzingo within the larger
scope of central Mexico during the Mid-
dle Formative lies with the nature of the
site of Cuicuilco at that time. This site,
in the southwest Valley of Mexico, was
the major Late Formative period center
in the Valley of Mexico prior to 100 Bc.
However, 1ts size and importance during
the Middle Formative are uncertain. Rob-
ert Heizer and James Bennyhotf {1972}
interpret the data from their limited
excavations there to indicate that Cui-
cuilco had been a large Middle Formative
ceremonial center with platform mounds
and pyramids. But the Cuicuilco excava-
tion data and chronology present numer-
ous problems. Much of the excavated
matenal comes from mxed levels, and
while there may have been a Middle For-
mative community at Cuicuilco, the size
and architectural component of that
commumty are still very uncertain.

If Heizer and Bennyhoff are correct,
then the presence of such a large cen-
ter contemporaneous to Chalcatzingo
but with more numerous and elaborate
architecture would necessitate a recon-
sideration of Chalcatzingo’s role in the
highlands. The Chalcatzingo antecedents
hypothesized for Cuicuilco by Heizer
and Bennyhoff (1972:98) are no longer
tenable 1n terms of new data from both
the Valley of Mexico and Morelos. Recon-
struction of Chalcatzingo’s non-ritual
functions later in this chapter is based on
the assumption that Cuicuilco was not a
large center at the time Chalcatzingo
was at its prime. It is possible, however,
that Cuicuilco’s growth did take place
during the Middle Formative period. If
50, the ascendency of that center 1in the
southwestern Valley of Mexico may be
partially responsible for Chalcatzingo’s
decline,

If viewed solely on 1ts ceramuc and figu-
nine inventory, with no thought to monu-
mental art and greenstone artifacts,
Middle Formative Chalcatzingo has to be
classified as culturally central Mexican.
As in the Early Formative period, the
site’s strongest ties outside of the Rio
Amatzinac Valley were with the Valley of
Mexico, but with additional interaction
with the Izicar de Matamoros Valley and
western Puebla. The Izdcar de Matamo-

ros interaction is particularly demon-
strated by the C8 figurines found in that
area, and general ties with western Pue-
bla are suggested by Pavon Fine Grey ce-
ramics. Not only are grey ceramics more
common in the Puebla area {as well as
Qaxaca, and, as noted in Chapter 13,
they are found on the Gulf Coast as
well), but thin-section analyses {Chapter
13} show Pavon Fine Grey to have a clay
body with aplastics derived from meta-
morphic rocks. Metamorphic rocks oc-
cur in a band across the southern part of
the state of Puebla, starting almost at the
Rio Amatzinac Valley and running east-
ward. Some occur in the area of the lza-
car de Matamoros Valley.

Chalcatzingo and the Gulf Coast

The similarity of Chalcatzingo’s bas-
relief carvings to those of the Gulf Coast
Olmec has long been recognized. A num-
ber of other artifacts recovered by our
excavations likewise have Gulf Coast
counterparts and are mentioned in vari-
ous chapters of this book. It is obviously
important that these Olmec traits at the
site be viewed in a balanced perspective
and be neither overemphasized (as is
normally the case) nor completely dis-
missed. These traits are briefly reviewed
here, and later in this chapter they will
be used in discussing the validity of a
number of hypotheses concerning the
nature of Chalcatzingo.

As mentioned frequently throughout
this book, the Middle Formative period
ceramics from Chalcatzingo and the Rio
Amatzinac Valley include a component
which is not found in the rest of the cen-
tral Mexican highlands and which I have
used to define the Rio Amatzinac Valley
as the local interaction area of Chalca-
tzingo. Included in this ceramic compo-
nent are Peralta Orange ceramics, Pavon
Fine Grey ceramics, three-pronged bra-
ziers, and CB8 portrait figurines. Traits
found at Chaleatzingo (but whose distri-
bution elsewhere in the valley is uncer-
tain) include the placement of cantaritos
within small bowls as mortuary furni-
ture for some higher-ranked individuals,
and animal whistles depicting opossums,
etc., with paws over their muzzles. Each
artifact type of this component is vir-
tually absent at other highland sites
but can be found on the Gulf Coast [see
Chapter 13).

Artifacts other than ceramics can be
added to the list of Gulf Coast traits.
Chapter 17 discusses a variety of jade ar-
tifacts, such as T-shaped and duck-bill

pendants, which replicate pendants from
La Venta in form. At the same time, no
large celt offerings such as were found at
La Venta {P. Drucker, Heizer, and Squier
1959:133-146, 174-189} or even San
Isidro, Chiapas (Lowe 1981) were found
in our excavations. With few exceptions
there is nothing spectacular about the
jade recovered. Rumaors exist of an “en-
graved green axe” found by a visiting
schoolteacher (who when located and in-
terviewed denied any such find). Frans
Feuchtwanger (personal communication|
recalls that a jade figure in the collection
of the National Museum of Anthropol-
ogy (Pohorilenko 1972.: Fig. 68} was origi-
nally provenienced in museum records as
from Chalcatzingo, but this remains un-
verified by us. In Chapter 17, Charlotte
Thomson suggests that the dearth of jade
at the site may indicate that Chalca-
tzingo had only minor religious and eco-
nomic importance to the Gulf Coast.
Other data do not bear this out. It is
more probable that Gulf Coast control
and demand for jade effectively relegated
Chalcatzingo to the role of intermediary
rather than consumer of this and other
exotic materials.

Middle Formative pennod Gulf Coast
centers are notable for their mound ar-
chitecture, which includes both long
platform mounds flanking plazas and, oc-
casionally, pyramid-like structures (e.g.,
Bove 1978: Map A; Coe and Diehl 1980:
Map 2; P. Drucker, Heizer, and Squier
1959 :frontispiece, Fig. 4). Mound and
plaza arrangements at this time were not
unique to the Gulf Coast but occurred in
Chiapas as well (Lowe 1977:224-226).
In the central highlands of Mexico, how-
ever, long platform mounds are currently
known only from Chalcatzingo and the
Rio Amatzinac Valley. As mentioned ear-
lier, the evidence for public architecture
at Cuicuilco is extremely tenuous.

