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INTRODUCTION 

Prior to 1962, no Spanish Colonial mission in Texas had been investigated by 
trained archaeologists (Tunnell and Newcomb 1969:;ii). Since then, a number of 
Texas mission sites have received the attention of archaeologists and ethno
historians, and in recent years the potential for the study of culture process 
through the interdisciplinary efforts of archaeological and ethnohistorical 
research has been recognized (Campbell 1973, 1975). 

Disparities between the methodological assumptions of ethnohistorians and 
archaeologists, however, have tended to reduce effective cooperation of the 
disciplines. Although their ultimate objective is to study and explain the 
processes of culture change, prehistoric archaeologists must first construct 
local and regional culture sequences and correlate late prehistoric culture 
units with the historic ethnic groups recorded by the first European travelers 
and explorers. Ethnohistorians, on the other hand, are attracted more to those 
bodies of data which are more complete, more informative, and more readily 
available than the earliest accounts. Confronted with a complicated, unsys
tematized assortment of ethnographic data, it is understandable that archaeo
ologists, as amateur ethnohistorians, tend to make little more than minimal or 
irreffective use of ethnohistorical material (Campbell 1973:4). 

The development of a systematized ethnohistory for Texas researchers will, no 
doubt, take time. Meanwhile, recovery of threatened archaeological material 
and preservation, where possible, must keep pace with increasing deterioration 
and destruction of Spanish Colonial sites, especially mission sites which 
appear to have the earliest known culture assemblage that can be attributed 
confidently to specific historic Indian groups (Tunnell and Newcomb 1969:iii). 
Stemming from this, a major problem for current archaeological research in 
Texas concerns the formulation of techniques which will allow effective utili
zation of presently available cultural data from mission site investigations in 
ongoing problem-oriented ethnohistorical/archaeological research. 

The purpose of this study is to define and morphologically describe an assem
blage of lithic cultural material thought to be representative of a group of 
Spanish Colonial mission sites in Texas. 

THE PROBLEM 

By the beginning of the mission period in Texas the native peoples of the area 
had been subjected to over 200 years of population decline, territorial dis
placement, segregation, ideological pressure, loss of ethnic identity, and 
absorption by invading populations (Campbell 1973:2). It seems logical that 
European tools and mission technology quickly replaced the hunting and gathering 
technology of native groups. One technological system which was retained at 
least for a short period was the manufacture and use of lithic tools. 

Archaeological reports on mission investigations have devoted only minimal 
attention to lithic collections and have presented little more than simple 
descriptive inventories of lithic material recovered. Many published analyses 
are inadequate for the purposes of intersite comparison. 
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Most authors concentrate on the analysis of European-introduced materials be
cause they can be associated easily and more reliably with particular functions 
and specific time spans. It seems doubtful, however, that this emphasis on 
European-made material culture will aid in the study of acculturation or other 
processes of culture change involving later prehistoric aboriginal populations 
in Texas. 

A major problem is the lack of intensive analyses of Texas mission period chipped 
stone materials, especially analyses aimed at comparative and processual inter
pretation~* This is the matter to be addressed in this monograph. 

METHODOLOGY 

The proposed solution to the above stated problem is to identify and morpho
logically describe an assemblage of chipped stone considered to be representative 
of the Spanish Colonial Period occupation of mission sites in San Antonio, Texas. 
Operations include: 

1) The selection of a group of archaeological sites which are 
comparative on the basis of geography, culture, and time; 
i.e., the Spanish Colonial missions of San Antonio, Texas. 

2) The location of samples of lithic artifacts recovered 
during archaeological investigations at these sites. 

3~ The analysis and description of a sample of these lithics, 
following a consistent morphological classificatory scheme. 

4) Identification of Spanish Colonial Period chipped stone, 
considering the possibi'l ity of mixture with 1 ithic material 
deposited during prehistoric occupations of the mission sites. 

5) The interpretation of the lithic technology represented in 
terms of the processes involved in the manufacture of chipped 
stone tools recovered from the different mission sites. 

As a concluding procedure, some speculation concerning past cultural phenomena, 
such as technological and possibly sociocultural change related to culture con
tact, can be offered based on the careful description of the data assembled. 

THE SAN ANTONIO MISSION SITES 

The Spanish Colonial missions of the San Antonio area in Bexar County, Texas, were 
selected as a group of geographically, temporally and culturally related archaeo-

* Since this manuscript was written, Hester (1977) has published a brief account 
of the mission lith;cs from San Juan Bautista and San Bernardo, Coahuila. This 
paper also contains comparative data on lithic assemblages at certain Texas 
missions (see also Hester 1975b, 1976a). 
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logical sites. San Antonio is situated on the northern edge of the South Texas 
Plain, just below the abrupt and rugged southeastern margin of the Balcones 
Escarpment. As such, various mineral, plant and animal resources of two major 
physiographic regions, the Edwards Plateau and the West Gulf Coastal Plain, 
were accessible to exploitation by an eighteenth century Spanish Colonial fron
tier community (Map 1). The native inhabitants of these regions were also an 
important resource. 

Historic Background 

At the beginning of historic times (by the late sixteenth century), south Texas 
was occupied generally by Coahuiltecan-speaking, maritime-adapted and savanna
adapted hunting and gathering groups (Hester 1976b). Plains-adapted Tonkawa 
and Lipan Apache peoples, and, during the eighteenth century, Comanche immigrants, 
occupied the central Texas area (Newcomb 1960). 

San Antonio had its beginnings in 1718 with the founding of Mission San Antonio 
de Valero (the Alamo) and the establishment of the Presidio San Antonio de Bexar 
(Map 2). Mission San Jose y San Miguel de Aguayo was founded there in 1720, and 
during the following 11 years, Missions Nuestra Senora de la Purfsima Concepcion 
de Acuna, San Juan Capistrano and San Francisco de Espada, all originally estab
lished in East Texas in 1716, were refounded nearby along the San Antonio River 
(Habig 1968:xvii-xviii, 3; Ramsdell 1968:15-16, 124). 

In 1731, a group of Canary Islanders founded the Villa San Fernando and its 
church near the Presidio on the west bank of the San Antonio de Valero (Habig 
1968:38). Financed by the Spanish crown, these colonists were brought to 
occupy the territory and to set an example for the mission neophytes (Schuetz 
1968:11). 

During the eighteenth century, the five missions developed through hardships and 
successes. Although troubled by Apache and Comanche raids, disease, political 
pressure and the difficulty of keeping new Indians around long enough to "civilize" 
them (Habig 1968:35-36, 39-43; Ramsdell 1968:17-18, 24-29), the San Antonio 
chain of missions succeeded in Christianizing and otherwise acculturating a 
great many native Texans (Habig 1968:57). These included particularly 
Coahuiltecans, Karankawa, Apache and probably even a few Comanche (Santos 1966). 
Many mission Indians became an integral part of the San Antonio civil community 
(Schuetz 1968:53). 

By the late eighteenth century, the development of the missions and the civil 
settlement of San Antonio was declining steadily (Habig 1968:81-91), The partial 
secularization of the missions took place during the 1790s (Habig 1968:85, 102-106; 
Ramsdell 1968:18, 136). By 1824, all five were completely secularized, ceased 
to be missions, and began to fall into ruin (Habig 1968:123; Ramsdell 1968:125). 

Archaeological Background 

In recent years over 17 intensive and short-term archaeological investigations 
have been undertaken at the five well-known San Antonio missions, and at three 
other important Spanish Colonial Period sites in the vicinity. 
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In 1966, with a grant provided by the State Building Commission as part of 
their archaeological program, the Witte Memorial Museum conducted an archaeo
logical excavation at Mission San Antonio de Valero (the Alamo). Under the 
direction of Mardith K. Schuetz and John Greer, work in the can vento area of 

, the site yielded significant stratigraphic, architectural and artifactual in
formation (Schuetz 1966; Tunnell 1966; Greer 1967). In 1970, the footings of 
nineteenth century structures and the location of a portion of the acequia (or 
mission aqueduct) were revealed during investigations north of the D.R.T Libra.ry 
by WilHam M. Sorrow (1972). In 1973, excavations in the Second Patio area by 
Mardith Schuetz (973) recovered additional information. An area east of the 
museum building was tested by a crew of graduate students from The University 
of Texas at San Antonio in November 1973 (Adams and Hester 1973). The more 
recent archaeological investigation of the Alamo was undertaken in 1973 as a 
systematic search for evidence of the south' wall of the mission compound and 
its related buildings (Fox, Bass and Hester 1976). 

