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ABSTRACT

From 1973 vo 1983, Michael Coe and Francis Robicsek published more than
900 Maya works of art which were not then widely known., During this same
decade | continued a long-range project to find and photograph all Mava ceramic
art extant in the privare collections and museums of the world, Ten vears
research produced 23,000 photographs, so for a dissertation length study | narrowed
coverage down to the Early Classic in general and to mythical waterscapes in
particular. This program combines murals, stelas, and seashell art with that of
ceramics. The focus highlights the individuality of the Early Classic style and
content while at the same time showing its place In the flow of evolution from

Preclassic through Early Classic into Late Classic then into Post Classic.

Gl |see Glossary) is a netherworld denizen who serves as a focus for the first
section, a review of theories on the nature of Maya religion. Seler, Spinden,
Morley, Proskouriakoff, Kubler, and Franz have observed the Maya emphasis on
natural forms as models for the visual images in their art. Seler introduced into
the Maya literature a Spanish observation that the native Maya stated they had "no
images of their gods" and "worshipped only natural forces." Yucatec,
Cholti-Lacandon, and Manche Chol testimony to Spanish inguistors were accepted by
Proskouriakofl and Kubler to develop models of differences between Classic art (no
deities per se and non-idolatrous wntil the arrival of Kukulcan) and Post Classic art
{with deities in the codices). My research in the Archive General de Centro

America (Guatemala City) and in the Archivoe General de Indias [Seville] on the



Lacandon Maya combined with a search through the extant ethnohistorical

chronicles and Maya-Spanish dictionaries provides abundant darta on the actual
Spanish-Maya ocbservations and the full dimensions of conguest period lowland Maya
religion. Monumental and funerary art provides even more data for the earlier
Maya. Coe's deity lconography of 1973-1982 illustrates Classic Maya myths which
satizly bagic requirements for divine beings in a pantheon. With this combined
ethnohistorical and artistic theclogical background, research has proceeded deeper

into the mysteries of Mava cosmology.

The Rio Azul murals, & Tikal Burial 160 bowl, a Uaxactun tripod, the Austin
Tetrapod, a previously unpublished stuccoed-and painted bowl {(Merrin Bowl), and an
incised bowl are the Tzakol renderings of the Underwaterworld cosmos which are
the heart of the discussion. Gl of the Triad, the Headband Partners, Sea Anemone
Headdress Monster, Lily Pad Headdress Monster, Shell Wing Dragon, and Principal

Bird Deity are the leading protagonists in Tzakel Maya religious drama,

The Maya cosmos is inhabited by sawrian, feline, avian, monsters, humanaid
personalities, and grotesque mythical composite beings engaged in codified
interaction episodes within a standardized mythology. Reptilian and avian
metamorphosis of certain anthropomorphic divinities hints at Maya concepts of the
transformations they would undergo after death in the journey into the Underworld,
Funerary art is the door to the Mava cosmos. Rim sherds and grave lot data

provide the framework -- but do not provide the key to this door.

After cosmology and iconography comes a discussion of the Spinden-Morley
belief that because not all the gods of the Post Classic Maya codices were present

in the Classic period, then thus the religious system was different im each epoch.




Background research for this dissertation resulted in catalogs of all supernatural

Maya characters now known from private collections and museums. As samples,
God D, God L, and the Lily Pad Headdress Monster demonstrate the continuity of
form (but difference in context) from the Early Classic through to the Post Classic.
Utilization of this material reveals a host of Classic perlod metherworld beings even

greater in number than the deities of the Post Classic codices.

Modern studies of Costa Rican, Panamanian, and especially of Moche and
Etruscan pottery have long ago demonstrated that finds even without provenance
offer helpful data on deity iconography and art styles, Maya studies have now
reached the point where enough figural art is available for comparable advances in

knowledge from multi-disciplinary analyses of funerary artifacts.



INTRODUCTION

The ancient Maya civilization is defined in architecture, art, language,
geography, and history (Benson 1977; M.Coe 1984; Kubler 1969; 1984a; Morley 1947,
Spinden 1913; Thompson 1950; Weaver 1981; and in articles of Volumes 2 and 3 of

the Handbook of Middle American Indians). These enigmatic people speak varlous

languages and dialects of Mayan (Vol.ll, Map 4) {Johnson 1940; Feldman nd; 1985;
McQuown 1958, Campbell 1978; Justeson and Campbell 19853} and occupy southern
Mexico, adjacent Guatemala, Belize, and portions of nearby Honduras and El
Salvador. Their cultural geography and developmental sequence are presented here
in maps [Map 2 and 3), charts (Chart 1), and in a later section of this
introduction. Characteristic Maya artifacts imclude giant stucco face masks on
architecture, carved stone stelae, lintels, alrurﬁ,] painted murals, decorated

pottery, bark paper codices, and objects buried with the dead.

Program

My long range goals in Maya art history are to find, photograph, catalog,
describe and differentiate the beasts, creatures, composites, conflations, humanoids,
culture heroes, revered apncestors and supernaturals of the ancient Maya. This
program in lconography works to establish which costumes, accessories, props,
assoclations and interactive episcdes distinguish the personalities depicted in

carvings and paintings. Whereas this type of information is already known for

1. Clancy (1980) and Kubler (1975:162) prefer the word pedestal for the altar-like
stone disks.
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Christian iconography =-- and thus known for most European art history -- the

characters of Maya mythology are only incompletely recognized. Often -- as with
Itzamna, Chac, and the Sun God -- the traditional attributes need revision in light
of recent discoveries. Several previously unrecognized major Maya deities have
been found only in the last decade. An initial goal i5 to understand the
cosmologlical sltuation, status and rank of Maya personalities by finding which of
them are joined together into clusters, families or related actors within a myth
episode or cosmological layer. Prepared with an understanding of these aspects of
Mava art, it becomes possible to comment on the nature of these figural entitles,
and whether they may be divine, mythical, revered ancestor, mask, figural allograph

or personification of natural forces.

The following study of Early Classic waterworld iconography is presaged by
addressing the question of whether the characters depicted in Classic period scenes
can properly be considered “deities.” This program provides discussion of both a
general theoretical model of worship of non-representational natural forces as
opposed to deity idolatry combined with a specific practical study (the individual
mythical creatures). The selected focus s the Early Classic (ca. A.D. 250-550], In
part since less work has been done on this period and especlally because the Early
Claszsic is a direct link from the [zapa-Abaj Takalik-Kaminaljuyu Preclassic past and

then a direct bridge to Late Classic Maya artistic expression that follows.

A preliminary review of Early Classic art revealed that the scene most
commonly pictured was a geometricized depiction of the interface between a
watery Underworld and the world above (Fig.94). This stylized illustration of a
cosmological setting offers a natural Hmit for a research project. To keep this

paper within page limits traditional for a doctoral dissertation, the subject matter



stays with those creatures or humanoids that are associated with the

aforementioned dominant cosmogram of the Early Classic period, the "Surface of
2 . ; P ’

the Underwaterworld."™ Study material is primarily full figure characters and

standardized facial grotesques. Miscellaneous decorations are discussed only in the

rare instances when related to figural personalities.

The layer decorated with this exotic water imagery is clearly supernatural,
and is home to several personalitles who are considered potential inhabitants of the
Maya netherworld. The imagery projected by the Maya artists is demonstrably the
uppermost layer of their cosmological water model and specifically the surface.

On these grounds the level has been named the "Surface of the Undcrwaturwnr!d“.j

This level is the interface between important cosmological situations.

Hellmuth 1982-84 itemizes all of the cylindrical tripods, basal-flange bowls,
murals, stelae, and architectural stuccos that portray this vision of the cosmological
habitat and describes two related images, the Curl Formed Monster and the

Recurved Snout Monster, Figs.44-49 bring to this dissertation illustrations of the

2. My discovery and definition of the Surface of the Underwaterworld based on
unprovenanced darkware cylindrical tripods and basal flange bowl lids has been
presented as a lecture at Princeton University, Yale University-Department of
Anthropology, Denver Art Museum, and University of Texas, Art Department and is
available as an unpublished manuscript, Hellmuth 1982-84. Rand's study of water in
Mesoamerican art dealt primarily with Late Classic scenes and was specifically
dedicated to the identification of falling water (1955). Coggins recognized the Tikal
examples (1975) but did not avail herself of unprovenanced examples. Schele
recognized the general pattern but her 197%c work was dedicated to water lilies in
genaeral rather than to the water band in particular.