The inspirational source of Chalcatzin-
go's mound architecture has not yet been
determined, and in one sense presents
a paradox. PC Structure 4d, the 70 m
long Cantera phase platform mound, re-
sembles the long platform mounds in the
Olmecheartland. However, this mound is
only the final stage of several mound re-
buildings, with the earliest mound (Ser.
4a) apparently dating to the Amate phase
{see Chapters 4 and 6). Evidence of signifi-
cant interaction between the Gulf Coast
and Chalcatzingo (specifically] during
the Amate phase is lacking. Whether the
Amate phase Structure 4a was an in-
digenous development or Gulf Coast—
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inspired cannot presently be determined.

There is little question that Chalca-
tzingo’s reliefs contain a multitude of sty-
listic similarities to Gulf Coast monu-
mental art. These similarities are not
simply iconographic but also extend to
the types of monuments, to the tech-
niques of manufacture, and to the monu-
ments’ ultimate disposition {mutilation).
At the same time, strong dissimilarities
are present in the art, and the same dis-
similarities can be found in the monu-
mental art at sites such as Chalchuapa,
and San Miguel Amuco. In fact these dif-
ferences are so standardized that an Ol-
mec “frontier art style” can be distin-
guished {Kann and Grove 1980). At all of
these “frontier” sites, including Chalca-
tzingo, there are no local antecedents to
bas-relief rock art. The concept and tech-
niques were imported fully developed.
The similarities and standardized dis-
similarities to the Olmec heartland style,
together with the inescapable fact that
only the Gulf Coast is known to have a
monumental art carving tradition, imply
that the variant “frontier” art style was
specifically taught as a separate style on
the Gulf Coast and disseminated out-
ward from there.

Olmec monumental art, whether in
the heartland or in its frontier variant,
was meant to communicate a set of ideas
and messages to those viewing it. The
presence of a separate style for sites out-
side the Gulf Coast, to communicate
ideas somewhat different from those
presented on Gulf Coast monuments,
suggests that the frontier monuments’
messages were directed to non-Olmec
audiences. It is also highly important to
recognize that for those specific sites
outside the Olmec heartland there was
a felt need to communicate via monu-
mental art.

That this presentation was for peoples
not familiar with Gulf Coast iconogra-
phy and symbolism can be demonstrated
with Chalcatzingo’s hillside art. Here the
symbolism which was only implied in
Gulf Coast iconography is overtly and
graphically expressed. For instance, the
implied symbolism of the shallow niches
found on the front of Gulf Coast altars
is ecxplicitly detailed in Chalcatzingo
Monument 1, where the niche is shown
as the mouth of the earth monster, the
underworld, the heart of the earth, the
source of rain and plant fertility.

Frontier art may have served to legiti-
mize the presence, no matter how small

or infrequent, of Gulf Coast persons at
those sites, or it may have been commis-
sioned (with Gulf Coast assistance] by
a local ruler to demonstrate his spe-
cial power through showing that he
controlled and understood the complex
esoteric knowledge of the supernatural
realm, gained via interaction with the
Gulf Coast (e.g., Helms 1979:119-129).
Whatever the reason, those sites which
manifest such art were clearly special,
and different from the communities in
their respective areas lacking the art.
Chalcatzingo has twao different but in-
tegrated and contemporaneous artifact
assemblages, one central Mexican, the
other with ties to Puebla and to the
Gulf Coast. These distinctive compo-
nents must not be used to infer two sepa-
rate ethnic populations in the Middle
Formative community. The artifact com-
ponents occur together and are not sepa-
rated between houses, barrios, etc. Their
nature, however, is different. The Gulf
Coast-like component is strongly ritu-
alistic and rulership-oriented. During
the Cantera phase this can be seen in the
monuments, jade figurines, C8 figurines,
and mound architecture. The central
Mexican component includes more utili-
tarian pottery types and generalized figu-
rines. From this it can be inferred that
Chalcatzingo’s Gulf Coast ties were
through the ruler (directly or by mar-
riage), and that via these ties a number of
traits from the Gulf Coast inventory were
introduced to the site. At Chalcatzingo
these traits blended with the local assem-
blage and ultimately diffused throughout
the Rio Amatzinac Valley. Their presence
at Chalcatzingo and their ultimate local
diffusion occurred over a long period of
time and does not imply that a large num-
ber of Gulf Coast persons were involved.
Gulf Coast contacts were most prob-
ably periodic rather than sustained and
continuous. In either case, they appear
to have increased in importance and in-
tensity through time. Mound architec-
ture may be the earliest trait to appear,
but as mentioned earlier, the inspira-
tional source for the few examples of
Early Formative period mound architec-
ture at Chalcatzingo is uncertain, Even
Gulf Coast mound architecture is poorly
documented for this period. It is Chalca-
tzingo’s Middle Formative Cantera phase
platform mound, PC Structure 4d, which
is similar to Gulf Coast structures.
Other artifacts which may represent
Gulf Coast influence do not appear in the
Chalcatzingo artifact assemblage ali at

once but range from early to late Middle
Formative. Peralta Orange ceramics were
first present in significant quantities
in the Early Barranca subphase, and this
type became increasingly popular through
time. However, the most important at-
tributes linking this ceramic type to the
Gulf Coast, punctations and ridged necks
on olla forms, appeared first in the Early
Cantera subphase. Pavon Fine Grey first
appeared in the Early Cantera subphase
but became most important in the Late
Cantera subphase, Three-pronged bra-
ziers, abundant in the Cantera phase,
were first present in the Middle Barranca
subphase. The chronological control on
C8 figurines needs further refinement,
but present data suggest that they oc-
curred only during the Cantera phase.
The dating of the site’s monuments is
also extremely tenuous, but their sym-
bolism and iconography appear most
similar to La Venta’s period [V monu-
ments, placing them also within the
Cantera phase.

Unfortunately, it is difficult to draw
specific conclusions from the occurrence
of these traits within Chalcatzingo’s
chronological sequence because a good
comparative sequence for the Gulf Coast
Middle Formative has yet to be com-
pletely worked out. The sequence at La
Venta is not well documented, that of
San Lorenzo contains hiatuses, and the
data from Tres Zapotes and Laguna de
los Cerros are too scanty. For these same
reasons, no specific Gulf Coast center
can be designated as the source of the
heartland traits found at Chalcatzingo.

