Teotihuacan, Mexico, and Its
Impact on Regional Demography

Dramatic population shifts in the Valley of Mexico
marked the rise and fall of this prehistoric city.

The archeological site of Teotihuacan
has long claimed a large share of the
interest and energy of prehistorians
working in the central highlands of
Mexico (1). The site’s vast surface
area, impressive architectural remains,
and elaborate artistic tradition all clear-
ly indicate the dynamic and central role
which this ancient urban metropolis
played during the period of its greatest
florescence between A.D. 100 and 700
(2). Teotihuacan is a key locus for de-
fining and clarifying the problems and
processes of prehispanic cultural devel-
opment in Mesoamerica.

Despite the long-recognized impor-
tance of Teotihuacan, only within the
last few years have archeological in-
vestigations been oriented toward the
systematic analysis of ecological setting,
exploitative possibilities and capacities,
demographic and settlement configura-
tions, and characteristics of social strat-
ification as manifested by architectural
and artifactual differentiation. Without
such basic data, anthropological inter-
pretations of the prehistoric civilization
focused on Teotihuacan have been
severely hampered. The past half-
century has seen a multitude of con-
tradictory and diametrically opposed
schools of thought regarding even the
fundamental character and function of
the Teotihuacan center itself. The prin-
cipal organizational and integrative
mechanisms of florescent Teotihuacan
civilization have traditionally been
phrased under the vague rubrics of
“theocracy” and “theocratic state.” The
salient feature of these traditional inter-
pretations is that they are largely based
on subjective impressions and ethnocen-
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cance of fragmented artistic, architec-
tural, and artifactual data, little of which.
have been collected for the purposes
of making such interpretations.

In the last 10 years there have been
major breakthroughs in archeological
research bearing on Classic Teotihuacan
(I, 3). These investigations included
intensive examinations of the main cen-
ter itself, as well as thorough surveys of
the entire Teotihuacan Valley—the top-
ographic unit within which the ancient
capital is located (Figs. 1 and 2). These
explorations provided a fairly clear
picture of the physical and demographic
characteristics of Teotihuacan through-
out its florescent era; a general outline
of the social, political, and economic
differentiation of the large, diverse
population within the urban center; and
a good idea of rural settlement con-
figuration in Teotihuacan’s most im-
mediate hinterland.

The next logical step would be to
expand the intensive surface survey and
excavation programs already under way
or completed in the Teotihuacan Valley
to neighboring sections of the Valley of
Mexico and central Mexico. Until this
could be achieved, understanding of the
regional significance of Classic Teotihua-
can could only remain in the realm of
speculation and conjecture.

The Texcoco Region (Fig. 2) was
selected as the second unit of examina-
tion within the framework of archeolog-
ical research initiated in the Teotihuacan
Valley. The first phase of the Texcoco
Region project consisted of intensive
surface surveys carried out between May
and November 1967. During this period,
a total of 326 square kilometers in three
broad strips (the outlined areas in Figs.
3-6) was intensively examined on a
field-by-field basis, by the use of 1:
5000 vertical airphotos as base maps.
Three surveys teams, of two to four

people each, walked over this entire
area, carefully recording all traces of
pre-Hispanic occupation and plotting the
extent of pre-Hispanic communities.
This type of survey is particularly effec-
tive in this semiarid region of thin soil
cover, where surface traces of ancient
occupational debris in the form of pot-
sherds and architectual remnants are
abundant and remarkably well pre-
served. Rough chronological evaluations
of sites were made in the field, by the
use of distinctive type sherds as guides
to the temporal placement of specific
archeological features. These impres-
sions were verified and refined by means
of samples of surface pottery, system-
atically collected in the field and sub-
sequently analyzed in our ceramic lab-
oratory.

Excepting a few places where traces
of pre-Hispanic occupation have been
obliterated by modern settlement, there
is now virtually complete surface
coverage within these surveyed zones.
The wide gap between the central and
southern strips was also systematically
examined, though on a less intensive
basis (Figs. 3-6). While more intensive
surface sampling and several excavations
are still required to resolve a variety of
problems, it seems reasonable to be-
lieve that there is now adequate control
of pre-Hispanic site characteristics and
distributions in the Texcoco Region to
permit the formulation of some useful
preliminary hypotheses regarding the
sociopolitical and economic implica-
tions of this settlement patterning.