Similar salvage-type archaeological work has been done at Mission San Jose y 
San Miguel de Aguayo (Fox 1970; Schuetz 1970; Clark 1978) and at Mission San 
Francisco de la Espada (Fox and Hester 1976). An interesting study of evidence 
of the Spanish Colonial sugar industry at Mission San Jose has recently been 
published (Clark 1976). 

Intensive archaeological investigation of Mission San Juan Capistrano was begun 
in 1967 as part of the archaeology program of the State Building Commission, in 
cooperation with the Archdiocese of San Antonio (Schuetz 1968, 1969). Under the 
direction of Mardith Schuetz and the general supervision of the State Archeo
logist, Curtis Tunnell, a team of amateur and professional investigators sought 
to recover a sample of artifacts and skeletal remains of the mission Coahuiltecan 
Indians, as well as architectural data. This work and further investigations of 
the mission chapel (Schuetz 1974) and con vento were prompted by plans for the 
restoration of various structures at Mission San Juan. 

In 1971 and 1972, extensive archaeological excavations were carried out at 
Mission Nuestra Senora de la Purisima Concepcion de Acuna. Crews directed by 
Dan Scurlock of the Texas Historical Commission obtained information pertaining 
to foundation-moisture conditions of the extant structures at the mission, and 
succeeded in locating and studying the remains of portions of the compound wall, 
the stone quarry and other features in the west compound area of the site 
(Scurlock and Powers 1975[; Scurlock and Fox 1977). 

In addition to the five missions, at least three other Spanish Colonial Period 
sites in San Antonio have received attention. In 1966, a segment of the Acequia 
Madre was studied in preparation for HemisFair ~68 (Schuetz 1970). During the 
spring and summer of 1975, salvage investigations were made beneath the floor of 
San Fernando Cathedral (originally the secular church of the Villa de San 
Fernando) in downtown San Antonio (Fox, Scurlock and Clark 1977). In 1976, test 
excavations were carried out at the Governor's Palace, located across Military 
Plaza from the San Fernando Cathedral (Fox 1977). 

In sum, all of the significant archaeology done at Spanish Colonial Period sites 
in San Antonio were salvage-type, short-term and intensive excavations. Problem 
orientations were adapted to limitations of time and money, and dealt with the 
recovery of basic architectural and artifactual data. Although some attempts 
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have been made to interpret data b¥ site (see, for example, Clark 1976; Schuetz 
1969; Fox, Scurlock and Clark 1977), as yet no synthesis of the Spanish Colonial 
Period archaeology of the San Antonio area has been published. 

THE SAMPLE 

Most of the data recovered from previous Spanish Colonial Period archaeology of 
the San Antonio area has been published. Notes, artifact collections and sam
ples of faunal remains and soils (from some sites) are stored at institutions 
located in San Antonio and Austin, Texas. However, due to limitations of time 
and money, the location, observation and analysis of all of the chipped stone 
collected from San Antonio missions are beyond the scope of this study project. 
Instead, five collections were selected, representing five different archaeo
logical investigations at four missions. 

Table 1 summarizes the nature of these lithic collections. Although the five 
collections represent less than one-third of the number of archaeological in
vestigations undertaken~ judging from the total number of lithic artifacts 
reported in the literature, the study sample probably amounts to more than 
two-thirds of the chipped stone recovered and preserved from Spanish Colonial 
Period sites in the San Antonio area. 

THE ANALYSIS 

For many years the descriptive classification of chipped stone cultural materials 
has been the basis for much of the interpretation of the prehistory of various 
parts of the world (Tax 1975:v). Recently, archaeologists have been approaching 
classification as a means to an end, rather than as an end in itself . 

... the observable physical characteristics of our subject 
material (sites and artifacts) must be connected in a model 
with at least some conceptual terms which encompass these 
characteristics. That "is, rather than compartmentalize 
according to differentiating criteria, we need to specify 
characteristics of our material along many axes and formu
late some hypotheses about relations between them (Wilmsen 
1974:45). 

The simple descriptive classification of chipped stone tools is being replaced 
by the study of lithic technology--the analysis of attributes or chipped stone 
forms representative of processes of lithic tool production. Since many such 
processes are thought to be universal, and because of an increasing need for 
communication between students of lithic technology (Bradley 1975:5-12; Movius 
1974:112), there is a trend toward standardization of techniques and termi
nology related to the analysis of chipped stone. 

However, there also is a need for continued communication of information be
tween archaeologists working within traditional regions. The following analysis 
of the sample of chipped stone from Spanish Colonial mission sites in San Antonio 



Mission 

Concepcion 

San Jose 
(4IBX3) 

San Jose 
(41HX3) 

San Antonio 
de Valero 

San Juan 
Capistrano 
(4lBX5) 

Date of 
Investi-

TABLE l. 

gation _,\rcheo~i6t 

1971, 
1972 

1974 

1968 

1973 

1967 

Dan Scurlock 
(Texas Histori
cal Commission) 

John Clark 
(Texas Histori
cal COllnnission) 

Mardith Schuetz 
(Witte Memorial 
Museum; State 
Build ing COllunis
sion) 

Mardith Schuetz 
(Witte Memorial 
Museum; Texas 
lIistorical Com
mission) 

Mardith Schuetz 
(Witte Memorial 
Museum; State 
Bu ild ing Com
mission) 

INVENTORY OF STUDY SITE INVESTIGATIONS 

Reference 

Scurlock 
and Powers 
1975; Scur
lock and Fox 
1977 

Clark 1978 

Schuetz 
1970 

Schuetz 
1973 

Schuetz 
1968, 1969 

Location of 
Collections 

Total 
Lithics 
Studied 

Texas Histori- 969 
cal Commission 
Austin 

Texas Histori- 126 
cal Commission 
Austin 

Center for 96 
Archaeological 
Research, The 
University of 
Texas at San 
Antonio 

Center for 53 
Archaeological 
Research, The 
University of 
Texas at San 
Antonio 

Center for 1,085 
Archaeological 
Research, The 
University of 
Texas at San 
Antonio 

Sampling Information 

93 test pits of sizes ranging from 1 x 1 meters to 
2 x 4 meters, excavated in arbitrary levels, and 
screened through 1/4-inch and l/2-inch hardware cloth. 
Material culture catalogued in relation to test pit and 
level designations. Test pits were placed in and 
around extant str~ctures, and in the west compound 
area of the site. 

Seven 1 x 2 meter test pits and one 1 x 3 meter unit, 
excavated in 20-cm arbitrary levels, and screened 
through 1/4·-inch hardware cloth. Test pits located 
inside and outside walls of mission compound. Arti
facts catalogued by test pit and level. 

. A series of screened (l/4-inch mesh) areas along 
trenches for a sprinkler system; samples from 
areas near the north wall of the convento, west of 
the west compound wall, and in the eastern portion 
and the southwest corner of the compound. Some 
material catalogued by screened areas. 

Eight 10 x 10 foot, three 5 x 10 foot, three 5 x 5 foot 
excavation units, and one unit with an area of 137 
square feet, excavated in four supposed occupational 
levels. Upper three levels screened through l/2-inch 
hardware cloth; level four through l/4-inch and l/2-inch 
mesh. Excavation units located in an area within the 
present Alamo walls. Most artifacts catalogued by level 
and unit. 

Fill from entire rooms and portions of rooms along com
pound walls, portions of the church nave and baptistry, 
an area in the northwest corner of the compound, and 
a mound of displaced room fill or midden deposit outside 
the southwest corner of the compound. All removed in 
6-inch levels and screened through 1/4-inch and 1/2-inch 
hardware cloth. Most lithics catalogued by level and 
room or unit number, and counted in pounds and ounces. 