3. This designation for English is shorter than "Top Layer of the Underwaterworld.”
For the German term, the translator (Susanna Reisinger), Hasso Hohmann, and Karl
Herbert Mayer preferred to emphasize that it was a layer with vertical dimension
rather than a thin line. In English, though, | include the horizontal spread of the
surface as a meaningful dimension.



pertinent features of this visual presentation of the Maya netherworld.

The ancient Maya themselves did not include any hieroglyphic inscriptions in
any of the depictions of this cosmogram on pottery found so far. Only on Rio
Azul Tomb 1 murals is a glyphic text near a8 monumental rendering of a Tzakol
Surface of the Underwaterworld (Fig.163). Consequently, epigraphy is not a theme
immediately pertinent to this present research. Floyd Lounsbury, Peter Mathews,
George Kubler, Linda Schele, Mary Miller, Michael Coe, Tatlana Proskouriakoff, and
Stephen Houston have all recently demonstrated that epigraphy is a crucial aspect
of Maya iconography. The examples they have been discussing, théugh, are
traditionally stone sculptures (with the exception of Kubler on Tikal artifacts and
Coe for funerary pottery) and in any event, predominantly Late Classic, when
hieroglyphs were more {requent on pottery thanm in the Early Classic, The Primary
Standard Sequence did begin in (or before) the Early Classic, but is not present on
key scenes of the Surface of the Underwme:rwnrld.ﬂ' Dynastic textz are indeed on
Tzakol pottery -- as well as Tzakol stelae and lintels -- but again, not with the
Underwaterworld, Thus the seeming absence of epigraphy from this present paper
follows the Maya situation Nonetheless, epigraphy is approached through the
utilization of Maya-Spanish dictionaries of the 16th-1Tth centuries. Mayva linguistics
cannot be neglected in any modern study of Mava iconography even when
hieroglyphs themselves are absent. Maya art ltself is created in part from the
same design representations that also appear in textual hieroglyphs, the humanoids

of the Tikal Burial 160 bowl are identical to heads in dynastic texts on

4. The earliest yet known text which exhibits certain [eatures of the later PSS has
gone so far unrecognized on the early stone pectoral from southeastern Mexico,
published before the PS5 had been recognized (Coe 1966:Fig.11). It starts off with
the same main sign, then Step. A God N-like glyph comes later.
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contemporary pottery. GI can be both an interactive figure and an hieroglyph.

The dual opposition of Kin versus Akbal (sun/day versus night/darkness) appears in

the text of Tikal Stela 31 as well as on the wings of the Principal Bird Deity.

Because this study is on figural art, Preclassic (Mamon, Chicanel) pottery is
not included. Mo figural art on Preclassic pottery has yet been found in
stratigraphically recorded, institutionally sponsored excavations in the central
lowlands. Scattered pieces in private collections (Merrin nd (my Flg.115); Coe
1973:Grolier Mos.1 and 2 (my Fig.116); and one Preclassic incense burner in the
Hellmuth Photo Archive) demonstrate that figural art of the B.C. centuries exists,
but it is primarily on non-potrery artifacts {carved stone bowls, carved shell or
bonel, on early stelae, altars, or murals, or when on pottery, on shapes other than

bowls oF vases,

For the subsequent Holmul 1 periced, a photograph of an important mammiform
vessel shows that elements of the Surface of the Underwaterworld were in use as
early as then (Fig.53,a) -- nmot surprising since this symbolism is a heritage of
either earlier lzapa stela base waterscapes and/or Abaj Takalik Stela 4 imagery
(Fig.54). The subject matter of this dissertation, therefore, has its roots in
Preclassic stone sculpture and appears in rare instances on Holmul 1 pottery but
does not become a dominant image until the Tzakol period. The Surface of the
Underwaterworld is primarily a theme of Classic period artists from Kaminaljuyu

northward through Peten and into Belize,

Actually, a study of the Surface of the Underwaterworld brings into focus a

L TR

3. Thompson prematurely stated the Maya did not have a pantheon (1970:198). The
semantic amd religious problem of a Mayva pantheon is covered in the last chapter.
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substantial cross-section of the Maya "pantheon™ because even "celestial®

personalities, such as the Sun God [(Ah Kin), might appear in or on top of this
watery cosmogram. One manifestation of the Principal Bird Deity also turns out to
be directly related to the underworld swamp. Gl is immersed in the Surface of
the Linderwaterworld in Early Classic Peten cosmology as are the two headbanded
characters first identified by Michael Coe for the Late Classic. Thus a focus on
the Surface of the Underwaterworld simultanecusly facilitates a reasonable
limitation while at the same time offers a thorough study of the Preclassic and
even often Olmec ancestry and then Late through Post Classic heritage of pivotal
Early Classic art. Furthermore, the pages that follow review certain mythical
monsters that are increasingly in discussion by Mesoamericanists today. GI, again
for example, is crucial to Proskouriakoff®s and Kubler's writings on the historical
nature of personalities in Mava art, Gl is especially pertinent to the question of
masks and god impersonators on Yaxchilan Stela 11. Gl is the focus of
contemporary epigraphic research of Lowunsbury and Schele as well as architectural

mask studies of David Freidel.

Paucity of Previous Studies Dedicated to the Early Classic

Archaeologizts and art historians have specialized in Preclassic material, or in
lowland pottery, but no one has dedicated themselves full time to the Early
Classic, in part because no field archaeologist has yet faced a site with solely
Early Classic remains. For art historiens not enough Tzakol material was available
before 1977 to support a specific Early Classic research project., Consequently, no
monograph exists on the Early Classic as a unit. The only complete catalog of any

specific early ceramic period is by Pring for Holmul 1 pottery (Pring 1977, see



Cilossary). Furthermore, even the recent studies of Mava funerary art which

featured previocusly unknown material from private collections tend to picture fancy
Late Classic polychromes rather than Early Classic pieces. Whereas between 1973
and 1983, considerable advances and surprises came in the field of Late Classic
Maya iconography, no comparable publications are available of Early Classic art.
Thus, before this dissertation could begin, | prepared a catalog of all known Tzakol

e o . [
funerary ceramics in wunpublished private collections and museums.

Cultural Geography of the Maya Area

The ancient Maya occupied Guatemala from the highlands north into Belize
and the Mexican states of Campeche, Quintana Roo, Yucatan, most of Chlapas,
much of Tabasco [Map.1). The Maya also populated a third of Honduras and
influenced an area of El Salvador, (Maps 2 and 3}. Early Classic Mava trade goods
went as far south as Costa Rica and as far north as Teotihuacan. Four centuries
later the Cacaxtla murals near Tlaxcala (near Puebla) show how strong Late Classic

Mava cultural influence was far away from its original heartland.

Maya regional cultural subdivisions of lowlands and highlands loosely follow
topography., The highlands include the mountainous area from Chiapas through
Guatemala into Honduras, The lowlands encompass: Yucatan, Campeche, Quintana
Roo, Tabasco, lower elevation Chiapas (Mexico), Belize, and all the Peten
department, Guatemala. The Lowlands are traditionally divided intoe the Morthern

Lowlands [Yucatan and adjacent Campeche) and the Southern Lowlands (Peten and

fi. Hellmuth 1985a; 1985b; Photo Archive., This background research was done with
the aid of a simultanecus Yale University-Organization of American States
fellowship in 1980-81.



adjacent lands on both sides, namely Belize on the east and Chiapas on the west).

Often the term "Central Lowlands" is used, which means Peten, or Peten through
into Palenque, that is, the heart of the "Old Empire" of Carnegie Institution

terms. Material for this dissertation comes primarily from central Peten (lowlands)],
adjacent Kaminaljuyu (highlands), with Preclassic forerunners from lzapa and Abaj

Takalik {coastal piedmont).

The geographical-cultural boundaries of Map 2 are based on pottery and
related features. In the fifth century there was no Peten-Campeche border. One
morthern cultural border was in the Calakmul-Kohunlich area, in terms of
architecture, with islands of the stela-altar cult extending up intoe Oxkintok and
Coba. Boundaries of Peten architectural style coincide more with the area of Peten
ceramic influence than to the much wider zone of the stela cult, Calakmul
ceramics and Kohunlich-Placeres architectural decoration are both directly allied
with Peten, though naturally with regional peculiarities reflecting their more
northerly situation. El Mirador and its satellite sites may have represented an
extensive cultural island of Chicanel conservatism. ElI Mirador certainly did not
feature corbel vaulted buildings with the fervor of either Calakmul to the north or
central Peten sites to the south, The unexpected wealth of a previcusly little
known site sech as Rio Azul demonstrates that traditional maps of the Maya lands

need to be updated.