In this paper exposition of relevant
settlement pattern data from the 1967
Texcoco Region survey and its inter-
pretation in view of what is already
known of Teotihuacan and the Teotihua-
<an Valley are provided. My main pur-
pose is to shed light on the poorly
understood problems of Teotihuacan’s
rapid cultural florescence during the
first century A.D., and the character of
its relations with adjacent regions of
central Mexico as Teotihuacan flour-
ished and declined in the succeeding
Classic and Early Toltec periods.

Formative Settlement Patterns

A brief accounting of settlement pat-
terning at the very end of the Formative
era serves as a preface for our central
concern with the succeeding Classic. In
the Texcoco Region, during the
Tezoyuca-Patlachique phase (about
200 B.C. to A.D. 0) (Table 1), there
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are 50 sites of varying size, occupational
density, and architectural complexity.
Sites are generally situated either at or
near lakeshore in the southwest quad-
rant of the survey area, or well back
on the lower hill flanks throughout the
entire region (Fig. 3). This distribu-
tional dichotomy suggests a division be-
tween communities with some orienta-
tion toward exploitation of lacustrine
resources, and communities largely
concerned with cultivating the well-
drained lower hillslopes above the
poorly drained zone of maximum frost
danger on the main lakeshore plain.
The number and size of communities
clustered in the southwest corner around
the base of Cerro Chimalhuacan, and
the scarcity of such lakeside communi-
ties further north, undoubtedly reflect
the unique ecological potential of the
Chimalhuacan zone. Only here do we
find a close juxtaposition of lake and
hillslope, with a consequent facilitation
of combined agricultural and lacustrine
exploitations.

Sites of this phase occupy a total sur-
face area of roughly 778 hectares. In-
dividual community size varies from a
fraction of a hectare up to 118 hectares.
Except for the smallest sites, these com-
munities are relatively nucleated, with
moderate to heavy concentrations of
surface pottery. Architectural remains
include a full range from small, low,
vaguely defined house mounds to siza-
ble ceremonial-civic structures up to
7 meters high (4).

This Terminal Formative pattern
represents the culmination of about 600
years of preceeding occupation charac-
terized by steady increase in size and
number of Formative sites in the
Texcoco Region. In very general terms,
this Formative pattern is comparable to
what was happening in the adjacent
Teotihuacan Valley to the north. Most
significantly, in both the Texcoco Region
and the Teotihuacan Valley, the penulti-
mate phase of the Formative featured a
fair number of moderately large com-
munities of roughly similar size and
architectural complexity. Furthermore,
there was little in the settlement con-
figuration of the Teotihuacan Valley at
this time that set it apart from the
" Texcoco Region or that clearly fore-
shadowed the tremendous urban expan-
sion at Teotihuacan in the first century
A.D. Patlachique-phase Teotihuacan
consisted of a discontinuous occupa-
tional cluster of somewhat over 400
hectares in surface area, with an esti-
mated population of about 5000 people
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Teotihuacan

Valley of Mexico

Cholula
Xochicalco

Pacific Ocean

Fig. 1. Locations of Valley of Mexico,
Middle America, and major archeological
sites mentioned in text.

(5, pp. 60, 71). This was then the larg-
est demographic focus in the Teotihua-
can Valley, but several localities in the
Texcoco Region approached its size and
extent.

Classic Settlement Patterns

The beginning of the Classic period
brought with it a remarkable and abrupt
change in settlement patterning in both
the Texcoco Region and the Teotihua-
can Valley. Actually, this drastic shift
seems to be fully implemented even
during the very end of the Formative
(Tzacualli phase) in the Texcoco Re-
gion where we found very little ceramic

4, G ’H’"’K . o
Fig. 2. The Valley of Mexico, and its prin-
cipal subareas. North-south distance about

130 kilometers; east-west distance about 60
kilometers.

material which could definitely be as-
signed to this phase. In the Texcoco
Region most Tezoyuca-Patlachique sites
were wholly or largely abandoned. With
one exception, Classic communities
were hamlets and small villages, 100
to 500 meters in diameter, with light to
moderate occupational debris, contain-
ing very little in the way of obvious
architectural remains (Fig. 4).

Most of these communities were
located on the lower hillslopes, but
several were situated along what looks
like the Classic-period lakeshore, and a
few are found in the steeper foothills
not far below the western base of the
main Sierra Madre. Some occupied
small sections of old Formative sites;
others were located in previously un-
occupied areas.