Chalcatzingo and Southern
Mesoamerica

While many artifacts at Chalcatzingo
have counterparts in highland central
Mexican Middle Formative assemblages
and certain others in Gulf Coast as-
semblages, a few important traits which
have not been specifically identified at
heartland Olmec centers can only be
designated as “southern Mesoamerican”
(Guilién and Grove 1981). The most
important example of this generalized
southern trait group is Chalcatzingo’s
round altar and stela combination, Monu-
ments 25 and 26. These Cantera phase
monuments compose the earliest round
altar-stela combination known in Meso-
america. They have no specific anteced-
ents. Such combinations occur at Izapa
on the Pacific coast of Chiapas (Norman
1976:4), but they are currently dated as
Late or possibly even Terminal Formative.



Chalcatzingo in a Broader Perspective

437

The earth-monster mask forming the
basal section of the Monument 21 relief
is a further example of a Late Formative
Izapa-like motif which appears at Chalca-
tzingo during the late Middle Formative.
Only one Gulf Coast monument [Mon. 1,
Los Mangos, Veracruz; de la Fuente
1973:159-160} carries this motif.

Within the Chalcatzingo ceramic as-
semblage were sherds from plate-like
vessels with roughened bottoms {RD-2;
Fig. D.3). Many of these sherds are strik-
ingly similar to comal sherds of later
culture periods. Comal-like plates have
been recovered from Eo-Archaic levels at
Yarumela, Honduras (Canby 1949 : Plates
3-5). These were found below strata con-
taining rocker-stamped tecomate sherds,
suggesting that the Eo-Archaic is prob-
ably Early Formative in date. Comal-like
sherds occur also in Middle Formative
Kal phase deposits at Chalchuapa, El Sal-
vador {Sharer 1978:125}.

In southern Mesoamerica these plate-
like forms may have functioned as man-
ioc griddles. The probable lack of manioc
in central Mexico as an important food
plant, together with the presence of alime
deposit on field S-39 at Chalcatzingo,
raise the possibility that at Chalcatzingo
the plates could have functioned as co-
males for tortilla preparation. Tortillas
are not normally considered to have been
a Formative period food item.

None of the southern or Gulf Coast
traits remained in the highlands follow-
ing the end of Chalcatzingo as a regional
center. Instead they disappeared or with-
drew. None of these traits left a lasting
impact on highlands culture.

Some traits, such as orange wares and
three-prong braziers, are found both on
the Gulf Coast and in southern Meso-
america in general. Others, e.g., poly-
chrome ceramics, occur at Chalchuapa,
El Salvador, and Chalcatzingo, but have
not been identified in the Qlmec heart-
land. The impression given is that certain
southern traits bypassed the Gulf Coast
but appeared along the Soconusco coast
and at Chalcatzingo. The Soconusco-
Chalcatzingo distribution seems like-
wise reflected in the distribution of fron-
tier monumental art, and at least hints at
the possibility of a Pacific coastal inter-
action route through which frontier sites
were linked and along which some south-
ern traits moved.

The presence of certain widespread
southern traits such as orange ceramics
and three-prong braziers on the Gulf
Coast and at Chalcatzingo has some im-

plications for the interpretation of Gulf
Coast culture history. Arthur Andrew
Demarest {1976) and Gareth W. Lowe
(1977} have presented reconstructions of
the culture history of the Gulf Coast and
Chiapas which are in disagreement as to
the direction of influences. Lowe argues
that Olmec influences penetrated into
Chiapas and the Maya area. Demarest, on
the other hand, feels that late in the
Middle Formative period there was an ex-
pansion from the Maya area into the
Gulf Coast. However, orange ceramics
and three-prong braziers are far more
abundant throughout southern Meso-
america than on the Gulf Coast, suggest-
ing that they were traits adopted by
Middle Formative Olmec culture. This
seems to support Demarest’s reconstruc-
tion, although it is obvious that both
may be correct, for diffusion is not neces-
sarily a one-way street.

WHAT WAS CHALCATZINGO?

In the years which followed the first pub-
lication on Chalcatzingo {Guzmadn 1934),
scholars proposed a number of hypothe-
ses and ideas in print and informally con-
cerning Chalcatzingo as a site as well as
its relationship to Gulf Coast culture.
The trend in these hypotheses is reflec-
tive of the nature of archaeological ex-
planations for their times. The earliest
ones evoked migration and/or coloniza-
tion and often had a religious orientation.
The most recent ideas are usually based
on specific economic models which link
Chalcatzingo to the Gulf Coast via trade
or exchange.

In reviewing some of these ideas and
presenting my own, it must be made
clear that no model yet provides a com-
pletely satisfactory explanation of the
processes leading to Chalcatzingo’s de-
velopment or its raison d'étre. The great
quantity of data recovered by our project
raises in my mind more questions than it
answers. For this reason [ am certain that
some of us will continue to review and
reanalyze the data for years to come. In
any case, a better understanding of Chal-
catzingo will ultimately rest upon an in-
creased knowledge of many other areas
of Formative period Mesoamerica.

Direct versus Indirect Contact

Ignacio Bernal {1968:12) has suggested
that some Olmec “colonies” existed in
the highlands of central Mexico, includ-
ing Tlatilco and, by implication, Chalca-
tzingo. However, at Tlatilco, an Early

Formative period site, “QOlmec influ-
ences’’ are limited to a few design motifs
on ceramic vessels and roller stamps, and
the presence of C9 “baby-face” figurines.
As mentioned at the beginning of this
chapter, such traits are not restricted to
Tlatilco but are found at every village or
hamlet within the Tlatilco culture sphere
for which we have archaeological data.
Unless it is hypothesized that every
settlement in the highlands during the
Early Formative was populated by some
Gulf Coast colonists, then the use of cer-
tain decorative attributes as a sign of di-
rect Gulf Coast presence is improper.