Definition of Maya Time Periods

In Mesoamerican studies the changes in pottery shape, ware, and decoration
are used as the yardstick of history. In the Maya area, the native calendrical

hieroglyphs on stone stelae provide dates which can be deciphered, then correlated



with the European calendar and associated with ceramics. In its simplest terms,

Maya history iz divided into CLASSIC period [formerly called the "0ld Empire”) and
then the POST CLASSIC period (formerly called the "Mew Empire®). In the Maya
setting "Classic" means the time period of hieroglyphic writing, stela and altar cult,
corbel vaulted masonry architecture, and naturalistic figural representations in
predominantly polychrome pottery. Ceramic specialists, though, differ among
themselves over the dates and methods of subdividing Maya origins and cultural
historical change. Pottery specialists working in the Morthern Lowlands
(Yucatan-northern Campeche) use one schema (Andrews 1965; Ball 1977);
archaeologists working in Peten use another (R.Smith 1955a; W.Coe 1965; Willey,
Culbert and Adams 1967); and some, such as Parsons, develop unigue sequential
divisions to suit particular local situations, such as Bilbao. For the purposes of
iconography it is more productive to use a straightforward, flexible, sequence that

récognizes our ignorance of precise moments of history a thousand years ago.

George Vaillant was the first Maya pottery specialist and he worked out a
provisional developmental sequence based on Merwin's excavations at Holmul
(Vaillant 1927; Merwin and Vaillant 1932). Previously, Herbert Spinden had worked
out @ cultural developmental sequence based on stylistic change in Maya art,
principally in the sculpture of Copan (Spinden 1913). During the 1920% through 40',
Sy¥lvanus Morley popularized the MEW EMPIRE - OLD EMPIRE terms which were
followed faithfully by most writers of his day., This schema placed the major
cultural bresk at the collapse, circa A.D. 900. Morley's utilization of stelae as
historical mileposts at least alerted him to the "stela hiatus," a period between
AD, 534 to 593 when almost no stone stelae were carved in the Peten Maya

heartland.
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Since Morley's lifelong Interests were stone monuments and their hieroglyphic

calendrical inscriptions, he worked out his chronology for his Mava on the basiz of
stelae. The start of his Old Empire was the natives' first dedicatory date in
hieroglyphs, correlated to approximately A.D. 320 in our n:'ahaen-::lfur,]r Morley was
aware of the newly devised ceramic sequence terms, Tzakol and Tepeu, but he
preferred stela to pottery, so he stayed with his stela chronology. On the basis of
changes in style he subdivided his Old Empire into three divisions {(Morley 1947:61,
for example). Morley's subdivision terms are no longer employed and were not
even widely used by his own colleagues. Morley did not use the terms "Early
Classic™ and "Late Classic”™ in his initial writings. Only the stela hiatus which he
astutely Identified is a permanent residue of his sequences in Mayanist writings

today,

By the 1940's the pottery of Uaxactun had been studied by the Ricketsons,
then by Robert Smith, Smith introduced the technical terms, TZAKOL [(for the
Early Classic) and TEPEU (for the Late Classic) (R.Smith 1955a) to subdivide the
overall Classic |::|EI.’I|::I-I:I.H These are still the standard reference terms for the Mava
pottery historical periods today -- though traditionally the pottery specialist of each
site gives a completely distinctive series of names since the history of each site is
naturally to some degree different than that of neighbors. In generalized,

non-sherd orlented studies such local site pottery names are known to the writer,

__________

7. Leiden Plague and Uaxactun Stela 9. When Stela 29 was discovered at Tikal in
the 1960% with an earlier Maya date, the beginning of the Classic period was
moved to A.D. 292, Today, for sake of convenience, the date has been rounded off
to AL, 230,

8. Essentlally no Post Classic habitation at Uaxactun, so no terms were elaborated
for the time after the Maya collapse of circa A.D. 869-900.
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gt hand in reference books, but not cited except by dedicated specialists. For

iconography of central Peven, no pottery jargon other than TZAKOL and TEPEU is
necessary. Specialists who need more complicated terms may consult standard

ceramic charts (Willey, Culbert and Adams 1967) (Table 1).

As Morley did, Proskouriakoff also used stelae as her time-sequence markers,
but she was one of the first authors to use, outside of a pottery study, the major
time subdivizion terms of "Early Classic” and "Late Classic® (Proskouriakoff
1950: 102, 112). Of course she also recognized the Preclassic and the Post Classic,
a5 these terms are part of the whole sequence. Although she defined stylistic
changes based on stelae, she also paid close attention to advances In pottery
chronology at Uaxactun. She discussed further the stela hiatus from 9.5.0.0.0 to
9.8.0,0.0 in the Long Count. This hiatus falls conveniently in the uncertain period
at the "end" of the Early Classic which has made a convenient "beginning" of the
Late Classic. She follows R. Smith in using the Long Count date 9.8.0.0.0 {the end
of the hiatus) as the dividing point between Tzakol and Tepeu pottery (RS
1955a,0:111). Coggins has urged having the Early Classic end before the hiatus

begins [1979).

Since the 1950's the developmental history of the Maya has been divided into
the PRECLASSIC or Formative perlod (first millennium B.C. before the great
achievements in sculpture and architecture up to the erectlon of the first carved,
Long Count dated stelae in Peten, circa A.D. ?E'IE:I‘.H the EARLY CLASSIC time

period (Tzakol 1, 2, 3)(250-550 A.D.: the spread of stelae, altars, hieroglyphic

0, The Preclassic dates of monumental architecture at El Mirador and Cerrnos were
not known when these periods were defined.
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writing, polychrome ceramics with figural representations, and monumental

architecture featuring the corbel vault); the LATE CLASSIC time period (Tepeu 1,
2, 3iAD. 550-800: the height of Maya cultural development which was terminated
by the collapse and abandonment of the cities); then the POST CLASSIC, (A.D. 900

to the 16th century arrival of the Spanish conguerors).

The Tikal sequence for the Early Classic, termed Manik [, 11, Illa, b is in
some technical points different from Tzakol 1, 2, 3 which it attempts to replace
(Coggins 1975,I:Table 1), But the traditional Tikal sequence does not (yet) take into
account the IDAEH discoveries in Tikal of Miguel Orrego and Carlos Rudy Larios.
Cogging' 1970's writings predate Juan Pedro Laporte's six years of ceramic finds
from excavations 1979 to the present. Additional unutilized Tikal finds include
artifacts rescued from grave robbers' backdirt piles within the national park;
pottery confiscated by the Tikal park police which languishes im the back storage
room of the Tikal museum; whole pots found in private collection: and museums
and showed by Ron Bishop to be definitely made from Tikal clay through neutron
activation analysis; and pieces (wherever made) that refer to Tikal through the use
of the Tikal emblem glyph in their Primary Standard Sequence or secondary
tgﬁtﬁ,lﬂ Without these data the traditional sequence 1s incomplete both for Tikal
in particular and for the Peten in general. In the interim until finds of the last
ten years are Incorporated by students of pottery in their traditional chronologies,
this paper will use the Uaxactun sequence modified by familiarity with both the

published and unpublished Tikal material combined with personal communications

about the latest discoveries (TABLE 1).