Total SanlFle: 2,329 specitnens 

co 
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is adapted from a classification scheme which has proved to be useful for 
comparative interpretation of lithics recovered during various archaeological 
investigations at prehistoric and historic sites in central and south-central 
Texas (Briggs 1971; Mal1ouf, Fox and Briggs 1973; Scurlock and Fox 1977). 
Although this classification scheme might be considered somewhat regional 
(Fig .. 1), the descriptive data are presented in such a way that they can be 
used in a broader disciplinary context (see Bradley 1975). 

Comprising the sample of five collections from archaeological investigations 
at four San Antonio mission sites, 2,329 chipped stone artifacts are sorted 
into morphologically defined categories (Fig. 2). This classification scheme 
is as much a taxonomic system as it is an analytical one (see Rouse 1960). It 
is made up of morpho-technological classes and subclasses, all of which are 
presented for the purposes of tentative typological description and comparison, 
and some of which can be considered to be representative of processes involved 
in the manufacture of chipped stone tools. As such, the morphologically 
defined categories may be representative of products (chipped stone specimens 
which functioned as tools) and by-products (chipping debris and other lithic 
forms which became detached from the continuum) of lithic tool production. 

The size range of lithic specimens in most categories and respective subcate
gories can be determined from accompanying illustrations which show the arti
facts actual size. Sizes of specimens in some categories are included in the 
text when dimensions are necessary for an adequate morphological description 
of those categories. Whenever possible, the more distinct forms (products or 
by-products) are compared to similar morphologically defined forms from other 
areas. 

Cores (41 specimens; Fig. 3,a-c) 

A core is any nodule or cobble from which a flake or flakes have been removed. 
Comprising 1.7% of the entire lithic sample, all 41 cores appear to have been 
produced from stream-worn chert gravels which probably were available locally 
during the Spanish Colonial Period, as they are today, along the stream channels 
and terraces of the San Antonio River and its tributaries. The cores vary 
in size (fist-size, or smaller) and in degree of reduction. Several small 
specimens may be exhausted cores which were discarded because of limited 
surface area. Others probably were discarded because of noticeable flaws in 
material quality and resultant excessive hinge-fracturing. There is no 
apparent morphological evidence to explain why a variety of large cores were 
discarded. None of the specimens in this sample exhibits obvious signs of 
wear or burning. 

Cores can be divided into two major subcategories for analytical purposes. 

Co~ex Platfionm (12 specimens; Fig. 3,a) 

Cortex platform cores are chert cobbles from which only a few flakes have been 
struck from unprepared cortex surfaces. One small specimen (from Mission San 
Jose) is a small pebble which has two opposing striking platform areas. 



NODULE CORE 
CURTEX PLATFORM 

CROSS SECT ION INHRNAL 
SUHFACE 

,......, 

PRIMARY FLAKE 

EXTERNAL 
SURFACE 

ATTRIBUTES OF A FI~AKE 

PLA TFORM 

SECONDARY FLAKE 

~""''''O' 

~ 
TRIMMING 

FINISHED UNI FACE 

SINGLE lACE T 
MULTIPLE ILARGEI FACET 

~ PLATFORM 

~ TEHTJAnV "LAKE 

~ ts'AHO'" 

SECONDAHY FLAKE 

I. BIFACIAL 
. . THINNING 

. . ISeconda, v & 
.. T,,, "ii' V Flakongi 

GFORMING 
. tSrn~1I Multoplt· 

face1 Platform 
. Terllilry Flnkmyl 

A)~ 
PLATfORM 
CONSTRUCTION 

4~ 
ARROW POINT 

FINISHED BIFACE 
o 2 r I I 

in. 

Figure 1. LithiQ P~OQ~~~ and Ven~nition. 

--' 
o 



CORES Cortex Platform 
-------- Decorticate Platform 

CORE-TOOLS 

FLAKES AND CHIPS 

BIFACES 

GUNFLINTS AND 
STRIKE-O-LITES 

POSSIBLE GUNFLINTS 

Primary 
~ Cortex Platform 

Single-Facet Platform 
~ - Secondary Multiple Large-Facet Platform 

Flakes ----- Multiple Small-Facet Platform 

~ Single-Facet Platform 
Tertiary Multiple Large-Facet Platform 

Multiple Small-Facet Platform 
~ Corticate 

Chips ~ Partially Decorticate 
- - Decorti cate 

Thi ck Group I --------== Group II 
~GroupIII 

Thi n ~§§§~======= Group IV 

"lized Flakes 

< Ut!nd Chips Group II Side 

Group End. 

S End and S,de MODIFIEDHI~~AKE Trill1l1ed Flakes ~ III ~ Ovoid or Roun1~~eterminable 
AND C and Chips <-- Group Irregular or 

Figure 2. C£M.6,tn,tc.ati..on Sc.heme nOll .the S.fudy Sample. 
--' 
--' 



12 

a 

b 

c 

Figure 3. CO~~. a, cortex platform (41 BX 3); b,c, decorticate 
platform (b, 41 BX 3; c, 41 BX 12). 
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Vecontieate Plat6o~ (29 specimens; Fig. 3,b-c) 

This category consists of cores which have been worked bifacially and multi
facially with flake scars originating most often from single-facet platforms 
created by a previous flake removal, and less often from multiple-facet 
platforms formed by two or more flake scars. The crushed opposing platform 
areas of one small core (from Mission San Jose) may have been produced by bi
polar percussion flaking (Fig. 3,b), as defined by Honea (1965) and Kobayashi 
(1975) . 

Core-Tools (7 specimens; Fig. 4,a-b) 

The term "core-toolll applies to cores or large chert cobbles which appear to 
have been reduced so as to produce tools. Core~tools comprise 0.3% of the 
entire lithic sample. 

Two specimens contained in the lithic collection from Mission San Juan Capistrano 
are similar in size and material type to previously described decorttcate plat
form cores. Each of the San Juan specimens has been fashioned with a pointed 
end and may have served as a boring or cutting implement (Fig. 4,b). 

The five remaining core-tools (from Mission Concepcion) are chopper-like- imple
ments. Each is a pebble tool which retains cortex on one end and is bifacially 
flaked and battered on the opposite end (Fig. 4,a). The cortex ends of three 
specimens exhibit signs of battering which may be the result of the use of 
these core-tools as hammerstones. However, this battering of the cortex is 
directly opposite the chipped edges and could be the result of resting the 
cobble on a hard surface (or anvil) while flakes were struck from it. 

Flakes and Chips (2,142 specimens) 

Representing products and by-products of lithic tool production, flakes and 
chips comprise 92.0% of the lithic sample. Each flake retains a portion of 
the platform area at which force was applied to remove it. Chips are flake 
fragments which do not have platforms. Both unaltered and modified flakes 
and chips were first analyzed by being assigned to morphologically defined 
sub-categories. Modified (utilized and trimmed) flakes and chips were then 
subjected to a second classification. Therefore, the results of the first 
analysis include all specimens classified as flakes and chips, only a portion 
of which were further sorted into taxonomic categories of modified flakes and 
chips. 

F£a~~ (1,194 specimens) 

Flakes (51.3% of the entire lithic sample) are sorted initially into categories 
based on the amount of cortex present. Further subdivision is presented by 
platform type. 
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Figure 4. Co~~-Too~. a, 41 BX 12; b, 41 BX 5. 
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P~~y (24 specimens) 

Because a primary flake is produced as an initial removal from the un
altered exterior surface of a cobble or core, it has an unprepared cortex 
striking platform and retains cortex over its entire exterior surface. 

Seeond~y (756 specimens) 

Secondary flakes are partially decorticate, having been removed from 
partially decorticate portions of cores, flakes and bifaces. Struck 
from unprepared corticate or simply prepared decorticate platforms, 
most of the secondary flakes in this sample are relatively large and 
apparently were struck from cores, instead of bifaces or trimmed flakes 
and chips. 

Cortex Platform (241 specimens) 

Cortex platform secondary flakes have been struck from unprepared 
cortex surfaces and have cortex platforms. 

Single-Facet Platform (503 specimens) 

Single-facet platform secondary flakes are produced by utilizing the 
single facet formed by the.scar of a previous flake removal as a 
striking platform. 