The two major decorative motifs usu-
ally identified as “Olmec"” are the “fire
serpent” (cayman) and the “were-jaguar.”
Kent Flannery |personal communication)
has pointed out to me that while such
motifs are found on Gulf Coast ceramics,
they seem to occur in greater frequency
on Early Formative Qaxacan ceramics.
The same could be true for central Mex-
ico. This suggests that they are important
for their symbolic value and that they
cannot be ascribed as motifs derivative
from any specific archaeological culture,
at least based upon frequency within the
total assemblage.

Flannery’s archaeological work in
QOaxaca has greatly clarified the nature of
these motifs. Expanding upon the analy-
sis which Nanette M. Pyne (1976} car-
ried out on the Oaxacan ceramic data,
Flannery and Joyce Marcus (1976b:381—
382} point out that these distinctive ce-
ramic motifs are generally found sepa-
rated in different areas or wards of the
village site of San José Mogote. Smaller
settlements elsewhere in the Valley of
Oaxaca seem to be associated with ei-
ther one motif or the other. Flannery and
Marcus and Pyne interpret the “fire ser-
pent” and “were-jaguar’ motifs not as
signifying Olmec contacts or influences,
but as symbols related to local Oaxacan
lineages or descent groups. This inter-
pretation seems likewise valid wherever
the motifs are found in Early Forma-
tive Mesoamerica, including sites on
the Gulf Coast and in Mexico’s central
highlands.

Olmec culture did not remain static
over seven hundred or so years. By 900 sc
the use of the “fire serpent” and “were-
jaguar” motifs on pottery had disap-
peared. Also disappearing were ceramic
baby-face figurines. Jade apparently re-
placed ceramics as the important me-
dium for symbolism. On the Gulf Coast
and throughout much of Mesoamerica,
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whte-slipped ceramics decorated with
the double-line-break motif became
common. The change is not as abrupt as
portrayed by some scholars at this time
(see Grove 1981a:378). It does reflect a
general change in cultural symbolism
and values which has yet to be ade-
quately explained.

It is after 900 BC that a few sites out-
side the Gulf Coast manifested Olmec-
like monumental art. As previously dis-
cussed, this art appeared in areas with no
previous stone-carving tradition and in-
dicates a very different type of “influ-
ence’” than that which occurred during
the Early Formative period. The Early
Formative data do not seem to indicate
direct contacts between the Gulf Coast
and other regions. However, the appear-
ance of Olmec-style monumental art at
a few sites far distant from the Olmec
heartland implies that during the Middle
Formative period some direct contact
did take place. Chalcatzingo is one site
which apparently received such contacts.

Whether the Gulf Coast contacts at
certain distant sites represent an actual
colonization by Gulf Coast peoples is
perhaps a matter of semantics. How many
individuals from the Olmec heartland
must be present at a site at any one time
for it to be considered a colony? The pre-
ponderance of central Mexican—style ce-
ramics and artifacts at Chalcatzingo sug-
gests that it was inhabited primarily by
people who were culturally highlanders.
The Cantera phase data suggest to me
that a few Gulf Coast individuals might
have resided, if only periodically, at Chal-
catzingo, but it is difficult to ascertain
how many. Colonization implies a large
group of individuals, and it seems im-
probable that any such large group, origi-
nally adapted to a tropical habitat and
riverine agricultural system, ever resided
at the site.

Religion and Militarism

Religion was undeniably always an inte-
gral and important facet of Mesoameri-
can cultures, and visible in the archaeo-
logical record from the Formative period
onward. However, models based upon
the idea of Chalcatzingo as a purely reli-
gious center ignore the site’s many other
equally important aspects.

In 1972, Carlo Gay {1972a) hypothe-
sized that Chalcatzingo was an Olmec
religious sanctuary. At the time his book
was published our project had just been
initiated, and Gay and others were un-
aware of the site’s public architecture.

Because he thought Chalcatzingo lacked
architecture Cay suggested that it might
predate the Olmec heartland centers
with architecture. This hypothesis was
also consistent with his belief in non-
Gulf Coast origins for Olmec culture
(e.g., Gay 1972b|. Our project’s recogni-
tion and discovery of public architecture
and residences from a community which
functioned and grew over more than half
a millennium demonstrate that Chalca-
tzingo was more than a religious sanctu-
ary. It is clear today that the site’s Can-
tera phase zenith is relatively late in the
course of Olmec cultural developments
in the heartland. We uncovered no data
which would suggest that anything at
Chalcatzingo is antecedent to the indige-
nous development of complex culture on
the Gulf Coast now documented 1n the
San Lorenzo stratigraphic record {Coe
1970; Coe and Diehl 1980; Grove 1981a).

Based upon the scattered distribution
of Olmec-style art, particularly monu-
mental art, Michael Coe {1965h:771 -
772) proposed that this art was diffused
by “missionaries” from the Olmec heart-
land. This again was based on the as-
sumption that such art is purely reli-
gious, which, as has been pointed out for
ceramics and monuments, is not com-
pletely correct. At the same time, Coe
(1965a:18; 1965b:775-776) felt that
there was a militaristic aspect to the
monumental art found outside of the
Gulf Coast, and he interpreted the two
central figures of Chalcatzingo’s Monu-
ment 2 as carrying “war clubs.” Jorge An-
gulo {Chapter 10) likewise identifies
these same figures as warriors. The three
other carvings from the same group (IB),
Monuments 3, 4, and 5, can be inter-
preted as showing the domination of
supine humans by animals with super-
natural aspects {e.g., Grove 1972a:159].
However, in these instances I consider
interpretations of militarism and con-
quest to be completely subjective evalua-
tions. While Olmec contacts with the
highlands could conceivably have been
backed by military protection, this is not
demonstrated in the excavation data.
Such hypotheses do not serve to answer
the greater question of what a Gulf Coast
army, or missionaries, or colonists were
doing at this particular site in this par-
ticular valley in the central highlands, or
why their presence or dominance should
be communicated here and not else-
where.

Trade and/or Exchange

Economic models often seem the most
satisfactory to archaeologists, since ar-
chaeologists normally deal with non-
penishable artifacts, often manufactured
of materials which can be analyzed in
terms of thewr ultimate sources [e.g.,
mines!. Even so, these source data sel-
dom satisfy the complexities inherent in
these models.