10. Hellmuth Photo Archive; approximately 15 vessels, of which about 5 have been
published elsewhere during the past decade.
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CHART 1: MAYA (PETEN STYLE) ARTIFACT SEQUENCE

Christian Mava (GMT)
Calendar Long Count

A 1000 Caban no name

928  10.5.0.0.0 Eznah
900 Tepeu 3

B30 1L0.0:0.0 I

800 Imix
Tepeu 2
731 8.15.0.0.0
T00 PO T B O
Blom
633 9. 10.0.0.0 [k Plate Tepeu 1|
600 Gann
9.8.0.0.0 == ____ Bowl
stela hiatus
234 9.5.0.0.0 Manik Illb
300 Tikal,Bu, 1 60 Tzakol 3
485  9.2,10.0.0 UVaxactun, A-31, A-22
Rio Azul, burials
Tikal, Bu.48
435  9.0.0.0.0 Manik llla Rio Azul, Tomb I
400 Tikal, Bu.10
csmmceme===  Tikal, Bu,22 Tzakol 2
Manik I Leiden Celt Tzakol 1
300 ——————
Manik 1
---------- Mat zanel-Holmul 1
200 Cauac-Cimi
Hauberg
39 B.0.0.0,0 Cauac Stela Chicanel
AD. 1 Kaminal juyu
———— Abaj Takalik (proto-Maya phase)
100 B.C, Chuen Chiapa de Corzo
200 B.C, [zapa
300 B.C. Por Bellied People
400 B.C. Tzec missing links Mamaon
500 B.C. —m oo Abaj Takalik (late Olmec phase)
600 B.C. Eb Olmec incised jades, widespread
earlier finds mostly in Belize Olmec sculpture, Mexico-Guatemala
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700

600

400

J00

200

100

AD. 1

100 B.C.

no polychrome painted pottery
no stuccoed-and-painted pottery

no more polychrome plates
Carved fine orange bowls
Pabellon molded-carved bowls
Pabellon molded-carved pedestal basze vases
Polychrome vases are rare, and have distinctive profile

Abundant polychrome vases of diverse sizes and shapes
Stuccoed-and-painted vases {rare)
Abundant polychrome vases of diverse sizes and shapes
Polychrome plates are common,
Bowls of all proportions continue popular, mostly polychrome,
Multiple Resist Vases No more "cookie jar" effigies
Red Band Tepeu | No more cylindrical tripods.
Mo more hourglass base CEnsors.
Hiatuzs in Teo motifs. No more tetrapods
Basal flange bowls do not have lids any more, become
flatter, and evolve into Tepeu 1 plates.
Evalved form of P5Sequence on bowls of diagonal swirl colors
Diagonal Swirl cylindrical tripods and leg=less bowls
Polychrome (non-stuccoed) cylindrical tripods
Polychrome basal flange bowls & tetrapods, with lids
stuccoed-and-painted cylindrical tripods
Black (carved & modeled) cylindrical tripods
Black basal flange bowls & tetrapods

Early forms of cylindrical tripods, but no fancy decoration.
Early forms of basal flange bowls,
Stela tradition well set at Tikal by 292.
pottery not well known

Polychrome figural art on mammiform tetrapods
Dimple foored tetrapods
Flat footed tetrapods (dead end development)
Mammiform tetrapods

Spouted vessels

no polychrome figural art vet found

hardly any carved figures yet on funerary art.
figural art is mainly modeled in three dimensions.

Giant stucco mask tradition at Cerros (Belize), El
Mirador [Peten) are expressions of sophisticated
monumental art already developed in the central lowlands,

Preclassic Two pot-bellied sculptures at Tikal demonstrate

connection with Kaminaljuyu.
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PROPOSED REVISIONS FOR THE PETEN STYLE MAYA ARTIFACT SEQUENCE:
THE HISTORICAL, ART STYLE, AND CERAMIC SEQUENCE
FOR THE CENTRAL LOWLANDS

Ta put one thousand years of history into a single chart i5 to presume that
we actually know what happened. This knowledge is incomplete and these notes

cite principal gaps.

Thizs chart brings Into Maya history an enigmatic "Pot Bellied Phase" to cover
the scores of pot bellied sculptures found not only in El Salvador, Cotzumalhuapa,
Monte Alto, and Kaminaljuyu, but also at Tikal {two) and at Copan [twu].“ Those
at Tikal and Copan are clearly Post Olmec, as most likely are all the others. If
Tikal was not settled before 600 B.C., the pot bellied sculptures there cannot be
earlier. As there iz only one line per date in the chart space, certain captions are
either one line above or below their traditional ascribed date, but since no
archaeological date in the Preclassic is really accurate more than one century in

either direction, positional precision is false.

| accept John Graham's warning that the term "lzapan" should not be widely
applied to all proto=Mava art (as had inadvertently been the tradition during the
1960's through 1970's) but that Izapan should refer carefully to the art specifically
related to that of Izapa. Nonetheless, actual lzapan art did influence early Maya
art, as demonstrated by the base of Yaxha Stela 6 (Fig.165,c) (Hellmuth 1978:86)

and by the crocodile tree monster on the Deletaille Cylindrical Tripod (Fig.165,8

11. After | completed my dissertation | learned of the book by Arthur Demerest on
pot bellied sculptures, The two from Tikal are not illustrated there,
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and b) (Hellmuth 1978:140; 15800,

The Surface of the Underwaterworld cosmology of Peten is derived from both
Abaj Takalik and lzapa, Kaminaljuyu waz the most likely intermediate transmitter
from the piedmont into Peten. If the provenance of the Hauberg Stela could be
ascertained from stone analysis, and if a date could be convincingly established
from style and content [Schele suggests AJD. 199 as one possibllity), one of several
missing parts of the piedmont-highlands Peten-Belize-lowlands sequence could be

filled im.

Mamon and Chicanel artifacts have little figural art. The plain pots of this

period are mainly in the bodegas of IDAEH and IMNAH.

Figural art appears fully developed on Holmul 1 pottery, principally as
polychrome painting, mostly on mammiform or spouted vessels, Mammiform related
feet continue into Tzakol | times. The Copan burial now exhibited in the new
village museum shows mammiform vessels in the same tomb as Tzakol basal flange
bowls, Ceramic seguences need to take into accounmt conservatism, archaism, and
heirlooms. Material in private collections can contribute to filling in uncertainties
In the traditional sequence, though my O.AS.-Yale fellowship cataloging did not

have enough time to do material earlier than Tzakol 2.

Fancy, involved figural art flourishes in Tzakol 2 and 3, diminishing
considerably in the proposed Tzakol 4 phase, the same time as the stela hiatus.
The great incised works of art {Deletaille Cylindrical Tripod and Pearlman
Collection God M vase) are not likely to have been produced by Tzakol 1 ateliers,
but are Tzakol 2 or 3 in date. The Pearlman Conch (Fig.73,8; 75.,a) could be

Tzakol 1, though a date of Tzakol 2-3 would agree more with the use of conch

¥
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shells in Kaminaljuyu related Peten burials. The entire series of orange cache

vessels, both profile incised and frontal appliqgue are Tzakol 2 or 3 in date
(Figs.8,a; 9,a-d, f; 10; 12; 17,a-c; 31-34). Stratigraphic finds at Tikal and Uaxactun
fix thiz date in history. Despite the similarity in earring assemblage to Preclassic
stucco masks, the ceramic counterparts to these architectural masks are neither
Preclassic nor even early Tzakol. Such early incense burners do exist (Hellmuth
Photo Archive) but are of a totally different style than the more common Tzakol
2/3 specimens. Likewise, a Preclassic date for elther the Kohunlich architectural
masks or the Placeres facade with mask in the Museo Macional de
Antropologia-Mexico City can now be revised. These two masks are closer In style
and content to Tzakol 2-3 Peten cache vessels than to Preclassic Belize stucco
masks. Dating must follow actual style and contént not merely be led by a

theoretical model,

The beautiful funerary art considered probably to be from Rio Azul are all of
Tzakol 2 and 3 date, although | suspect that rich finds of Tzakol 1 and Holmul 1
material will reward further scientific investigation. Meutron activation analysis of
mammiform and dimple-footed tetrapods in private collections will establish how
much of this material has a north-eastern Peten origin. Any site near Belize or on

river or other trade routes from Belize are likely loci for Tzakol 1- Holmul |

material,

When a stylistic seriation of all extant basal flange bowls is undertaken,
certain of the problems of the Early Classic sequence can be resolved. Untll such
a program is initlated, 1 propose dating Tikal Burial 22 as Tzakol 2 (early Manik
III) rather than following Coggins' date of late Manik II (Tzakol 1) (Coggins

1975,11: Table 3).
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Rio Azul Tomb | may be contemporary with Tikal Burial 48, It depends upon

how long the Rio Azul ruler lived. Tzakol 3 is overcrowded, either because this
was the richest century in the Early Classic, or because we cannot yet

differentiate between Tzakol 2, 3, and 4 material.

Lids with erect ring-shaped handles, such as illustrated by Smith for Uaxactun
(RS:Tig.1,a) and as found by Diane and Arlen Chase at Santa Rita (D,Chase
1981:front cover) are Tzakol in date when they cover a cylindrical tripod, a
tetrapod, or a related vessel. Unrecognized in the traditional charts s that lids in
general and with ring handles in particular In fact continued into Tepeu | times
(RS:Fig.7.h), especially in the area where the highlands meet the central lowlands,
as well as occasionally within the Peten style area itself. Polychrome vases or
bowls with ring-handled lids should have their published dates revised from Tzakol 3
to Tepeu 1. All polychrome vases or bowls are Late Classic unless painted in a
color related to Diagonal Swirl (Hellmuth 1985a) or otherwise related to cylindrical

tripods or basal flange types.