Multiple Large-Facet Platform (9 specimens) 

Secondary flakes of ~his platform type are struck from platforms 
created, intentionally or unintentionally, by the previous removal 
of two or more large flakes. 

Multiple Small-Facet Platform (3 specimens) 

This platform type is prepared, intentionally or unintentionally, by 
the removal of several small flakes, usually struck from a bifacially 
worked edge. 

T~y (414 specimens) 

Tertiary flakes are removed from the decorticate portions of cores, flakes 
and bifaces, and exhibit no cortex. 

Single-Facet Platform (318 specimens) 

This form of tertiary flake, while of the same platform type as single
facet platform secondary flakes, often terminates distally with a steep 
hinge fracture. 

Multiple Large-Facet Platform (20 specimens) 

These flakes are characterized by two or more large platform facets. 
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Multiple Small-Facet Platform (76 specimens) 

The multiple small-facet platforms of tertiary flakes often are 
"lipped ll (Shafer 1969:4), and have a somewhat arched appearance. 

Chip~ (948 specimens) 

Chips--broken flakes without platforms--constitute 40.7% of the entire lithic 
sample, and can be divided into three groups based on the amount of cortex 
present. 

Co4t£eate (24 specimens) 

This category includes those chips which retain cortex over their entire 
external surfaces and are fragments of primary or secondary flakes. 

P~q Veeontieate (447 specimens) 

Fragments of secondary flakes comprise this category. 

Veeo~eate (477 specimens) 

Characterized by exterior surfaces which are devoid of cortex, decorticate 
chips are fragments of tertiary flakes and the decorticate portions of 
secondary flakes. 

MocU~).ed F.ta.k~ a.nd Chip~ (406 specimens; Fig. 5-8) 

As mentioned previously, these artifacts {17.4% of the entire lithic sample) have 
been included in the totals given in the foregoing classification of flakes and 
chips, and should not be counted twice. 

utilized F.ta.k~ a.nd Chip~ (125 specimens; Fig. 5,a-h) 

This category makes up 30.8% of the sample of artifacts classified as 
modified flakes and chips. An edge or edges of each specimen exhibits 
minute chipping or nibbling and occasional polish which may represent 
wear resulting from the use of the flake or chip as a tool. Because 
of limitations of time, no microscopic examinations were made to de
termine whether flakes and chips that appear to be unmodified were in 
fact utilized as tools. 

The utilized flake and chip sample includes 57 secondary flakes and 31 
tertiary flakes (most of which have single-facet platforms), 16 partially 
decorticate chips, and 21 decorticate chips. Sizes range from a single
facet platform secondary flake 7.1 cm long, 4.3. cm wide and 8.5 mm thick, 
to a decorticate chip 1.7 cm long, 1.0 cm wide and 2.0 mm thick. 

At least 97 of the sample of 125 utilized flakes and chips exhibit signs 
of wear along lateral edges (in relation to medial axis of the flake) and 
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Figure 5. U~zed Flake6 and Ch[p~. a,b, 41 BX 3; c-h, 41 BX 5. 
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Figure 6. T~med Flak~ and Ch£p~. a,b, Group I (41 BX 5); 
c-e, Group II (c,d, 41 BX 5; e, 41 BX 12); f-i, Group III, 
S1de(s) (f, 41 BX 3; g-1, 41 BX 5). 
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Figure 7. T~m~d F£ak~ and Chip~. a,b, Group III, Side(s) (41 BX 5); 
c,d, Group III, End (41 BX 5); e-g, Group III, End and Side(s) (e,f, 41 
BX 5; g, 41 BX 3). 
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Figure 8. T~ed Flak~ and Chip~. a-c, Group III, End and 
Side(s) (a,b, 41 BX 5; c, 41 BX 6); d-f, Group III, Ovoid or 
Rounded Cd, 41 BX 5; e, 41 BX 12; f, 41 BX 3); g,h, Group III, 
Irregular or Indeterminable (41 BX 5). 
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are similar to Group III side trimmed flakes and chips. The distal ends 
(opposite the platform ends) of nine specimens appear to have been utilized 
and signs of wear are present on both the distal ends and the lateral edges 
of at least eight flakes and chips. Eleven irregularly shaped specimens 
exhibit minute chipping and/or polish along sharp edges. 

T~med Flake6 and Ch£p~ (281 specimens; Fig. 6-8) 

A trimmed flake or chip is characterized by edges which have been altered 
by the removal of small flakes, but only to the extent that most of the 
original interior and exterior surfaces of the flake can still be recog
nized. As such, trimming includes marginal shaping, retouch and/or 
thinning. The 281 specimens (69.2% of the sample of modified flakes and 
chips) can be divided into three groups for descriptive purposes. 

Group I (27 specimens; Fig. 6,a-b) 

This category includes flakes and chips which bear scars of flake 
re~ovals intended to thin certain parts of the original flake, 
rather than simply to shape or bevel the margins of the flake. A 
few specimens exhibit evidence of both thinning and beveling. Most 
are bifacially trimmed. 

Most of the Group I artifacts are either subtriangular or roughly 
pointed-ovate in outline. The shapes of some cannot be determined 
because of their fragmentary nature. Sizes range from a small 
fragment 0.9 cm long, 1.0 cm wide and 2.1 mm thick, to a large 
specimen 4.2 cm long, 3.4 cm wide and 6.9 mm thick. Most Group I 
trimmed artifacts are similar in form to, and may represent initial 
stages in the production of, Group III thin bifaces. 

Group II (7 specimens; Fig. 6,c-e) 

At least one edge of each of the trimmed flakes in this group has a 
prominent point or beak, formed apparently by the intentional removal 
of small flakes. Some have been shaped by the removal of flakes from 
the exterior surfaces only. Others have been bifacia11y trimmed into 
shape. 

This pointed form of trimmed flakes and chips often is referred to as 
"gravers" (see Skinner 1971:205, 222, 235, 253). 

Group III (247 specimens; Fig. 6,f-i; Fig. 7,a-g; Fig. 8,a-h) 

This group consists of various shapes and patterns of trimmed artifacts 
which can be divided into five general morphological sub-groups for de
scriptive purposes. 

Side (90 specimens; Fig. 6,f-i; Fig. 7,a-b) 

These have been trimmed along one or both edges, more or less 
parallel to the medial axis of the original flake. Trimmed edges 
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are straight to convex and occasionally slightly concave. Most 
specimens have been unifacially trimmed along the exterior surface. 
Edge treatment varies from specimens which have Deen slightly 
trimmed along a portion of one edge, to some lone, narrow, blade
like flakes and chips (roughly para11el-sided and at least twice 
as long as wide) which exhibit signs of intensive trimming (and 
even battering} along lateral edges. 

Most side trimmed specimens were fashioned from relatively large 
single-facet platform secondary and tertiary flakes. Sizes range 
from a broad flat corticate chip 7.6 cm long, 6.0 cm wide and 
15.2mm thick, to a decorticate chip 2.0 cm long, 2.2 cm wide and 
6.2 mm thick. 

End (4 specimens; Fig. 7,c-d) 

These are flakes and chips which have been trimmed only along 
the distal end, more or less perpendicular to the medial axis 
of the original flake. ,Distal ends are straight to convex. 
Three specimens are unifacially trimmed on the exterior surface. 

End and Slde (55 specimens; Fig. 7,e-g; Fig. 8,a-c) 

These artifacts have been trimmed along one or both edges, more 
or less parallel to the medial axis, as well as along the distal 
end, perpendicular to the medial axis of the original flake. 
Lateral edges are straight to slightly convex. Except for a few 
specimens with irregularly trimmed ends, the tools have straight 
to convex distal ends. Most end and side trimmed artifacts have 
been uni facia 11y trimmed on the exterior surface .. , Sizes range 
from a large trimmed partially decorticate chip 9.1 cm long, 
7.6 cm wide and 27.3 mm thick, to a trimmed single-facet platform 
tertiary flake 3.1 cm long, 2.6 cm wide and 8.5 mm thick. 