Ajust criticism of all economic models
is that they are overly simplistic. The ac-
quisition of goods was seldom the entire
motivation for trade and exchange, par-
ticularly among chiefdom-level societies.
Often the symbolic power and status
which a chief acquired in trade or ex-
change alliances was of equal or greater
importance than the actual objects ex-
changed, and mn fact those items may
have been relatively few 1n number. This
should be kept in mind as several eco-
nomic models are discussed below.

In dealing with the Olmec heartland,
1t is obvious that most of the sumptuary
items 1n the artifact assemblage were
manufactured from materials not native
to the coastal plains of southern Vera-
cruz and Tabasco. Raw materials ranging
from huge blocks of stone for monu-
ments, or jade for jewelry, to mare mun-
dane materials such as obsidian for tools,
were imported. The best source analysis
data for any of the imported raw maten-
als on the Gulf Coast come from San
Lorenzo’s obsidian artifacts. R.H. Co-
bean et al. (1971} have shown this obsid-
ian came from many sources. However,
no source area has yet yielded evidence
of Olmec occupation or “influence.”
Since obsidian was a ubiquitous com-
modity during the Formative period, its
exploitation and distribution were prob-
ably generalized and not subject to the
more controlled patterns of exploitation
possibly given to more valued substances.

By the Middle Formative period, jade
had become one such valued substance.
One of the first economic models pro-
posed to explain Olmec presence in the
central highlands of Mexico was Coe’s
“Jade Route” hypothesis {1965a:123;
1968a: 194}, which suggested direct Ql-
mec involvement in the exploitation of
jade sources in Guerrero. This basic
premise is strengthened by the actual
distribution of Middle Formative sites
with monumental Olmec-style art. The
central Mexican sites (Chalcatzingo, Jux-
tlahuaca, Oxtotitlan, San Miguel Amuco,
Techaya, and Teopantecuanitlan, Guer-
rerol stretch across a mineral-rich area of
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west-central Mexico. The distnibution
of the second group of sites along the
Pacific coast of southern Mesoamerica
{Pijipapan, Piedra Parada, Abaj Takalik,
Chalchuapa, etc.] perhaps reflects what
can be hypothetically termed the Cacao
and Motagua Jade Route.

Coe [1965a:123) has also suggested
that Chalcatzingo was possibly a poch-
teca center which served to collect and
warehouse highland materials for trans-
port to the Gulf Coast. This hypothesis
further assumes that sites in various
parts of Guerrero served as ports-of-trade
visited by these pochteca, where raw and
finished materials were obtained. The
entire pochteca concept implies a for-
malized merchant organization with
highly structured trade mechanisms.
Thus, Coe’s hypothesis has come under
strong crticism (e.g., L. Parsons and
Price 1971}, for it is unlikely that such a
formalized trade orgamization had devel-
oped among Gulf Coast Formative period
chiefdoms.

Although one part of the pochteca hy-
pothesis appears unacceptable, the sug-
gestion that Chalcatzingo may have
functioned as a collection center or in-
termediary for goods ultimately destined
for the Olmec heartland may have some
merit. Such a function for the site was
first proposed by Philip Drucker, Robert
Heizer, and Robert Squier {1959:270!
and later in my imitial work there [Grove
1968¢|. Strict archaeological proof of
such a function for the site is lacking,
but there is circumstantial evidence in
its favor. For example, Chalcatzingo’s
house structures are far larger than those
known from other areas of Mesoamerica
and may have served not only as resi-
dences but also for the storage of trade
goods {Chapter 6). The sites location 1t-
self may relate to an important route of
trade and communication {Grove 1968c;
also discussed belowl.

The port-of-trade concept has been the
subject of two recent archaeological ef-
forts, one at Cozumel, an island off the
eastern coast of Yucatan (Sabloff and
Rathje 19735}, the other near Kaminaljuyu
in the highlands of Guatemala (Brown
1977 :304 -352). Ports-of-trade have been
defined as communities {or regions}
which functioned as neutral meeting
places for trade. Ports-of-trade developed
at political or geographical transition
zones, such as political “weak spots” be-
tween two large states or empires, or
at the border of major ecological zones
{Chapman 1957:116; Revere 195752\

William Rathje and Jeremy Sabloff [1975)
refine the definition, mentioning that
ports-of-trade are located at a distance
from powerful resource centers and may
also have served as shrine centers.

Strictly defined, ports-of-trade imply
administered trade, meaning that the
trade was between states rather than
simply between individual traders. Tt is
questionable whether during the Middle
Formative period there were two pow-
erful states or chiefdoms such that a
neutral area with a formal port-of-trade
was necessary. While Gulf Coast centers
working together as a unit could have
served as one trading group, it is pre-
sumptuous to imply that a second co-
hesive and powerful chiefdom or other
sociopolitical unit existed in the Valley
of Mexico, Morelos, or central Mexico in
general, as the second trading partner.
It with further archaeological research
Cuicuilco turns out to have been a major
regional center contemporaneous with
Chalcatzingo, then the role of Chalca-
tzingo as a port-of-trade or other type of
intermediary between a powerful high-
land center and the Gulf Coast centers
will have to be reconsidered. Today such
data do not exist. In fact, Chalcatzingo’s
monumental art implies a one-sided rela-
uonship with the Gulf Coast and not the
neutrality expected of a port-of-trade.