Overall, Tzakol 2 and 3 together form practically a continuous block and for
the moment are more easily referenced az a single unit of time (the time of
figural scenes on cylindrical tripods and basal flange bowls or tetrapods) until basal
flange bowls and cylindrical tripods can be better differentiated between Tzakol 2
and Tzakol 3. Tzakol 1 is vastly different from 2-3. Tzakol 4 (see below) is as
much a slowing down in all forms as a recognition of new forms. Tzakol 4 could
equally well be called Tepeu 0 (pre-Tepeu 1). Presence and absence of Teotihuacan

motifs is not the sole pertinent diagnostic for these phases.

| propose a Tzakol 4 phase to account for polychrome (non-stuccoed)
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cvlindrical tripods and low bowls painted in colors related to the diagonal-swirl

series [Hellmuth 1985) and for certain few polychrome basal flange bowls that
appear rather advanced in shape and decoration for earlier Tzakol phases, A
particular form of the Primary Standard Sequence can also be provisionally dated
as Tzakol 4: it is still on cylindrical tripods but is definitely & "Tepeu 1" kind of
inscription. The tripods are painted -- yet no longer on stucco. Coggins admits
that the transition from Tzakol 3 to Tepeu 1 is poorly represented in the
traditional corpus. Perhaps it has not been represented at all. Grave robbers,
though, have foumd the missing elite burials of this period, and these data should
begin to be used to make the pottery charts conform more to ancient Maya

reality.

Tepeu 1 may look differently to the field archaeologist working with rim
sherds from domestic middens as opposed to an art historian looking at elite
pottery from fumerary contexts. Also, the Uaxactun sequence was based on changes
in masonry and vaults styles In palace A-Y as much as on changes in pottery.
Today a different data base is available, and a noticeable event within Tepeu 1 is
not adequately reflected in the traditional ceramic sequence of any lowland Mava
gite. That is the predominance ol the vase shape and more interestingly,
"secondary®™ glyphic texts on vases. Vases are a different form of bowls; round
bottomed vases with figural decoration begin to evolve during Tzakol 4. Beginning
with the Red Band series of bowls and round bottomed vases and characterized by

the multiple resist vases the "Tepeu 2" vase comes into being.

In my first notes, 1976, | dated multiple resist (then nicknamed "Pastel
Tricolor™) as Tepeu 2 because they were the same shape as the great Late Classic

polyechromes which are all definitely Tepeu 2. Then Kubler's 1977 book on the
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Uaxactun Initial Series vase pointed out that this multiple resist type of painting

was of uncertain date at Uaxactun, Coggins illustrates sherds from Tikal (Coggins
1975,1:Fig.78) and dates them to Tepeu 1 (in the traditional sequence; transitional
lk-Imix in her personal sequence). While not a single whole vessel was found in
the 1960', grave robbers have found more than 25 in the 1970%. On the basis of
the P55 glyphs, the vessels (Including the Uaxactun specimen) may be dated to

Tepeu 1 in the traditional sequence,

The data base which permits dating a Primary Standard Sequence by style and
content was not known in the 1970's, and has not yet been published, The data
base (F.L.AAR. Photo Archive) consists of 1:1 photographs of PSSequences on more
than 200 whole vessels, most unpublished in the 1970'. The multiple resist
palychromes have a Tth century type of P55 which cannot be dated with now
available evidence as within Tepeu 2 and is certainly not 9th century (late Tepeu
2). The size and shape of these vases, and especially the use of vertical secondary
texts next to the figures, are traits atypical for Tepeu 1. For funerary polychrome
vases, "Tepeu 2" may begin with these multiple-resist vases. If a corresponding
change can be detected im plate form and subject matter, then the advent of
Tepeu 2 should possibly be earlier than in the published charts, Coggins'
"Transitional Period" (1975,11:Table 1) should be strengthened -- and documented
with additional observations. As with the Tzakol 3-Tepeu | intermediate period,
the subsequent transition periods are the least understood in part because anclent
forms are still in use and because burials of the transition period had not yet been
found in the 1960's. Also, the flow of cultural history does not stop, change form,
then neatly continue evolving with the regularity of a Maya ceramic chart. Charts

with diagonal evolution are more realistic than with horizontal break points.
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This dissercation iz in art history -- not in rim sherd sequences -- amd

photographs of all the material in IDAEH bodegas will be necessary before the
traditional ceramic sequence iz acceptably modified. Advent, popularization,
Mayanization, hiatus, and reintroduction of Teotlhuacan motifs should be discussed

directly with fresh data not with recourse to models.

Within the Late Classic, the Blom Plate (Fig.102) may be dated anywhere
from A, 630 to 750, since it is archaistic, and thereby hard to date from style
or content. A precise date must eventually come from the plate's form and the
hieroglyphs. The hieroglyphs are a sophisticated, Peten influenced elaboration of
the Altun Ha type Primary Standard Sequence, and are probably a generation later
than those of Belize. The plate was found in a rich burial completely bulldozed to
make room for the Chetumal airport, access roads, and adjacent highway.

Chetumal is not far from Altun Ha, slightly south in Belize.

From the 1960 through today, the chronological framework of Preclassic (or
Formative), Early Classic ({Tzakol 1, 2, 3), Late Classic (Tepeu 1, 2, 3], and Post
Clazsic hazs continued In force, But in 1969 Lee Parsons proposed a "Middle
Classic” as an intermediate period to Include both Tzakol 3 and Tepeu 1. Esther
Fasztory sponsored an informative symposium on the subject, and reviewed the
utility of a Middle Classic (Pasztory 1978). The acceptance of a Middle Classic was
popular among Mayanists for a short time but recently use of the term has been
only sporadic, One problem with employing this term for Peten js that the Middle
Classic model was worked out originally for the Cotzumalhuapa area piedmont and
Chichen Itza -- southern and northern extremes. Events relevant for Parsons’
Middle Classic in these regions did not necessarily take place in the same manner

in the central Lowlands, A further complication arose after Parsons created his
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Middle Classic to handle the arrival of Teotihuacan influence (Parsons 1969,11;138)

when Coggins created part of her Middle Classic to handle the lack of Teotihuacan
influence. For the Maya in general and the Peten-Maya in particular, perhaps an
insertion of a Middle Classic division (in the form suggested so far) is less

pertinent.

A clearer treatment of "Early Classic" and "Late Classic® is used by William
Coe for the Tikal Project (W.Coe 1965 for example). No Middle Classic confuses
his straightiorward presentation. He reminds colleagues that architecture or other
cultural products will not necessarlly change at the same rate as ceramics. He
divides his chapters by the Early Classic-Late Classic terms. 5Since the official
Pennsylvania report on the ceramics of Tikal authored by T. Patrick Culbert has
never appeared (by the time of this writing, 1982-86), no further Tikal Project
communique reveals how they will revise the traditional Tikal-Uaxactun sequence in

the light of newly discovered material,

A different problem with the traditional sequence is whether the "Early
Classic™ ends at, during, after, or even because of the
political-economic-military-religious turmoil that led to the stela hiatus. The
continuity of subject matter [myths, supernaturals, hieroglyphic texts) between
Tzakol and Tepeu periods i an art history problem parallel to the archaeclogist's
problem of ceramic evolution and monument production., Such uncertain aspects of
traditional archaeological dating and sequence can now be overcome in part through

analysis of artifacts found in thiz decade.

Discoveries from 1970-1980 likewise provide information which facilitaves

revising traditional concepts in Maya ethnohistory and iconography. The following
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introductory section reviews Maya iconography from its beginnings in the 1890's.