The sample of 55 end and side trimmed flakes and chips includes 8 
cortex platform and 27 single-facet platform tertiary flakes, 10 
partially decorticate chips (distal portions of trimmed secondary 
flakes) and 5 decorticate chips (distal portions of trimmed 
secondary and/or tertiary flakes). Most of these artifacts are 
similar to forms referred to as "end scrapers" reported from pre
historic archaeological sites (see Skinner 1971:183, 205, 252; 
Hester 1971:95-97). 

Ovo~d o~ Rounded (11 specimens; Fig. 8,d-f) 

This category includes flakes and chips which have been trimmed 
into a rounded or ovoid outline shape. Generally unifacially 
trimmed on exterior surfaces, 3 are partially decorticate chips, 
7 are decorticate chips and one is a thick cortex platform sec
ondary flake (from the San Jose collection) which may have served 
as a core for the production of small flakes. 



IlUtegui.aJt OIT.. Inde;te.Jun,{.na.b.te (87 specimens; Fi g, 8,g-h) 

This category consists of a miscellaneous group of flakes and 
chips which have been trimmed in various irregular patterns, 
and specimens too fragmentary to assign to specific morpho
logical subgroups. The sample includes 7 cortex platform and 
10 single-facet platform secondary flakes, 8 single-facet 
platform tertiary flakes, 24 partially decorticate chips and 
38 decorticate chips. 

Bifaces (68 specimens; Figs. 9,10) 
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This major category consists of 3.0% of the entire lithic sample. Each specimen 
exhibits bifacial flaking apparently intended to reduce a cobble, core or flake 
to a functional shape. Most bifaces appear to have been formed from flakes, 
although in some cases bifacial flaking has removed all evidence of the original 
flake surfaces. Bifaces are divided into two groups based on thickness. Further 
subdivision is based on form. 

Th£e~ (3 specimens; Fig. 9,a-b) 

These artifacts (4.4% of the biface sample) include two bifaces and a large 
biface fragment which are thicker than 1.3 cm. All three decorticate thick 
bifaces were recovered from Mission Concepcion. One, 4.9 cm long, 4.5 cm wide 
and 20.0 mm thick, has been burned. Another, 4.7 cm long, 3.9 cm wide and 
16.0 mm thick, shows signs of battering and grinding along its broken and un
broken edges. 

The remaining thick biface is triangular in shape, and plano-convex in cross 
section (Fig. 9,a). The dorsal or convex surface is highest a short distance 
from the steeply beveled end or base. Cracked and pitted from having been 
burned, this tool (5.8 cm long, 3.7 cm wide and 15.9 mm thick) is similar to 
c.t~ FolT..~ artifacts commonly reported from prehistoric archaeological sites 
in Texas (Hester, Gilbow and Albee 1973). 

Th£n (65 specimens; Fig. 9,c-f; Fig. 10,a-l) 

Thin bifaces (95.6% of the biface sample) probably represent products and by
products of the final stages of biface tool production. They appear to reflect 
predetermined shaping rather than the shapes of the original cobbles, cores or 
flakes from which they were manufactured. Most specimens probably were fashioned 
from flakes. 

Thin bifaces are less than 1.3 cm thick and retain little or no cortex. 

GIT..OUP 1 (12 specimens; Fig. 9,c-f) 

This category includes 12 fragments of bifacially thinned artifacts which 
range in thickness from approximately 4.1 mm to 9.6 mm. Nine specimens, 
two of which have been burned, are fragments of the medial portions of 
roughly parallel-sided and pointed forms, lenticular in cross section, 
which appear to be fragments of dart point forms frequently reported from 
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Figure 9. BinaQ~. a,b, thick bifaces (41 BX 12); c-f, thin 
bifaces, Group I (c, 41 BX 5; d-f, 41 BX 12). 
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Fig'ure •. Jl()~ Bi6a.c.e.6. a-c, thin bifaces, Group II (a, 41 BX 3; b, 
41 BX 12; c, 41 BX 5); d, thin bifaces, Group III (41 BX 12); e-1, 
thin bifaces, Group IV (e-i, 41 BX 5; j, 41 BX 6; k Iglass], 1, 
41 BX 3). 
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prehistoric sites. The three remaining Group I thJn bifaces are basal 
fragments of stemmed thin bifaces--forms considered diagnostic of the 
prehistoric Archaic Period occupation of central and south Texas (Suhm, 
Krieger and Jelks 1954). 

G~oup 11 (4 specimens; Fig. 10,a-c) 

These artifacts range in thickness from 5.4 mm to 8.0 mm, and in width from 
3.1 cm to 5.2 cm. Three fragments appear to represent large subtriangular 
or pointed-ovate thin bifaces. Similar in shape, the other Group II speci
men is subtriangular, 4.1 cm wide, and 7.5 mm thick. 

G~oup 111 (1 specimen; Fig. 10,d) 

This fragmentary thin biface retains small portions of the interior and ex
terior surfaces of the flake from which it was made. Bifacially thinned or 
trimmed along two sides, it has an ovate base 2.5 cm wide and 8.2 mm thick, 
and a long, narrow projection or stem 6.5 mm wide and 4.3 mm thick. This 
broken projection exhibits visible signs of grinding or wear which may have 
resulted from its use as a perforator or boring implement. 

G~oul? IV (48 specimens; Fig. 10,e-l) 

The artifacts of this group were manufactured from thin flakes of chert 
except for two specimens which were knapped from sherds of green bottle 
glass (Fig. 10,k). All are decorticate and range in thickness from 1.6 
to 4.3 mm. 

All appear to be complete forms or fragmentary portions of triangular and 
subtriangul ar, bifacial1y thinned and shaped forms with straight, sl ightly 
concave, or slightly indented bases. Sides are most often slightly convex 
or straight. The sides of some specimens are somewhat recurved. Complete 
or nearly complete Group IV thin bifaces are 2.0 to 4.0 cm long and 1.2 to 
2.2 cm wide. 

Indicated by the number and length of flake scars, the extent of facial 
reduction of these artifacts apparently was related to the thickness and 
curvature of the original flake. Some specimens are completely bifacially 
thinned and shaped to the extent that all original flake surfaces have been 
obliterated. The shaping of the rest reflects a concern for planar symmetry 
and basal thinning of the finished product. 

Group IV thin bifaces commonly are referred to as mission arrow points 
(Hester 1977 terms them Gu~eno points). 

Gunflints and Strike-O-Lites (40 specimens; Fig. 11,a-f) 

Because technological function can be associated reliably with these tools (1.7% 
of the entire lithic sample), and because many of them are of European origin, 
gunflints and strike-a-lites, and a subsequently defined category, possible gun~ 
flints, are assigned to separate, relatively distinct categories of chipped stone. 
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Figure 11. Gu.nniln:ts a.nd S.tJUk.e.-O-Utv., a.nd POlJl.lible. GU.nOil1UA. 
a-f, gunf1ints and strike-a-lites (a-e, 41 BX 5; f, 41 BX 12; e, 
f, European); g-k, possible gunflints (g, 41 BX 12; h-k, 41 BX 5). 
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At least three different types of lithic resource material are represented by 
the gunflints: dark gray or black (4 specimens), honey-colored (1 specimen), 
and what appears to be locally available chert (35 specimens). The dark grey 
and honey-colored gunflints probably are of eighteenth century English and 
French origin (Smith 1960; Hamilton 1960) and are of musket, carbine and pistol 
sizes. Some of these European gunflints (Fig. 11, e-f) appear to have been 
trimmed from blades. Others are spall or flake gunflints. 

Generally similar in size and outline shape to the European specimens, the 35 
gunflints of apparently local material vary somewhat in thickness and in chipping 
treatment (Fig. 11,a-d). Four relatively large rectanguloid specimens actually 
may have functioned as strike-a-lites. Eight are completely bifacial, while the 
rest are flakes and chips which have been thinned and/or trimmed to varying de
grees in order to produce the desired functional shape. Some appear to have 
been made from blade-like flakes. Most are bifacially trimmed. Three of the 
35 gunflints of chert retain small amounts of cortex on exterior and/or platform 
surfaces. 

Possible Gunfltnts (31 specimens; Fig. 11,g-k) 

Although not as consistent in form, the rectanguloid and subrectanguloid arti
facts of this category (1.3% of the entire lithic sample) are similar in size, 
shape and flaking treatment to previously described gunflints. Most of the 31 
possible gunflints appear to be of locally available chert. Two fragmentary 
specimens are honey-colored and may have been imported from Europe. Some of 
the possible gunflints are shaped from thin bifaces and others are trimmed 
flakes and chips. 