The single exception to this general
pattern is a larger community near the
southern edge of the Texcoco Region:
the Portezuelo site, previously discussed
by Hicks and Nicholson (6). Here
Classic occupation is somewhat ob-
scured by a heavy Early Toltec overlay,
but enough can be seen to indicate
Classic settlement stretching over an
area of roughly 2.5 kilometers long by
200 to 500 meters wide. The Portezuelo
site has sometimes been viewed as a
kind of provincial center, dependent
upon Teotihuacan (7). My impression,
however, is that despite the total surface
area over which Classic sherds are
scattered, Classic occupation here was
not substantial. Concentrations of
Classic surface pottery are seldom
greater than light, and never exceed the
light-to-moderate range of our subjective
scale of visual estimation. Unless the
true character of the Portezuelo Classic
site is obscured by the much heavier
Early Toltec overlay (a distinct pos-
sibility), I would tend to view this site
as little more than a larger variant of our
standard Classic hamlets and villages.
Almost certainly, Classic Portezuelo was
not a population center of more than
modest proportions.

In the Late Classic (Xolalpan and
Metepec phases) (Table 1) we find a
general continuation of the basic Early
Classic (Miccaotli, Tlamimilolpa) settle-
ment pattern in the Texcoco Region.
This general continuity breaks down
only in the central section of our survey
area, where a sizable number of Early
Classic sites are abandoned (Fig. 5).
There is a concomitant expansion in
size of the Portezuelo site in Late Classic
times.

Excluding the Portezuelo site, 36
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Fig. 3 (left). Terminal Formative settlement pattern, Texcoco Region. Living sites, defined by concentrations of surface pottery and
architectural ruins, are shown in solid black. Contour interval 10 meters; lowest contour 2240 meters. Fig. 4 (right). Early
Classic settlement pattern, Texcoco Region.

Fig. 5 (left). Late Classic settlement pattern, Texcoco Region.
Fig. 6 (above). Egrly Toltec settlement pattern, Texcoco Region.
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Early Classic sites cover about 135
hectares in surface area. Adding the
Portezuelo site increases this figure to
195 hectares. This represents about one-
quarter of the total occupational area
of the Terminal Formative Tezoyuca-
Patlachique-phase sites. By Late Classic
times the occupied surface area at 22
sites, excluding Portezuelo, totals only
66 hectares. Adding Portezuelo brings
the Late Classic total to 146 hectares.
Furthermore, Classic communities lack
the- occupational density characteristic
of many Terminal Formative sites in the
Texcoco Region.

This marked population decline and
drastic restructuring of settlement con-
figuration in the Texcoco Region are
strikingly different from what was taking
place in the adjacent Teotihuacan Valley
(5, pp. 72-77). Here, Teotihuacan
itself underwent a tremendous expansion
in size and population—to 17 square
kilometers and an estimated 30,000
people in Tzacualli times at the very

end of the Terminal Formative; to 22.5
" square kilometers and roughly 45,000
inhabitants during the Miccaotli phase
between A.D. 100 to 200; with popula-
tion increases to about 65,000 for the
Tlamimilolpa phase at A.D. 200 to 400.
The city’s estimated population in the
Xolalpan phase of the Late Classic
jumped to at least 85,000. In the
Metepec phase at the end of the Late
Classic apparently the population was
reduced to roughly 70,000.

The configuration of nonurban pop-
ulation in the Teotihuacan Valley for
this period is equally distinctive (7,
p. 101). In Tzacualli times at the very
end of the Formative, roughly 50 per-
cent of the valley’s population was dis-
tributed in numerous village communi-
ties situated in the lower hill flanks
around the edges of the main valley
floor. Throughout the Classic period,
the proportion of rural to urban popula-
tion steadily decreased to a low point
of roughly 10 percent at the end of the
Classic (Metepec phase). There was a
concomitant restructuring of community
location and distribution—a majority of
Classic rural communities were located
along extensions of the city’s main
north-south and east-west avenues,
primarily in sloping areas above the
highly productive valley floor (I, Fig.
8). At least one of these rural commu-
nities is believed to have specialized in
cultivation of maguey and production
of pulque (I, p. 113).