This history shows the wse of Mexican [Aztec) models for the development of the
principal models of Mava iconography and cosmology from the 1890's through the
1960's == with the notable exception of writings of Kubler and Proskouriakoff. This
review also demonstrates the seldom cited fact that ethnohistory forms the basic
underpinning of current academic beliefs on the nature -- or abszence -- of Maya
gods and idols. An understanding of the role of ethnohistory in shaping 19th
century and subsequent Carnegie Institution era iconography helps understand an
academic dilemma of the 1960' as to whether the Mava worshipped spirits of

nature or had deities in corporal form -- or both.
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Part |

"DEITIES" OR NOT:

THE NOMENCLATURE DILEMMA IN MAYA RELIGION AND [CONOGRAPHY

Chapter |

A SHORT HISTORY OF MAYA DEITY ICONOGRAPHY

Kubler's suggestions to investigate the Maya situation carefully before
automatically calling Maya figures "gods" has prompted me to study the background
of current nomenclature before working with the individual figural characters of
the Early Classic. Traditional nomenclature comes from basic literature in Mayva
iconography, ethnography, field archaeology -- and especially ethnohistory. The
academic originsg and traditional rationale for Maya theology and deity nomenclature
turn out to provide the clues to explain why and from where the various current
models of Maya religlon developed. The following authors are relevant to the
background of iconography: the early explorers: Stephens, Maler, Maudslay; the first
Mavanists: Fewkes, Schellhas, Seler, Brinton, Thomas, Dieseldorff, Goodwin,
Bowditch; the Carnegie Institution of Washington era Mayanists: Morley, Thompson,
Beyer, Kidder, Proskouriakoff, Tozzer, Berlin; the modern writers: Kelley, Schele,
Quirarte, Parsons, Barthel, Duetting, Anton, M. Coe, Willey, Kubler, and Coggins
plus Latin American colleagues, Bernal, de la Fuente, Foncerrada de Molina, Ruz,

Gendrop, Leon Portilla, Mavarrete, and Schavelzon. | alse consulted ethnohistory and
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current ethnography. This dissertation selects from the above list those particular

writers who have formed the traditional academic conception of the nature of

Maya figural art.

The early explorers Stephens, Maudslay and Maler did mot investigate at length
the nature of the images they were finding. Their primary concern was discovery
rather than interpretation; their lasting contributions were their large format
photographs and excellent drawings. These traditional data set the stage for

subsequent Maya research,

Initial exploration of Maya ruing in remote rain forest regions began in 1840
and continued past 1899, By 1899 the stelae and lintels portion of the traditional
corpus was available, and all three Post Classic codices had been published.
Brinton, Bowditch, Dieseldorff, Fewkes, Schellhas, Seler, and Thomas (among others)
utilized the monuments and codices to work out the ancient Maya calendrical
system and to catalog the images. Epigraphy and iconography were not really
separable and studies of the monuments tended to be primarily on matters of
calendrics. Contemporary 19th century writers provided reviews of then current
research [(Maudslay 1889-1902,1:v; Foerstemann 1904). Brinton (1895) and Bowditch
{1910) summarlze in their monographs all advances Im calendrical epigraphy of their
day. Modern reviews of this sequence of discoveries are available from Kelley

(1962), Willey and Sabloff (1974), Thompson (1950:28-34), and others,

Fewkes, Schellhas, and Seler initiated studies in iconography and began to give
names to "gods," but no published study investigated the basic nature of Classic
Maya deities. Writers simply gquoted earlier Mayanists who In turn quoted earlier

authers. Basically, since the 1890's writers have called the Maya characters gods
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because they were presented already deified by Fewkes, Seler and Schellhas

(Fewkes 1894; 1885; Schellhas, German original several years before 1904 English

translation; Seler, articles before his 5 volumes, 1902-23).

By 1886 Schellhas had categorized the humanoid figures of the three Post

Classic Mava codices as gods,
...the three manuscripts all contain a series of pictorial

representations of human figures, which, beyond question, should be

regarded as figures of gods (1897 wupdate, 1904 translation, p.7).
Schellhas elaborated a system of alphabetical names, God A, God B, etc. While
Schellhas was not the first (Brinton wrote on the Troano segment of the Paris
Codex in 1882 and Fewkes wrote on God D as early as 1895), it is Schellhas whose
1904 article is still the bible of the Maya "deities” today, even considering

revisions by Seler and Zimmermann.

Eduard Seler

Seler, as early as 1886, in his "Maya-Handschriften und Maya-Goetter," had
accepted Schellhas's first article and was on his way to disseminating Maya divinity
in his prodigious lifelong literary output. Seler deified the Bat God by 1898 (1904
translation) and fairly well deified the rest of the Mayva zoo and most humanoids
by 1909-1910. An example of his deification process for animals: "This deity is the
bat god" (Seler 1904a:233). The title of the article is, appropriately, "The Bat God
of the Maya Race." When faced with Maya Images, he used names taken from
colonial Spanish sources: "Both hold an idol of a god characterized by an upturned
nose, who must be identified as the god Ah honon tz'acab of the Yucatecs, god of

water and fertility who is one in nature with Chac the rain god" (Seler
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1915/ 1976:5).

Here is the start of the Chac cult which is part of most Mava writings today
where the popular Chac designation is still wsed virtually any time a "long nosed

god" is found. s

Seler calls the personalities of the codices gods by 18836, For the Mayva day
signs he speaks of them as gods using Aztec patrons as a basis (Seler 1888). The
literature of 1886-1899 gives the impression that once anyone provided a suggestion
that something was a "god," that character was deified from then on. While Seler
did investigate the nature of Nahuatl mythical characters when he came to the
Mava situation he transferred his Mexican model to the Mayva situation, based on
his strong belief of cultural equivalency across Mesoamerica. It is rare in Seler's
writings where, with Mayva material, he presents rationale for deification other than

with a reference to Mexican sources.

An example of traditional transformation of Aztec concepts into Mayva models

is seen at Palenque;

Considering the deep significance attributed to the numbers
thirteen and nine by the people of the old Mexican-Central American
culture according to this view, it is a natural conclusion [0 assume
that the described thirteen medallions of the east building’s east hall
are related to those gods of the thirteen heavens. And we would have

12. Chac continues to be used incorrectly in the Tikal Museum for the characters
that are more correctly called God K. Another recent use of Chae is for
Dzibilchaltun, such as in Coggins 1983:26: "The eight masks of Str.l-sub are the
earliest known examples of the Chac (Long MNose rain deity) mask that later
became one of the most important characteristics of Pure Florescent
architecture.” Actually this creature does not even have a long nose, he has a
long snowt. The breathing apparatus of most comparable Maya monsters is a small
snall-like shape on top of the snout, next to the face structure. Besides, the
Dzibilchaltun creature is a Lily Pad Headdress Monster -- not a Chac at all
(Fig.&1).
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an even stronger justification for this assumption if it should turm out
that there were other reliefs that seemed to depict the nine
underworlds and their lords (Seler 1915/1976:35; 197).

Most of the faces were eroded, so Seler was able to continue [illing in the Azrec
prediction for Palengue. Seler (s the source of Mexican-Mayanism in writings on
Mesoamerica. Thompson is a direct follower of Seler: "Perhaps his (Szler's) greatest
single contribution was his demonstration of the essential cultural unity of the

advanced cultures of Middle America® (Thompson 1950:31).

Why did Seler utilize Aztec patterns to interpret the Maya situwation? He
used the Mexicans because in his time it was believed that an overall cultural
similarity united the Mesoamerican peoples. Thizs belief is still a basic tenet of
practicing Mesoamericanists today. The degree to which cultural unity was
accepted is expressed by Seler himself:

The whole region of ancient Mexican-Central American
civilization is, however, a conspicucus example of what Adolph Bastian
calls a "geographical province", For, independent of a linguistic
difference, we find the special elements of Mexican civilization
developed in an exactly similar way among all the peoples of this
territory. This iz true of the general conduct of life, the technical
and military customs, the organization of state and of society, but
more especlally of religlon and learning. The unity of this entire
region of ancient civilization is most clearly expressed by the

calendar, which these people considered the basis and the alpha and

omega of all high and occult knowledge (Seler 1904b:266).

Studies of calendrics resulted in the first god identifications. Calendrical studies
began with central Mexican material because the conquering Spanish had left more
detailed == and fully illustrated == chronicles of these non-Mava civilizations, In
the 1890's, writers had more central Mexican data than Maya data. Only in the

past ten years have encugh Maya plctorial scenes become available to allow a

study of Maya topics using specifically Maya illustrations.
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Later Seler gives another reason for his belief in a similarity of Mesoamerlcan

culture: "It could hardly be otherwise in view of the active intercourse which

nld The writings of Schellhas and

existed between these two great civilized races.
Seler have been transmitted into today's literature through Spinden, Morley, and
Thompson. Much of Thompson's epigraphy and iconography of 1950 is rewritten from

- Thompson's absorption of Seler

|9th century Mayanists, especially from Seler.
comes through clearly, such as when 5ir Eric writes:
The traveler of two thousand years ago would not have noticed

much difference in the way of life of Indian communities in the whole

length of a walking tour from what iz now Mexico City vo what is

now GCuatemala City (Thompson 1954:43),
This comment is in Thompson's work on "The Mava." In a different manner, M., Coe
and Micholson (1976) have worked on Mescamerican iconology. Their
accomplishments in Mexican-Maya studies come from a point by point comparison
of limited aspects rather than the rwotal application of an overwhelming

pan-Mexican culwire area. These modern contributions are distinguishable from

carlier problems.