A one-sided relationship is one attri-
bute of a “gateway city,” Kenneth Hirth’s
{1978a} model for Chalcatzingo. Like
ports-of-trade, gateway cities are located
at transitional points at one end of a cen-
ter’s tributary area. They serve as the
“gateway” to the resources of an ex-
tended hinterland. Gateway cities are
characterized by having an elongated,
fan-shaped service area spreading out-
ward 1n a direction away from the center
which they supply (Burghardt 1971). The
service area feeding in to Chalcatzingo
could have encompassed almost all of
central and western Mexico,

A gateway city implies an adminis-
tered collection of resources, but it does
not require pochteca-like traders pene-
trating into distant regions, The materi-
als or goods received from the hinterland
service area could have been collected
through many networks of indirect ex-
change and funneled to Chaleatzingo.
Some items moving westward into the
hinterland from Chalcatzingo might have
originated on the Gulf Coast, while
others such as 1ron ore and kaolin may
have come from local, Rio Amatzinac
Valley, resources. In either direction, the

overall administration of the exchange
and the temporary warehousing of goods
would have been an important function
for Chalcatzingo as a gateway commu-
nity. If it was a gateway community, it
will be important in the future to deter-
mine how Chalcatzingo was function-
ally linked to the Gulf Coast (for trans-
port purposes, etc.), nearly five hundred
long and mountainous kilometers to the
southeast,

CONCLUSIONS

Concluding chapters in some archaeo-
logical reports turn out to be “just-so”
stories, and, although this is seldom
admitted, they are predicated as much
upon the feelings of the author as upon
the actual data. Thus, I want to make ex-
plicit that these final pages represent my
interpretations and my feelings, which
are 1 some disagreement with Hirth’s
more internal model in Chapter 21.

In terms of the processes leading to the
development of Chalcatzingo and its dis-
tinctive features, I favor an economic
model which includes the understanding
that as trade and exchange took place,
the symbolism of those acts may have
been as important to the participants as
the items themselves.

Since the time of my initial investiga-
tions at Chalcatzingo in 1966, I have felt
that its location was very favorable in
terms of routes of communication, not
only for the passage of goods eastward
but also for economic interactions with
central Mexico and a large area to the
south and west. Although Thornas Charl-
ton, Angel Garcia Cook, and others have
discussed the possibility that the Vailey
of Mexico’s Classic period eastward trade
outlet passed through Tlaxcala (see Gar-
cia Cook and Carmen Trejo 1977], the
data suggest that the Valley’s Formative
period link to the east was via a more
southern route: the Amecameca pass
into Morelos and then eastward. An im-
portant Aztec period trade route fol-
lowed that same path (Jiménez Moréno
1966), which, after Amecameca, skirted
the southern foothills of the volcano
Popocatepetl, then moved southward in
the Rio Amatzinac Valley before turning
eastward to Ttzocan (Izticar de Mata-
moros). The Morelos area is also a logical
junction point for goods or raw materials
moving out of western Mexico toward
the Valley of Mexico or eastward, for the
rivers of Morelos all flow as tributaries
ta the Rio Balsas.
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The region is also accessible by land
routes. Chalcatzingo, at the eastern end
of the broad plains of Morelos, and a
visible landmark from many locales in
the region, does sit in a commanding
“gateway” position for goods moving
eastward. The mountain’s sheer size,
grandeur, and visibility—and because of
these characteristics its strong symbolic
importance—were undoubtedly factors
as important in leading to the role it as-
sumed as was its geographical location.
In fact, because of the regional topogra-
phy, more logical routes of travel across
the valley bypass Chalcatzingo by sev-
eral miles to the north or south {e.g., Gay
1972a:104). This is not a situation to
which modern locational geography is ap-
plicable, such as the placement of stores
and gasoline stations at the junctions of
formalized highway systems. In this in-
stance it is not the route which dictates
the precise location of the site but the ma-
jor centers served which dictate the gen-
eral course of the route, even to the ex-
tent of detouring several miles off the
most direct path. The “sacred mountain”
aspect of Chalcatzingo cannot be di-
vorced from the site’s economic growth
and development.

It has been mentioned several times
in this book that during the Early Forma-
tive period a cultural cohesion existed
across the Valley of Mexico and Morelos
region which was manifested in ceram-
ics. This I termed the Tlatilco culture
sphere. The redistribution system within
this sphere apparently also controlled
the obsidian exploitation and distribu-
tion of central Mexico’s two major For-
mative period obsidian sources, Otumba
and Paredén. (The Pachuca source was
not heavily exploited at this time.) Other
regional commodities, including those
from the Rio Amatzinac Valley, like-
wise were redistributed throughout the
sphere, Gulf Coast interaction with this
sphere was only indirect.

The Rio Amatzinac Valley lay within
the Tlatilco culture sphere, and within
the valley Chalcatzingo was the center of
redistribution for local raw materials
(kaolin, chert, iron ore for pigment) as
well as for goods non-local to the valley,
such as obsidian. It is probable that some
of the valley’s raw materials were in de-
mand not only within the Tlatileo cul-
ture sphere but outside the sphere as well.
Through Chalcatzingo’s position on the
sphere’s border, Chalcatzingo’s chiefs not
only redistributed goods locally, but also
had links with centers to the east {for ex-

ample, the Iziicar de Matamoros valley,
and indirectly probably ultimately to the
Gulf Coast as weli). In fact the Chalca-
tzingo chiefs may have been the major
eastward link for the communities [and
chiefs) of the Tlatilco culture sphere.

By the end of the Early Formative pe-
riod much of Mesoamerica had grown in
cultural complexity and in population.
Old interaction networks seem to have
dissolved, and {at least in the archaeo-
logical record) regionalism seems to have
increased. With the rise in population
and many new regional centers came the
increasing demand for both utilitarian
materials and status exotics. While dur-
ing the Early Formative period the de-
mand in the Olmec heartland for high-
land raw materials was adequately served
through a system of indirect exchange
links, this seems to have changed during
the Middle Formative. The increased de-
mand for all commodities probably jeop-
ardized the Gulf Coast Olmecs’ previ-
ously secure supply. Their response to
this supply-and-demand situation for ex-
otic items such as greenstone and cacao
seems to have been to establish more di-
rect and formalized relationships with a
few distant centers having the ability to
provide the goods desired.