The salient aspects of settlement con-
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figuration in the Teotihuacan Valley
during Classic and proto-Classic times
are (i) the tremendous expansion in
area and population size of the Teoti-
huacan center in Tzacualli times (a
600 percent increase in estimated popu-
fation, and more than 400 percent ex-
pansion in surface area, relative to the
immediately preceding Patlachique
phase); and (ii) the progressive drying
up of nonurban population and the
patterned rearrangement of remaining
rural communities throughout the
Classic period.

Early Toltec Settlement Patterns

Two main patterns emerge when
Early Toltec (Oxtotipac-Xometla, or
Coyotlatelco phase) occupation of the
Texcoco Region is examined (Fig. 6);
(i) a nearly complete abandonment of
the entire central sector, a continuation
and intensification of the trend toward
such abandonment initiated here in Late
Classic times, and (ii) sizable popula-

tion buildups at the northern and
southern edges of our survey area, at
the lowermost flanks of the Patlachique
Range and Cerro Portesuelo, respec-
tively. Major sites in these two zones
contain  abundant ceremonial-civic
structures in the form of large pyrami-
dal mounds up to 10 meters high, to-
gether with relatively dense quantities
of occupational debris. The occupation-
al area of Early Toltec sites in the
Texcoco Region amounts to about 1059
hectares, with a breakdown into some
24 sites.

In the Teotihuacan Valley at this
time, the main urban center shrank
significantly in size and population (7).
There was a concomitant increase in the
number of small urban and rural sites.
These manifestations correlate with the
fall of Teotihuacan as a pan-Mesoameri-
can power center, and its replacement
by two or three major regional centers
at the peripheries of the Valley of
Mexico—Tula to the north, and Cholula
and Xochicalco to the south and south-
west.

Table 1. Chronological framework used in archeological research in the Valley of Mexico.
The absolute dates and phase names have been adapted from recently published works (I,
p. 16; 5, p. 10). The placement of chronological periods, which are intended only to be rough
guidelines for purposes of discussion and description, is based upon the generally accepted
estimates of the duration of certain ceramic styles and types which have long been used
as time markers in Valley of Mexico archeology. Cross correlations with the Mayan
calendar, and several radiocarbon dates from different segments of the chronological sequence,
have structured the main outlines of the temporal subdivisions.

Egtsi;?sgd Teotihuacan Valley Valley of Mexico Chronological periods
chronology phases phases for Texcoco survey

1500 Teacalco Aztec IV
1400 . Az } Late Aztec
1300 Chimalpa tec 111
1200 Zocango Aztec 11 } §
1100 Hueoxty Aztec I Early Aztec
1000 Mazapan Mazapan Late Toltec
900 % :

ometla ; .
igg Axtotip ac Coyotlatelco } Early Toltec
600 Metepec Teotihuacan IV
500 } Late Classic

Xolalpan
400 P Teotihuacan IIT
300 Tlamimilolpa } Early Classic
200 Miccaotli Teotihuacan II
100 Tzacualli Teotihuacan I
AD.
0 Terminal Formative
B.C. .
Patlachique

100 / Cuicuilco
200 Tezoyuca
300 II1
400 Cuanalan Ticoman II } Late Formative
500 I
600
700 Chiconautla Middle Zacatenco . .
800 Altica El Arbolillo Middle Formative

Tlatilco
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Interpretations and Hypotheses

1) Both the Texcoco Region and the
Teotihuacan Valley developed along
roughly similar lines throughout most
of the Formative era.

2) Early in the first century A.D.
Teotihuacan made a critical break-
through, a true organizational revolu-
tion whose principal archeological mani-
festation is the sudden appearance of a
huge urban complex which continued to
expand in size and population during
the succeeding 500 years. The extent of
population structuring and the low pro-
portion of nonurban population in the
Teotihuacan Valley during the Classic
period clearly indicates the overwhelm-
ing local influence of the Teotihuacan
urban center. A part of the basis for
Teotihuacan’s  organizational break-
through was almost certainly the pro-
ductive capacity and coordinational re-
quirements of full-scale canal irrigation
in the rich alluvial plain below the city.
Although direct evidence of Classic-
period irrigation is lacking (1, pp. 157~
162), the potential for such productive
agriculture is the only obvious major
element which sets Teotihuacan apart
from several other large and elaborated
Terminal Formative population centers
in the eastern Valley of Mexico.