IDENTIFICATION OF SPANISH COLONIAL PERIOD LITHICS 

Although the majority if not all of the sample of 2,329 chipped stone artifacts 
are thought to be representative generally of the Spanish Colonial occupation 
of four San Antonio mission sites, it seems appropriate to consider the possi
bility that some prehistoric period chipped stone might be contained in the 
sample. In an attempt to isolate Spanish Colonial Period lithic cultural 
material from possible prehistoric contamination, the following series of sub-
operations are pursued: . 

1) A study of the chronological affiliation of deposits excavated within 
each site. 

2) Comparisons of morphologically defined lithic categories between sites 
(or collections). 

3) Comparisons of lithic forms of the San Antonio mission sample with 
chipped stone reported from archaeological investigations at various 
Spanish Colonial sites in Texas and northern Mexico. 

Following this appraisal, a summary of diagnostic, or distinctive, probaple and 
possible Spanish Colonial Period forms of chipped stone is presented. 



Chronological Association Within Each Site 

Of the five collections studied, the sample of chipped stone from Mission 
Concepcion (Scurlock and Fox 1977) seems to have the greatest possibilitjes 
for contamination by prehistoric lithics. Concepcion, like the other sampled 
mission sites, is located a relatively short distance from a reliable water 
source (the San Antonio River channel), and therefore may have had potential 
as a suitable occupational area for prehistoric inhabitants. Much of the 
Concepcion sample was recovered from test pits located within or in direct 
association with structures, midden deposits and other features which can be 
affiliated reliably with the occupation of the mission. However, some exca
vated materials, especially lithics recovered from test pits in the west 
compound area, could be representative of the prehistoric period. 

The two collections from Mission San Jose (Schuetz 1970; Clark 1978) were re
covered from deposits excavated from various places, both within and outside 
the compound area of the site. Although it is conceivable that some of the 
lithic specimens sampled could be representative of prehistoric occupations, 
the fill from which chipped stone was recovered contained Spanish Colonial 
Period and later (American) artifacts of ceramics, metal and glass. The 
chipped stone sample from Mission San Antonio de Valero also was found in 
association with eighteenth, nineteenth and some twentieth century cultural 
materi a 1 (Schuetz 1973). 

The 1,085 lithic specimens whfch comprise the collection from Mission San Juan 
Capistrano probably all can be affiliated reliably with the Spanish Colonial 
Period. Well over 90% of the deposits from which the lithic collection was re
covered was fill excavated from within mission structures. Other deposits were 
excavated from one part of the compound area (Schuetz 196~: map following page 
5). All lithic material was found in association with Spanish Colonial Period 
and later ceramic, metal and glass artifacts. 

Comparisons Between Collections 
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Table 2 presents the provenience of all chipped stone specimens analyzed from 
each site. Because the information concerning the exact horizontal and vertical 
recovery location of many artifacts in two collections has been lost or could not 
be determined, the provenience of specimens within each site cannot be presented 
in this study. 

A variety of morphologically defined lithic categories is represented in all 
five analyzed collections. Many of these, such as kinds of modified and unmodi
fied flakes and chips, might be expected to occur at prehistoric as well as 
historic occupation sites where lithic tool production was carried on. However, 
probable Spanish Colonial Period chronological affiliation can be suggested for 
gunflints and strike-o-lites, and possible gunflints, and for the common occur
rence of Group III side trimmed flakes and chips. 

Considering categories represented in three or more collections, the only 
chipped stone forms which do not occur this frequently are core-tools, mUltiple 
small-facet platform secondary and multiple large-facet platform tertiary flakes, 
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TABLE 2. PROVENIENCE OF THE STUDY SAMPLE 

Mission Collection 
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Morphological Category o'd" ttt'd" to'd" tOtO to'd" 0 
u- en- (/')- (/') :::- (/')- I-

CORES 9 9 2 0 21 41 
Cortex Platform 3 5. 0 0 4 12 
Decorticate Platform 6 4 2 0 17 29 
CORE-TOOLS 5 0 a a 2 7 

Total 14 9 2 a 23 48 

FLAKES AND CHIPS 910 109 81 48 994 2142 
Fl akes 499 38 44 23 590 1194 
Primary 16 1 a a 7 24 
Secondary 283 25 24 17 407 756 

Cortex Platform 94 15 8 8 116 241 
Single-Facet Platform 184 10 15 9 285 503 
Multiple Large-Facet 4 a 1 a 4 9 
Multiple Small-Facet 1 a a a 2 3 

Tertiary 200 12 20 6 176 414 
Single-Facet Platform 141 10 18 6 143 318 
Multiple Large-Facet 10 a a a 10 20 
Multiple Small-Facet 49 2 2 a 23 76 

Chips 411 71 37 25 404 948 
Corticate 14 4 a 1 5 24 
Part;all~ Decorticate 175 37 18 9 208 447 
Decorticate 222 30 19 15 191 477 

Total 910 109 81 48 994 2142 

I 
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TABLE 2. (Continued) 

Mission Collection 
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Morphological Category 
o'¢' ItS'¢' ItS'¢' ItS ItS ItS'¢' 0 
u- (1')- (I') ........ (I') ::> (I') ........ I-

MODIFIED FLAKES AND CHIPS* 93 7 44 25 237 406 
Utilized Flakes and Chips 16 3 23 8 75 125 
Trimmed Flakes and Chips 77 4 21 17 162 281 
Group I 18 0 0 0 9 27 
Group II 3 0 1 0 3 7 
Group III 56 4 20 17 150 247 

Side 20 2 4 7 57 90 
End 1 0 a 0 3 4 
End and Side 18 0 1 4 32 55 
Ovoid or Rounded 2 1 1 0 7 11 
Irregular or Indeterminable 15 1 14 6 51 87 
Total 93 7 44 25 237 406 

BIFACES 34 4 5 1 24 68 
Thick 3 0 0 0 0 3 
Thin 31 4 5 1 24 65 
Group I 6 1 5 0 0 12 
Group II 1 1 0 0 2 4 
Group III 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Group IV 23 2 0 1 22 48 

Total 34 4 5 1 24 68 

GUNFLINTS 7 1 3 1 28 40 
POSSIBLE GUNFLINTS 4 3 5 3 16 31 

Total 11 4 8 4 44 71 
Grand Total 969 126 96 53 1085 2329 

* Modified Flakes and Chips have been abstracted from the sample of all Flakes 
and Chips and, therefore, should not be counted twice. 
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Group I (thinned as well as shaped) trimmed flakes and chips, Group III end 
trimmed flakes and chips, thick bifaces, and Group nr (perforator) thin bi
faces. The lack of representation of some of these categories might be 
explained by the relatively small total numbers of specimens contained in the 
collections from Missions San Jose and San Antonio de Valero. In other words, 
examples of these forms might be encountered in samples comparable in size to 
those from Mission Concepcion. 

Although the relatively common occurrence of most categories in collections 
from the four different sites gives weight to the argument that most, if not 
all, of the lithic sample is representative of the Spanish Colonial Period, 
there are those forms which do not occur in all five coll ecti ons and therefore 
are somewhat more questionable as to chronological affiliation. Important 
among these morphological categories are core-tools, Group I (thinned as well 
as shaped) trimmed flakes and chips, Group III end trimmed flakes and chips, 
thick bifaces, and thin biface Groups r-irl. 

Group I trimmed flakes and chips appear to be representative of initial stages 
in the production of Group IV thin bifaces (mission arrow points), and probably 
can be assigned confidently to the Spanish Colonial mission occupation. Group 
In end trimmed flakes and chips appear to be broken ends from, or perhaps 
initial stages in the production of, Group III end and side trimmed flakes and 
chips. 

Still of especially questionable chronological affiliation are core-tools, 
Group II (pointed) trimmed flakes and chips, thick bifaces, and thin biface 
Groups I-III. 