These relationships probably devel-
oped over time, and initially may have
taken the form of alliances, including
marriage alliances. I believe that the evi-
dence of these reinforced exchange ties
lies in the monumental art found at
Chalcatzingo and a series of sites in
Guerrero, as well as at a number of sites
along Mesoamerica’s southern Pacific
Coast. Just exactly what is being com-
memorated in the introduced monu-
mental art remains to be clearly defined.
In some instances a regional chief may
have symbolized his alliance by erecting
one or more monuments, and through
this display gained further regional pres-
tige and power (e.g., Helms 1979:76).
Even Gulf Coast rulers would have gained
status and power by demonstrating to
their communities their ability to secure
scarce commaodities.,

The presence at Chalcatzingo of stelae
and other monuments which deal with
rulership can be interpreted in at least
two ways. The carvings of specific in-
dividuals may represent the local chiefs
who are symbolizing their ties to the
Gulf Coast and thus their importance
and power. Alternatively, those carvings
may depict high-ranking Gulf Coast per-
sonages who at one time or another vis-

ited or even assumed administration of
the community. Whichever interpreta-
tion one favors, it must be remembered
that the entire concept of monumental
art and its technology was imported into
Chalcatzingo and must have included
skilled rock carvers trained on the Gulf
Coast. The monuments imply far more
than a local chief copying a distant
symbol system. Their presence empha-
sizes the importance of the individuals
portrayed and their communication of
power, and reiterates Chalcatzingo’s ties,
both real and symbolic, with the Gulf
Coast. Those ties were not superficial,
for ultimately communities throughout
the Rio Amatzinac Valley received cer-
tain attributes of Gulf Coast Olmec cul-
ture, and those attributes set the val-
ley dwellers apart culturally from their
neighbors in the central highlands.

Chalcatzingo’s chiefs clearly had ties
with other highland chiefdoms. Monu-
ment 21, if commemorating a marriage
alliance (see Chapters 10, 27), may show
that alliance to be with a center in Guer-
rero {Teopantecuanitlan?). In fact, several
sites in Guerrero exhibit frontier monu-
ments, and it will be instructive in
time to see how they were allied to
Chalcatzingo.

While a gateway function can be hy-
pothesized for Chalcatzingo, actual dem-
onstration of that function is difficult.
Because of the importance of the sym-
bolism of exchange, a center’s role in
such a system cannot he measured by
simply estimating hypothetical quanti-
ties of goods in the system, for in these
instances quantity can never match sym-
bolic quality. We currently have no idea
what quantity of goods a center like La
Venta required, but it is safe to assume
that the exotics they received were not
only utilized locally but also went out in
exchanges to establish new ties and al-
liances with other centers, near and far.

Exactly when and how the Middle
Formative community at Chalcatzingo
ceased to function is uncertain. The fact
that the site’s houses appear to have been
cleaned of usable goods, rather than hav-
ing been abandoned with objects still in
place, indicates that the termination of
the occupation was gradual and planned.
That the abandonment was complete is
documented by the lack of substantial
evidence of a continuing Late Formative
settlement. If any Late Formative oc-
cupation of the site did occur {Appendix
H labels Late Formative Chalcatzingo as
a “Small Village,” an assessment I dis-
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agree with), it followed a long period of
abandonment.

By 500 BC in central Mexico we see
new regional centers and increasing nu-
cleation, at least partially supported by
intensive agriculture in the highlands.
Through the greater agricultural sur-
pluses such intensification created, these
highland centers soon eclipsed the Gulf
Coast by gaining control of the procure-
ment networks. Perhaps an analogy to
Teotihuacan serves here. Developing cen-
ters on the periphery of Teotihuacan's
control seem ultimately to have success-
fully competed with that major city for
its once uncontested supply of imported
food and raw materials and hastened its
demise. Similarly, perhaps by 500 B the
Gulf Coast centers could no longer
maintain long distance control of the
symbolically reinforced exchange sys-
tem which had facilitated their acquisi-
tion of a variety of commodities upon
which their material and spiritual live-
lihood depended. If Chalcatzingo's major
role had come to be that of 2 community
which used its alliances throughout the
highlands to acquire commodities de-
sired on the Gulf Coast (and elsewhere in
southern Mesoamerica), it may have be-
come too specialized to survive when it
could no longer fulfill that function.

In reality, a good terminal date for
Chalcatzingo is lacking, as are any com-
parable dates for events in the Olmec
heartland, and thus it is impossible at
this time to actually determine whether
Chalcatzingo’s demise predated, post-
dated, or closely coincided with the end
of Gulf Coast centers such as La Venta,
Laguna de los Cerros, and Palangana
phase San Lorenzo. Even if Chalcatzingo
survived the Gulf Coast decline, its aban-
donment might still have been related to
the developments which characterized
the beginning of the Late Formative pe-
riod in much of Mesoamerica—the rise
of new, larger, and more nucleated re-
gional centers, and a shift in regional
populations to these centers. For Chal-
catzingo the new center may have been
Late Formative Campana de Oro [RAS-
20}, a few miles to the north.

RESUMEN DEL CAPITULO 28

El desarrollo del periodo Formativo en el
sitio de Chalcatzingo no puede ser en-
tendido si no se le estudia dentro del
marco mds amplio de acontecimientos
contempordneos en el Centro de Meé-
xico, en la Costa del Golfo, y en Meso-
ameérica en general. El primer asenta-
rmiento del sitio, durante la fase Amate,
participd en lo que se ha Hamado la
esfera de interaccion denominada “cul-
tura de Tlatilco” en Morelos y el Valle
de México.

La intergecion econdmica en esta
esfera puede ser inferida a partir de cier-
tos estilos cerdmicos exoticos v a partir
de andlisis de obsidiana. Esta proviene,
casi exclusivamente, de las fuentes de
Otumba y de Paredon. Ademads, parece
haber existido relaciones entre Chalca-
tzingo v la esfera de Iziicar (Las Bocas),
al este,

Durante el Formativo Medio hubo
mayor varigcion intra-regional en el
Centro de México. Entre los atributos
cerdmicos que comparten las dos dreas
se encuentran las vasijas de engobe
blanco con motivos de doble linea inte-
rrumpida v los tipos comunes de figunl-
Ias, particularmente del C1 al C7. La
alta frecuencia de figurillas C8 en Chal-
catzingo mdica algiin upo de ruptura
con el Valle de México y evidencia, al
mismo tiempo, la existencia de contac-
tos con la zona de Izidcar de Matamoros.
Por otra parte, la cerdmica Pavon Fine
Grey sugiere tambien posibles vinculos
con el Oeste del estado de Puebla. El pa-
pel que pudo haber jugado Chalcatzingo
en la integracion del Centro de México
durante esta época no estd claro todavia,
ya que el tamario y la importancia de
Cuicutlco en este tiempo no han sido
valorados aiin. Las hipdtesis sobre el
surgimiento de Chalcatzingo que aqui
se presentan, se basan en el supuesto de
que Curcuilco no era, todavia, un centro
mayor durante el Formativo Medio.