We can envision a highly competitive
situation in Terminal Formative times
throughout the Valley of Mexico, with
numerous centers of roughly equiva-
lent size and power struggling among
themselves for access to strategic pro-
ductive resources and trade routes. A
preceding millennium of sedentary agri-
cultural life and population expansion
had laid the groundwork for these po-
tentially hostile local confrontations.
The stage was now set for regional in-
tegration on a broader scale if any single
center could make the quantum jump
in organizational capacity necessary for
such a step. Teotihuacan obviously
made such a quantum jump, and found
it necessary or advantageous to concen-
trate the majority of a large regional
population within a single great com-
munity.

3) A sizable segment of the popula-
tion explosion at Teotihuacan during
the first century A.D. apparently de-
rived directly from the Texcoco Region
where we have conclusive evidence of a
drastic population decline correlating
with the tremendous expansion at Teoti-
huacan itself. Teotihuacan clearly main-
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tains its direct control of the Texcoco
area throughout the long Classic period.
We can suggest that the Classic com-
munities in the Texcoco Region repre-
sent small concentrations of people
engaged in a variety of exploitative ac-
tivities tied directly to the economic net-
works focused on Teotihuacan. Shore-
line sites were probably involved in salt
making, collecting lake plants and in-
sects, hunting water fowl, and perhaps
fishing. Cites on the lower hillslopes
are likely to have been engaged in culti-
vating the wide expanse of gently slop-
ing, deep-soiled ground rising above the
lakeshore plain. Sites higher up in
steeper portions of the foothills may have
been oriented primarily toward collect-
ing forest resources and hunting, The
apparent lack of any architectural re-
mains of even modest proportions at
most Classic sites in the Texcoco Re-
gion might suggest seasonal or tempo-
rary residence at some locations by
people whose permanent homes were in
Portezuelo or even in Teotihuacan itself,
some 15 to 30 kilometers to the north.
These hypothetical considerations should
be readily amenable to archeological
testing.

The poorly understood nature of
Classic Portezuelo is a major problem.
If it represents only a few small undif-
ferentiated hamlet and village communi-
ties, there is little difficulty in under-
standing its function. If it represenis a
considerably larger and more elaborate
site, we can probably view it as a small
provincial administrative center directly
dependent upon Teotihuacan, charged
with the regional coordination of local
production and delivery to Teotihuacan
of raw materials and staple goods. This
site should be a focus for future arche-
ological investigation and reporting.

4) The nature of the relation between
Teotihuacan and other sections of the
Valley of Mexico and the central Mexi-
can highlands in Classic times remains
extremely tenuous. Very little concrete
information is available on location and
character of Classic sites outside the
Teotihuacan Valley and the Texcoco
Region. This very lack of data is, in it~
self, somewhat suggestive, for it prob-
ably indicates a lack of any large sites
dating to this horizon outside the Teoti-
huacan Valley, In a recent summary of
what little we do know regarding this
subject, Bernal (8, p. 98) feels that the
25 or so localities where Classic occu~
pation has previously been reported in

the Valley of Mexico outside the Teoti-
huacan Valley all represent small town
and village communities.

This hazy picture probably indicates
an absence of Classic urban centers of
large or even moderate proportions in
the Valley of Mexico, aside from Teoti-
huacan itself. Except for Cholula, and
possibly Xochicalco, large Classic sites
are also unknown for the rest of the
Central Highlands (Z). Recent surveys
to the east and southeast of the Valley
of Mexico, in northern Tlaxcala by
Snow, and in southern Tlaxcala and ad-
jacent Puebla by Tscholl (9), have re-
vealed a settlement pattern virtually
identical in general outline to that of
the Texcoco Region—numerous Late
and Terminal Formative sites, some of
which are fairly large, with a marked
decline in size and number of sites in
the succeeding Classic. If future surveys
indicate a political and economic de-
pendence upon Teotihuacan in other
parts of the Valley of Mexico and ad-
jacent highlands as extreme as that of
the Texcoco Region and Tlaxcala~
Puebla, we may have to drastically re-
vise our present notions of Classic social
organization in central Mexico.