Comparisons With Other Collections 

The chronological affiliation of various chipped stone categories defined for the 
mission sample can be considered further by investigating whether or not they are 
represented in other collections from Spanish Colonial Period sites in Texas and 
northern Mexico. Information concerning eight comparative collections was obtained 
from published reports on different archaeological investigations. Three of these 
reports deal with San Antonio mission collections which were not analyzed as part 
of the study sample (Fox 1970:45-46, Fig. 21; Greer 1967:63-66, 86-89, Figs. 24 
and 29; Schuetz 1974:40-42, Fig. 16). Four reports contain information concerning 
chipped stone from Spanish Colonial sites in central Texas (Gilmore 1969:116-120, 
Fig. 13; Gilmore 1967:23-24, Fig. 7), coastal Texas (Tunnell and Ambler 1967:92-97, 
Fig. 15), and southern Texas (Gilmore 1974:99-105, 107-109, Figs. 32,33). Another 
report deals with lithics recovered during recent work at San Bernardo Mission in 
the vicinity of Guerrero, Coahuila, Mexico (Hester 1976a:23-26, Figs.-4,5). 

Information from a ninth collection was obtained from a cursory inspection of 
chipped stone artifacts recovered during investigations in 1971 of the convento 
area at San Antonio's Mission San Juan Capistrano (41 BX 5) by Mardith K. Schuetz. 
No documentation of that investigation has been published. The collection is 
stored at the Center for Archaeological Research, The University of Texas at San 
Antonio. 
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Table 3 presents the morphological categories defined for the study sample as 
they occur in the nine comparative collections. As might be expected, collec
tions from investigations at Missions San Juan and San Antonio de Valero compare 
more closely with the study sample than do collections from Spanish Colonial 
sites located outside the San Antonio area. It is interesting that at least 16 
of a possible 23 morphological categories are represented by lithics reported 
from San Bernardo Mission in northern Mexico. 

General chipped stone categories such as flakes and chips, trimmed flakes and 
chips, and thin bifaces are represented in most collections. Such forms might 
be expected to occur at prehistoric and historic sites where lithic tools were 
produced. The lack of representation of more specifically defined morphological 
categories in some collections could reflect differing lithic technologies at 
mission sites in different areas, as well as variation in interests and methods 
of analysis and reporting employed by the different investigators. 

In any case, the relatively common occurrence of Group III side, and end and side 
trimmed flakes and chips may reflect an emphasis on flake-tool production at 
mission sites. This suggestion already has been made by Schuetz (1969:70-71) 
and Hester (1975b:25). 

Gunflints and strike-o-lites, and possible gunflints, considered to be represen
tative of the Spanish Colonial Period, occur in various comparative collections. 
Group IV thin bifaces (mission arrow points) also occur commonly. 

Still of questionable chronological affiliation are core-tools, Group II (pointed) 
trimmed flakes and chips, thick bifaces, and thin biface Groups I-III. It seems 
significant that each of these categories is represented in at least one collec
tion from sites located outside the San Antonio area, even though it is possible 
that there were prehistoric occupations at these sites. 

Chopper-like core-tools occur in collections from San Antonio area sites and 
from Mission Rosario near Goliad in south Texas. Similar chipped stone imple
ments are found commonly at prehistoric sites in south and south-central Texas 
(Mallouf, Fox and Briggs 1973:64; Fox et ala 1974:26; Lynn, Fox and O'Malley 
1977; Hester 1971:86; and others). Group II (pointed) trimmed flakes and chips 
also occur frequently at prehistoric sites in Texas (Fox et ala 1974:34; Skinner 
1971:205,222,235,253; Hester 1971:94). 

A most intriguing problem concerns the occurrence of thick bifaces and thin bi
face Groups I-III, forms usually associated with prehistoric occupations, at 
Spanish Colonial sites in Texas and northern Mexico. Group I and Group II thin 
bifaces, complete and fragmentary forms of dart points and other large thin knife
like tools, occur in four comparative collections (Table 3). Many of the 
fragmentary specimens in the study sample are rectanguloid in shape and may have 
been used as gunflints or other tools. Hester (1975b:24-25) has considered the 
problem of the chronological affiliation of prehistoric-looking thin bifaces from 
Spanish Colonial sites: 

It is difficult to explain the presence of these specimens in 
the historic midden deposits, as it is assumed that the bow 
and arrow had completely replaced the spear thrower by this 
time. However, Suhm, Krieger, and Jelks (1954:138) report the 
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occurrence of dart points in Spanish Colonial contexts in 
the Falcon Reservoir along the lower Rio Grande, and occa
sional dart points are found at Texas missions (cf. Schuetz 
1969). Perhaps the larger specimens were not dart points 
at all, but functioned as knives during the historic era; 
or, it is possible that smaller IIdart points ll were actually 
employed as arrow-tips (cf. Hester and Hill 1973:40-41). 
There is also the very slight chance that the spear thrower 
was still in use on a limited basis; however, this is not 
recorded in Spanish accounts and does not seem likely. 
Some of the temporally-diagnostic forms .... may have been 
picked up by the mission Indians from eroded prehistoric 
sites . . . Such ancient specimens might have been regarded 
as curios, or more probably, as tools to be re-used. An 
interesting example of the re-use of prehistoric lithics 
by historic flint-knappers is reported by Goodwin and Basso 
(1971:231). They describe the practice of western Apaches 
who would go around to ruins and pick up pieces of flint 
to be utilized in arrow point manufacture. 

Summary of Spanish Colonial Period Chipped Stone 

From the foregoing appraisal of the chronological affiliation of lithic arti
facts from Spanish Colonial sites in San Antonio and contemporaneous sites in 
Texas and northern Mexico, the entire San Antonio mission sample cannot be 
affiliated confidently with the Spanish Colonial Period (eighteenth century). 
Instead, a summary of probable and possible mission lithic forms is presented 
in Table 4. 

INTERPRETATION OF TECHNOLOGY 
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Despite the possibility that the sample of chipped stone from four San Antonio 
missions might contain some prehistoric lithic material, the sample, consisting 
of 2,329 specimens, is thought to be large enough to be representative of general 
technological patterns involved in the production of chipped stone tools during 
Spanish Colonial mission occupations. This contention seems more reasonable if 
it can be assumed that pre-mission lithic forms were re-used or continued to be 
made by the eighteenth century misston occupants. 

Except for the European-made gunflints, and the Group IV thin biface fragments 
made from bottle glass, neither allochthonous stone nor other convincing evi
dence of trade or transport of lithic resource materials is exhibited by the 
mission sample. Most of the assemblage apparently was produced from locally 
available chert cobbles. 

The presence of a number of large cores which have been only partially reduced, 
and the frequency of occurrence of primary flakes in the sample, suggest that a 
variety of chert cobbles were carried into the missions, presumably from rela
tively accessible resource areas containing gravels of suitable quality lithic 
material. However, evidence of bipolar flaking, a flintworking technique thought 
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TABLE 4. PROBABLE AND POSSIBLE" SPANISH COLONIAL CHIPPED STONE 

Morphological Category 

CORES 
Cortex Platform 
Decorticate Platform 
CORE-TOOLS 
FLAKES AND CHIPS 
MODIFIED FLAKES AND CHIPS 
Utilized Flakes and Chips 
Trimmed Flak~s and Chips 
Group I 
Group II 
Group III 

Side 
End 
End and Side 
Ovoid or Rounded 
Irregular or Indeterminable 

BIFACES 
Thick 
Thin 
Group I 
Group II 
Group III 
Group IV 
GUNFLINTS AND STRIKE-O-LITES 
POSSIBLE GUNFLINTS 

Identification 
With the 

Spanish Colonial 
Period 

Probabl e Possible 

x 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
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to be adaptable to small lithic resource materials (Honea 1965:260), is con
tained in a collection from Mission San Jose, and may reflect an adaptation to 
restricted access to lithic resources at that site. Indeed, the possible 
re-use of prehistoric chipped stone artifacts by mission inhabitants also may 
reflect such an adaptation, if not a limited knowledge of or emphasis on a 
particular flint-knapping technology. 

Also significant is the relatively large amount of chipped stone which appears 
to represent the final stages of tool production. Core-tools, modified flakes 
and chips, oifaces, gunflints and strike-a-lites, and possible gunflints make 
up 23.7% of the entire mission sample of 2,329 specimens. 