The fact that the Mexican material may not be understood itself or may be a
mixture of Borgia Group codices with Sahagun is never brought up or may not even
be recognized by the author. Asztec-Maya parallels are not astomatically incorrect
but in the past they have not actually been true parallels -- they are often

conveniently similar or selectively cited so as to appear comparable. Using Post

13. Seler 1904c:391. The two great races would be "The Aztecs" and "The Maya."

4. Mary Miller reminded me that it was Thompson who translated Seler's five
volumes of German writings into an unpublished Carnegie Institution of Washington
English language edition. Thompson did the translation In 1939, His compendium on
Mava hieroglyphic writing appeared in 1950,
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Classic, Central Mexican material places one in multiple jeopardy: first, potential

weakness and misunderstanding in the Mexican material itself; second) potential
misuse of cross-cultural amalogy (depending om visual similarities which are only
caincidental == as in the excesses committed in attempting to prove ]Japan-]Jomon
(Ecuador) contacts or Chinese Bronze Age-Mesoamerican similarities); third, Post
Classic versus Classic, and Highland Mexican versus Lowland Maya cultural

dif ferences remain, not to mention the thousand year time gap which adds to the
Post Classic-Classic gulf. Kubler has warned of problems inherent in using
far-away situations for creating models of Maya civilization, yet he has never said
that Maya forms should mot be compared with Aztec forms. Disjunction means
only that idemtical forms may not ALWAYS equal identical meaning (Kubler 1967:12;
1969:48). The point is not that using Aztec data is inherently wrong, but that Aztec
explanations for traditional Maya models need to be re-studied before they continue

: ; Cii ; 15
as the basic concepts for academic understanding of Maya civilization,

Hindsight Is easy with Seler and Thompson, but with today's availability of
plentiful Maya material, students should return to other central Mexican-Maya
parallels that are entrenched in the literature and see if they hold up in light of
new information. All too often fresh data show the weaknesses of having started
with a central Mexican premise. With so much Mava material available today, do
scholars still need an Aztec or Teotihuacan crutch to hold up the Maya universe?

Can the Maya now be studied directly? Do we want to learn what the

15. Coggins has introduced Teotihuacan models to replace Aztec models. Thus she
interprets the middle history of Tikal with respect to appesrance, disappearance,
and patterns of Teotihuacan motifs. Her latest work takes a
Teotihuacan=Tikal=centric model even further, to fashion a model for the stucco
decoration and architectural assemblage of Str.l-sub at Dzibilchaltun (Coggins
1983).
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pan-Mesoamerican forms evolved into in the Post Classic, or know what they were

like on their own in the Classic, in their Guatemalan milieu?

Codices from the Borgia Group (Borgia, Cospl, Vaticanus B, etc.) contain
pictorial representations which are a mine of information for understanding the
nature of ancient Mesoamerican religion, deities, and cult activities and
paraphernalia. The absence of references o these codices in this study is not
because the Aztec codices are irrelevant but because my goal Is to work out the
nature of Maya cosmology in its 3th century lowland Peten situation, where
Preclassic Kaminaljuyu and even the distant Mmecs are more in the geographical
and temporal picture than 15th century Mexico. A study of Aztec-Mava sharing of
a common Mesoamerican religion and world view s all the more Interesting today
because at last there iz more on the Mava side to provide as comparizons for the
abundant Mexican pictorial manuscripts., Musical groups and instruments are quite
similar between Post Classic Mexican codices and Classic Maya polychrome vases,
Pertinent to continuity from the Early Classic are the same unusual "can opener”™
or "crab claw" tails on reptilian fish monsters (Fejervary-Mayer) and the ubiquitous
"Crocodile Trees" in the Post Classic Borgia and Laud. The skeletal frame in Borgia
J0 and in Codex Laud is the same as on Early Classic Maya turtle effigy
containers and on snake bodies pictured at Palenque. Vaticanus B (33) pictures gods
carving masks, a favorite subject of painters of Late Classic Maya plates. Coe has
already pointed out the patron of such artists among the Classic Maya. It is to

these actual Maya that this study is dedicated.

OImec-Aztec-Maya relationships are a crucial part of Mesoamerican studies
gnd should not be dizscouraged, but the Maya project in these pages simply has a

different interest -- to see what Early Classic Guatemala looked like on its own.
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For example, the Surface of the Underwaterworld is strikingly devoid of

, , iG
Teotihuacan influence,

Aside from zealous cross-cultural use of Aztec data, though, Seler produced
reliable analyses of Maya material in its own right, both epigraphic and
iconographic. Kubler has noted many useful contributions of Seler (Kubler 1969).
Seler's 1902 review of numerical Maya calendrical hieroglyphs is often more lucid
than later compilations. Seler is an underused source in Mesoamerican studies.
Kelley puts the matter succinctly: "The tremendous range of Seler's contributions to
the study of the Maya hieroglyphs has been most inadequately recognized in the

English and American literature of Maya studies" (Kelley 1962a:7).

Contemporary with Seler was Fewkes [early investigator of God D), Schellhas
iwhom was cited earlier as having written the standard reference on Maya delties),
Thomas, Foerstemann, Brinton, and Bowditch. Often when these late 19th century

writers cite a deity, they cite Seler.

Appearing the same year as a work by Seler on animals in Maya art was

Tozzer and Allen's independent book on Animal Figures in the Maya Codices. The

Harvard University team walvered on whether ALL creatures were gods, but

certainly accepted animals in general as potential gods in general:

16. Even though Teotihwacan cosmology features water serpents, water bands, a
generally water-related cosmology, a raptorial bird monster, even God N in his
seashell, and even though the Surface of the Underwaterworld Imagery peaked
during the century of Teotihuacan influence on the Maya, attempts to use a
Teotihuacan model to interpret the Maya cosmogram forget the fact that the Maya
cosmogram was already well entrenched at Preclassic lzapa, Abaj Takalik, and Tikal
well before the advent of Teotihuacan influence. More importantly, of the
principal inhabitants of the Surface of the Underwaterworld (GI, Anemone Headdress
Monster, Shell Wing Dragon, etc.), none occur In the indigenous art of Teotihuacan.
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Where figures are shown with human body and animal head
standing alone in the place usually cccupied by one of the various
deities in the tonalamatl, there can be little doubt that they have a
mythological meaning and are to be taken, either as gods themselves,
or a3 representing certain of the gods... other animals when they
occur alone... might also be considered as mythological animals....
The idea of worshipping animals as gods in themselves Iz strengthened
by noting the eaze with which the Mayva people worshipped the horse
which was left behind by Cortez (Tozzer and Allen 1910:286).

That is Maya theology in one handy paragraph. They simply accept that figures in
the codices are deities. Spinden followed and deified most animals.” Thompson
solved the religious and semantic problem by calling any supernatural representation

a god, especially any personified hieroglyphic face relating to calendrical periods.

He deified the days themselves, Anders, in his Das Pantheon der Mava follows the

status quo of his time (1963) and accepts all previous deifications.

Today the tradition is to term almost all major animals (jaguar etc.) and all
non-historical humanoids as "gods." Together with the Schellhas alphabetical series
of Gods A-P, the Maya pantheon became rather crowded, especially when each
author invented his and her own name for each characterization, or out of
unfamiliarity with the proper name, called everything with a long "nose® either
"Chac® or "Itzamna." Kubler's reminder that deity nomenclature and models are
seriously deficient necessitates this review of the background of these traditional

dictuma,

Herbert ]. Spinden

Spinden is widely recognized as the first modern iconographer. His Ph.D.

dissertation of 1908 on evolution of style in Mava art (especially In the Copan

17. In his 1909 Harvard University Ph.D. dissertation. Published in 1913,
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stelae) covered iconography and s still a basic text. Spinden's deity names and

theology were part of the heritage absorbed by writers of the following Carnegie

Institution era (1920-1955), especially Proskouriakoff (who never objected to gods in
her early writings). Although the idea is probably deeper in earlier Maya writings,
it is in Spinden where the novel idea of "forces of mature "became noticeable -- a

definite source to influence Morley and Proskouriakoff:

Planets and stars, as well as the sun and moon, were represented
by divinities, The forces of nature, such as the rain, the wind, and
fertility im lts various forms, were concelved as individual or as
varlanmt gods (Spinden 1913:11)

Spinden alzo championed another view repeated later by Proskouriakoff == god

"Impersonators" (p. 22).