Por lo que se refiere a los contactos
con la zona del Golfo, las similitudes es-
tilisticas que existen entre los relieves
de Chalcatzingo y los que fueron encon-
trados en el drea Olmeca metropolitana
han sido reconocidas desde hace tiempo.
Pero el proyecto ha revelado, ademds,
una serie de nuevos rasgos comunes, los
cuales no aparecen en oLros sitios con-
tempordneos del Centro de México. En-
tre ellos se encuentran: un componente
cerdmico formado por el Peralta Qrange
v el Pavién Fine Grey, braseros con tres

asas, y figurillas-retrato C8. Entre los ar-
tefactos no cerdmicos se encuentran ob-
jetos de jade, como son los pendientes
en forma de T y de pico de pato, y la figu-
rilla de jade. Tanto Chalcatzingo como
los sitios de la Costa del Golfo tienen en
comiin los conjuntos arquitectonicos de
monticulos y plazas, pero todavia no
se sabe con certeza si la arquitectura
monumental de Chalcatzingo fué in-
spirada en un prototipo de la Costa del
Golfo.

En cuante g los monumentos, no hay
duda de que los relieves de Chalcat-
zingo presentan muchas similitudes es-
tilisticas con el arte monumental de Ia
Costa del Golfo, pero existen también
diferencias significativas., Estas son las
gue caracterizan el arte de Chalcat-
zingo y &l de otros sitios con influencia
Olmeca, como son Chalchuapa, Piji-
jlapan, etc., y es posible definir un estilo
artistico "Olmeca fronterizo.” Este es-
tilo pretende comunicar ideas un tanto
diferentes, v frecuentemente, en una
forma menos abstracta que la de los
mensajes dirigidos al piiblico Olmeca
del drea metropolitana, yva que los
pueblos “fronterizos” estaban menos fa-
miliarizados con la iconografia v con el
simbolismo de la Costa del Golfo.

Chalcatzingo posee dos conjuntos de
artefactos diferentes: uno de ellos estd
relacionado con el Centro de México, y
el otro con la Costa del Golfo. Este il-
timo complejo estd vinculado con el
liderazgo y el ritual, mientras que el
complejo del Centro de México contiene
elementos mds utilitarios. Esto sugiere
que los vinculos con la Costa del Golfo
se daban a través del dirigente y que es-
taban ligados a sus funciones politico-
religiosas dentro de la comunidad. En
Chalcatzingo, estos rasgos fueron com-
binados con el conjunto local de ele-
mentos, y, finalmente, difundidos por
todo el Valle del Rio Amatzinac. Los ar-
tefactos de la Costa del Golfo parecen
haber side introducidos a lo largo de
varios siglos, lo cual permite pensar en
contactos, poco frecuentes pero regu-
lares, entre las dos dreas.

Chalcatzingo también tiene algunos
rasgos importantes en comun con el
drea llamada “sur de Mesoamérica’: el
altar circular combinado con la estela,
que aparece por vez primera en Chal-
catzingo; la mdscara del monstruo de la
Tierra, que se encuentira en la base del
Monumento 21; posibles cornales, ce-
rdmica policroma y naranja, y braseros
con tres asas que estdn presentes tanto
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en la Costa del Golfo como en el sur de
Mesoamérica. Estos datos parecen re-
spaldar la teoria segtin la cual hubo una
expansion del drea Maya hacia la Costa
del Golfo durante el Formativo Medio.

Ha sido elaborada una serie de mo-
delos para explicar la transformacion
de Chalcatzingo en un gran centro re-
gional, Estos modelos incluyen la hi-
potesis de que Chalcatzingo era una
coloniz Olmeca o bien un santuario re-
ligioso; pero este concepto ha sido re-
chazado gracias a la comprension, cada
vez mayor, de la presencia de la Costa
del Golfo en Chalcatzingo y en otros si-
tios del Altiplano Central. Chalcatzingo
es esencialmente un sitio del Centro de
México. Los modelos econdémicos que
consideran al comercio y/o al inter-
cambio como el estimulo son mds acep-
tables, El papel jugado por Chalcatzingo
en cuanto a las actividades econémicas
intra-regionales aun no estd totalmente
claro y varias hipétesis han sido adelan-
tadas, por ejemplo, las que consideran
que Chalcatzingo era un centro de co-
leccidn de tipo pochteca, un puerto de
comercio o un asentamniento portuario.
Tanto el modelo pochteca como el del
puerto de comercio implican un nivel
de complejidad cultural mucho mayor
que el que alcanzara Chalcatzingo. En
cuanto a! concepto de asentamiento
portuario, existen evidencias suficientes
para apoyarlo. Los materiales recolec-
tados en una de las dreas de servicio de
la periferia, como son el hierro, In mena
férrica, y el kaolin, pudieron haber sido
canalizados hacia Chalcatzingo para su
posterior transporte a otras regiones, por
ejemplo a la Costa del Golfo. Paralela-
mente, Chalcatzingo habria odminis-
trado las materias primas importadas
a la periferia. El drea de servicio que
abastecia a Chalcatzingo pudo haber
abarcado casi todo el Centro y el Oeste
de México. Chalcatzingo se encuentra
situado cerca de rutas de comercio bien
conocidas.

El desarrollo de Chalcatzingo como
centro econGmico comenzo probable-
mente durante el Formativo Temprano,
cuando funcionaba como un centro
de redistribucion para el Valle del Rio
Amatzinac. Hacia el final de este per-
fodo, se habian disuelto las viejas redes
de interaccion, se habia incrementado
el regionalismo, y se habian desarro-
llado redes de intercambio mds for-
malizadas. Chalcatzingo cobré nueva
importancia como punto de contacto
entre el Centro de México y otras re-

giones, pnncipalmente la Costa del
Golfo. La aparicién de nuevos centros
regionales en el Centro de México, asi
como la decadencia de los centros de la
Costa del Golfo, a fines del Formativo
Medio, contribuyeron a la abdicacién
progresiva de Chalcatzingo.