The relatively high frequency of occurrence of single-facet platform secondary 
and tertiary flakes (35.3% of the entire lithic sample) and the relatively low 
frequency of occurrence of multiple small-facet platform flakes (3.4% of the 
mission sample) probably represent an emphasis of flake-tool production over 
thin biface tool production. The large number of utilized and trimmed flakes 
and chips (406 specimens) as compared to the number of bifaces (68 specimens) 
supports this interpretation. Even considering that much of the chipping 
debris resulting from thin biface production may have been lost through the 
1/4-inch and 1/2-inch screens used for artifact recovery, most of the bifaces 
in the sample appear to have been produced from flakes. 

The sample of gunflints and strike-o-lites, and possible gunflints, is composed 
of bifaces and trimmed flakes and chips. A few specimens possibly were fashioned 
from prehistoric thin bifaces. Many gunflints and possible gunflints appear 
to have been made from blade-like flakes. 

In general, the chipped stone sample seems to be representative of a lithic 
technology concerned primarily with the production of flake-tools for use as 
projectile points and cutting, scraping, boring and engraving activities, all 
of which probably supplemented a European-introduced technology of metal and 
stone (Fig. 12). 

DISCUSSION 

The preceding paper has presented a morphological description of an assemblage 
of lithic cultural material thought to be representative of the Spanish Colonial 
Period occupation of four mission sites in the San Antonio area in Texas. 
Because mission sites apparently contain some of the only material culture 
that can be attributed confidently to historic Indian groups, this intensive 
analysis, aimed at comparative and processual interpretation, should prove to 
be useful in ongoing problem-oriented ethnohistorical/archaeological research. 
Following is a series of questions generated from this study. 

1. Wha:t iA .the. c.u.UuJta.t a.nniliation on the. c../Uppe.d ~.tone. nou.nd a..t Sa.n An.torU.o 
rni..o.6"to YL6 ? 

The occurrence of European-made gunflints in the collections certainly 
represents a European lithic techology focusing on the production of 
blades (Smith 196Q}. Although it seems logical to assume that most 
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of the mission sample is representative of the lithic technology(ies) 
of the mission Indians (primarily Coahuiltecan speakers), and was 
carried over as an adaptation of pre-mission, and perhaps prehistoric, 
technologies, it also is possible that some mission chipped stone 
forms other than gunflints and strike-o-lites actually were produced 
by the Spanish colonists themselves as part of their subsistence 
technology, and that this influenced the methods of lithic tool pro
duction employed by mission neophytes. 

It should also be mentioned that during the mid-eighteenth century, 
families of Tlaxca1tecan Indians from southern Mexico accompanied 
the Spanish in the colonization of different parts of Texas (Bolton 
1970:345). Although it is not known that Tlaxcaltecans actually 
lived in the San Antonio area missions, future research should con
sider the possibility that these people, who served as teachers of 
neophytes in other missions, influenced the technology(ies) of lithic 
tool production employed during the Spanish Colonial Period in Texas. 

2. Studying problems of acculturation exemplified by the sixteenth cen
tury Spanish conquest of the New World, George Foster (1960:101) 
suggests that, IIWith metal tools, domestic animals, new agricultural 
crops, and the plow, the Spanish forms encountered little competition 
in existing indigenous forms. II How hnpOll.:ta.n-t WM .the. U/.)e. on chippe.d 
.6.tone. .tooLo M paJt.t On Spani..6h ColorU.a-e. .te.chnology in .the. San An-torU.o 
Mea? 

Although not well understood, the importance of the use of chipped 
stone by the prehistoric aboriginal populations of central and south 
Texas probably varied, depending upon various cultural and environ
mental factors. Judging from the frequency of occurrence of chipped 
stone at mission sites, it is evident that the use of lithic tools 
was a necessary part of mission subsistence. There is some evidence 
to suggest that the Spanish colonists may have depended to some 
extent on chipped stone. The need for gunflints, of course, seemed 
obvious. Also, it is known that at times the missions and the civil 
settlement of San Fernando (San Antonio de Bexar) had limited supplies 
of metal (Hatcher 1935:69,142,146,237; Fox 1977) for which lithic 
materials may have been substituted. Chipped stone artifacts have 
been reported from two Spanish Colonial Period sites in the civil 
settlement, the San Fernando Cathedral (Fox, Scurlock and Clark 1977) 
and the Governor's Palace (Fox 1977). However, the exact cultural 
chronological affiliation of this material is uncertain. 

3. How m..i..g lit .the U.th..i.c .te.chno.e.og y ll.e.pll.e..6 en.te.d a..t .the. San An-to rU.o rn-lA.6io yt,6 

Il.enlec..t vaJr...i.oU/.) a.6pe.~ on c.uttuIl.a.t a.nd .te.chnologica.! change. in 
S pa.ni..6 h Colo rU.a-e. T e.xCUi ? 

By the Beginning of the mission period in Texas, the native peoples 
of the area had adapted through over 200 years to population decline, 
territorial displacement, segregation and ideological pressure, loss 
of ethnic identity, and absorption by invading populations (Campbell 
1975:2). Spanish accounts indicate that most mission Indians 
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.. 
quickly adopted a common language, dress and customs (Solis 1931; 
Morfi 1935), all of which appear to have developed from a mixed 
Indian and Spanish Colonial heritage. The occurrence of relatively 
similar forms of chipped stone tools at different mission sites 
may represent a generally common lithic technology which developed 
to conform to a new cultural identity among mission neophytes. 
Mission forms of chipped stone appear to be somewhat different from 
lithic cultural material reported from one early historic site, the 
probable site of La Salle1s Fort St. Louis on the Texas coast (Gilmore 
1973). If the chipped stone recovered from this site is representa
tive of some of the historic perind peoples who later were gathered 
into the missions, the differences exhibited by the mission lithic 
collections might reflect changes in lithic technology which took 
place during succeeding years of Spanish colonization. 

However, there also is some possible evidence of the retention of 
cultural identity among the mission Indians. As observed previously, 
IIchopper-like ll core-tools from various mission sites are quite 
similar to chipped stone implements reported from prehistoric sites 
in south and south-central Texas. The emphasis on flake-tool pro
duction reflected by the chipping debris sampled from mission sites 
could be an outgrowth of a prehistoric tradition of flake-tool pro
duction suggested by Hester (1975a) for south Texas. Tunnell and 
Newcomb (1969:118) have proposed that the triangular shape of many 
Group IV thin bifaces (mission arrow pOints) originally may have 
been an Apache form, although it can be suggested that a triangular, 
or subtriangu1ar, form of projectile point might be the simplest 
form to mass-produce in a Spanish Colonial mission setting. 

4. While many Indian groups were llcivilizedll rather quickly, it appears 
from Spanish accounts that some moved about from mission to mission, 
or left the missions to return to the countryside (Habig 1968:41,44, 
91). Apparently, some coastal Indian groups brought to the San Antonio 
missions were very difficult to acculturate (Habig 1968:84-85). Could 
.the. e.vide.nc.e. on bipdhvt 6fufUng .te.c.hnology c.on:taJ..ne.d in .the. llituc. 
.oample. ulLom 'rrU..6.6ion Sa.n JO.6e be. ILe.pILUe.n..ta.tJ..ve. On oc.c.u.pmon by c.6a..6.ta..e. 
gILoUp.6 ? 

5. Perhaps the problem of broadest significance to historic and prehistoric 
archaeology in Texas concerns the possibility that prehistoric lithic 
forms were picked up and re-used by mission Indians. 1.6 i.t pO.6.6ible. 
.tha..t .6uc..h a. pJr..a.c..ti.c..e. WM c.u..6.toma.Jty dwUng .the. pILe.hiA.toJtic.. pe.Jtiodj a.nd 
in .00, how wou1.d .tfU..& bOMov.U.ng a.nfie.c..t a.Jtc..ha.e.o.e.ogi.6:t.6' pILe.hiA.toJtic.. 
.6 e.que.nc.eo 06 .te.mpoJr..a.Uy cU..a.g nO.6tic.. llituc. fio/tm.6? 
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