I believe the pattern that will eventu-
ally emerge will be one of a series of
small to moderate-sized administrative
centers throughout the Central High-
lands, all closely tied socially, politically,
and economically to Teotihuacan. Even
at this point in our understanding, how-
ever, we have to deal with the organiza-
tional mechanisms whereby Early Classic
(and even latest Formative) Teotihuacan
pulled in and (or) attracted large
masses of people from considerable
distances and coordinated them, and
probably much of the whole of central
Mexico, into an effective urban system
which was adaptive for over 500 years.
This brings us to the very organizational
basis of the Mesoamerican Classic, a
problem too broad to be entered into
here.

However, it now seems fairly appar-
ent that the Aztec (Table 1) pattern of
several major Valley of Mexico power
centers competing or loosely allied with
one another, each with a sizable subor-
dinate rural population and tributary
province, cannot serve as a model for
understanding the Classic era. Sanders
once (7) suggested such an analogy be-
tween Classic and post-Classic in his
criticism of Mayer-Oakes’ suggestion
which, in turn, envisioned Classic Teo~
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tihuacan as an “elite ceremonial center
. . . with secular centers of comparable
size at Azcapotzalco and Portesuelo”
(7, p. 173). Apparently, we will have to
think in terms of something quite dif-
ferent from what either Sanders or
Mayer-Oakes had in mind.

5) The population expansion of Early
Toltec times in the Texcoco Region
clearly reflects-the collapse of Teotihua-
can as a principal power center and the
drifting away of sizable segments of its
concentrated urban population. What is
not so clear is the lack of Early Toltec
sites in the wide central sector of the
Texcoco Region. As a final comment I
would suggest that this occupational gap
is the manifestation of a political fron-
tier separating the spheres of influence
of two major power centers which re-
placed Teotihuacan in the Central
Highlands after A.D. 700—Tula and
Cholula. The placement of this buffer
zone was probably in great measure con-
ditioned by the demographic near
vacuum created in this area during
Classic times. The abandonment, during
the Late Classic, of several Early Classic
villages in this central zone suggests
that sociopolitical conditions leading to
its complete abandonment in Early Tol-
tec times were even being formulated
or anticipated within the Classic Period
itself. It looks as if Cholula may have
confronted Teotihuacan on a more
nearly equivalent and competitive basis
even before the latter center’s demise
by A.D. 700. Future surveys in the
southern Valley of Mexico and adjacent
Puebla, together with detailed compari-
sons of artifact assemblages throughout
the central Mexican highlands will pro-
vide some of the answers to these
problems, and should permit us to
reassess and redefine the character
of regional sociopolitical integration
and disintegration in central Mexico
throughout the critical first millennium
AD.
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Summary

The end of the Mesoamerican For-
mative era saw a large number of
roughly equivalent local polities compet-
ing among themselves for access to
strategic resources in the Valley of Mex-
ico and its environs. One of these local
centers—Teotihuacan—made a critical
organizational breakthrough during the
first century A.D., and expanded into a
huge urban complex by A.D. 100.

Teotihuacan very quickly developed
into a regional coordinating center with
extraordinary impact on settlement con-
figuration and population distribution
throughout central Mexico. While we
have a great deal to learn regarding
the basic organizational and integrative
mechanisms which structured Classic
society, we are nonetheless in a good po-
sition to construct a model for regional
sociopolitical and economic organiza-
tion which is amenable to archeological
testing and evaluation.

Teotihuacan is seen as the single
principal demographic focus and coordi-
nating center whose direct influence per-
vades the entire Valley of Mexico, much
of the Tlaxcala-Puebla region, and
probably much of the remaining cen-
tral highlands. A large proportion of the
population of this general zone was
progressively drawn into the Teotihua-
can urban center from the end of Ter-
minal Formative times into the Classic
period. Remaining local populations
were closely tied to the urban economy,
probably specializing in various types
of state-directed productive and exploit-
ative activities for which they were best
suited by virtue of their ecology or lo-
cation. Small provincial centers, directly
dependent upon Teotihuacan, were
charged with coordinating production
and distribution of materials within spe-
cific local areas.

The drastic restructuring of inter-
regional political frameworks in central

Mexico after about A.D. 700 is reflected
in the settlement patterns of both the
Teotihuacan Valley and the Texcoco
Region. Large segments of the highly
concentrated urban population of the
old Classic center relocated themselves
in sparsely populated areas, and a
broad, largely unoccupied zone in the
central part of the Texcoco Region is
suggestive of a political buffer zone sep-
arating the spheres of influence of two
new centers—Tula to the north, and
Cholula to the south.
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