Spinden reviewed the Schellhas alphabetical gods for the Classic period and
thought he could find Geds A, B, D, E, G, |, K, and N present, some more than
u[hEl’E..[E Spinden could not find Gods F and G in the Classic period. He was
unable to spot God L or M, though L was of course present all along at Palenque
and has been rescued from obscurity by Coe in his study of polychrome pottery.
Overall though, today in 1986, Spinden's ageless 1909/1913 dissertation, A Study of
Maya Art is still one of the well used books in a modern iconographic library.
Spinden made many a discovery long ago which in the 1960's-1980"% has been
rediscovered: "An idea of the symbolical complications which probably prevailed

throughout Maya religion may be gained from the Popol Vuh, the cosmogonic myth

of the Quiche” [Spinden 1957:11; 55; Fig.57). His book is a true classic.

18. Actually God D was not properly identified umtil 1978 (Hellmuth) and God E
was not descritbed until 1983 (Ear]l Taube),
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Sylvanus G. Morley

The prodigious output of Morley -- and subsequently of his contemporary
Thompson -- overtook all earlier writers and still sets the tone for Maya studies
today. In his long career Morley wrote 81 articles, five monographs, and a five

volume Inscriptions of Peten. When as prestigious a recent book as Anders' Das

Fantheon der Mava uses Morley as a general review of Maya religion (Anders

1963:32), the still pervasive influence of Morley's ideas is evident as opposed to a
ground level re-working of Maya civilization from the original archaeological data.
Magazine and newspaper articles on the Maya still today present "the Maya"™ as
created by Morley and Thompson. It was Morley who first took both Thompson and
Proskouriakoff on his Carnegie Institution of Washington staff (Lister and Lister
1970; Thompson 1963:5). Understandably Morley's ideas were readily absorbed by his
co-workers. To understand Thompson's and Proskouriakoff's writings, it helps to see

the milleu in which they began their Mava studies.

Morley was actively writing from 1910 until his death in 1948, with
posthumous books appearing shortly thereafter, then two biographies (Brunhouse
4

1971; Lister and Lister 1970}, From all of Morley's writings three are pertinent to

iconography: Maya Hieroglyphs (1913), Guide Book to Ruins of Quirigua (1935), and

The Ancient Mava (1946), Of these three, the 1946 book is largely a popular

compilation of his earlier writings, so the following discussion will review primarily

the 1915 and 1935 output.)”

19. 1 use the 1947 Znd edition, but "1947" should be understood to represent
Moriey's 1946 THE ANCIENT MAYA concepts. Most subsequent writers use the
Brainerd revised edition of the 1950' rather than either Morley's original 1935
ideas or his pre=Brainerd 1946-47 concepts. Today a new updated edition, revised
by Sharer, is available,
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Overall, Morley's 1915 "Introduction” is a testing ground for his general

appraisal of Mava civilization that would be expanded in 1935 and then grow to a
best seller in 1946, Essentially his "Mayva"™ were word for word from Bishop Landa's
I6th century relation, the tradition of the time im American writings. The 1915
section on Maya religion does not yet use Schellhas's alphabetical nomenclature,
cites no authority, but is otherwise the forerunner of all Morley's pronouncement:
"The religion of the ancient Maya was polytheistic, its pantheon containing about a
dozen major deities and a host of lesser ones" (1915:16). This first Morley
production differs somewhat from later output im that "natural forces" are not
mentioned at all, Perhaps a clue as to Morley's source is his use of the name

Ahpuch for God A. Berlin zays thiz erroneous reading was proposed by E!-r'u'm:nr|.‘H:II

Morley's deification of the calendrical periods, and especially Thompson's
deification of essentially all head varlants of calendrical or mathematical
hieroglyphs does not appear in 1915, In 1915 there is no mention of the word God
in the section on head variants or full figures (pp. 68-73). Even more
uncharacteristic of Morley is that the head variants for the numerals are not
considered delties by him in 1915 (pp. 96-100). In keeping with hiz "godless phase,"
Morley does not endow the day or month hieroglyphs with divine personality

either,

But by Morley's 1935 book, the numerals become the "Thirteen Gods of the

Upper World® (1935:184) -- not only deified but capitalized. The months never

20. Berlin 1977:149. Modern linguists and epigraphers from Berlin onward no longer
accept the Ahpuch term. Schellhas also mentioned the misnomer Ahpuch {1904:13]),
not cited by Berlin. Schellhas says the name comes from Hernandez. The Popol Yuh
should be checked.
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caught his {or Thompson's) theological HttL‘.ntiDn.E] Morley left months alone with

only: "each had its own particular deity® (p.161). By 1946, in essence, any
head-variant hieroglyph, and even more so the full figure form, were now tagged as
being "of deities" {Morley 1946:276) Did the Maya themselves change? It is not
the Mayva that change, it Is the writer. The writer himsell creates "the Maya."
The change between Morley's 1915 and 1935/1946 models is quite noticeable. In
1935 when he leaves the inscriptions per se and enters the "Story Told by the
Maya Inscriptions” he is on his favorite subject:

Each of the nineteen divisions of the 365-day calendar year had
its own particular deity. For example, the month Yaxkin had for its
celestial patron the Sun God; the month Chen, the Moon God; the
maonth Yax, the planet Venus, etc. The name hieroglyph of the deity
in whose month the corresponding date fell is recorded in the flrst
hieroglvph of each text in the vase majority of Old Empire
inscriptions. Another group of very important deities was the
Bolon-ti-ku or MNine Gods of the Underworld (Morley 1936:161-162).

Morley expresses no particular limit to the possible number of Maya deities, He
asks himszself what undeciphered hieroglyphs are likely to be found to discuss:

Certain it is that we will eventually find hieroglyphs for a group
of special moon gods--the patrons of the six different months of the
eclipse period.... Some of the unknown signs undoubtedly represent
deities,..and less and less of history in the Old World sense of personal
or natignalistic records.

..0one may perhaps hazard the guess that the remaining
undeciphered glyphs deal with further ceremonial matters, perhaps such
as offerings appropriate to specific religious festivals, the designation
of lucky and unlucky dayvs, the malevolent and benevolent deities of
the ritualistic year, the name glyphs of the patron deities of the six
different months of the lunar half-year.... Some of the glyphs as yel
unknown undoubtedly represent deities; others perhaps the special kinds
of offering with which they were to be severally 'propitiated' and still
others, the special rites with which they were to be worshipped-—-that
is to say, more and more of ritwal, of liturgy, of astrology and
religion, and less and less of history In the Old World sense of
personal and national records (Morley 1940:147-149).

21. Possibly because the month patrons were already identified by Beyer (M. Miller,
personal communication).
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Morley land later Thompson) popularized the idea that the Maya inscriptions:

tell no story of kingly conquests, recount no deeds of imperial
achievement;..indeed they are so utterly impersonal, so completely
non-individualistic that it is even probable that the names of specific
men and women were never recorded upon Maya monuments (Morley
1935:161)

This iz the tenor from Goodman's 19th century heritage (Goodman 1897:120).

Morley accepted Aztecisms when they were presented by others, but for once
his Mava nationalism worked in his favor, as he believed his clever Maya to be
ultimate inventors of all superior features. Hence there was not much need for
anything Aztec in the Morlevian model. For Morley the Aztecs were only late
barbarians. Thompson, on the contrary, believed that discovering the inner thought
of the Maya was impossible (Thompson 1968:8-9) and so saw the abundant Azvecs

data base as the only hope of recreating the earlier Mesoamerican patterns.

Religion and deities do not get discussed by Morley in this popular The

Ancient Mava until the chapter of this title (1946:208(f). Then directly in the first

paragraph comes a statement crucial in the development of the
Spinden-Morley-Proskouriakoff model of Mava religion:
At first the Mava religion was probably a simple nature worship,
personification of the natural forces which influenced and in large
measure shaped their lives: the sun, the moon, the rain, the lightning,
winds, mountains, plains, forests, rivers, and rapids (ibid., p.208)
Morley did not use footnotes, so the reader has no way of knowing the 16th
century Spanish source via Seler for this. When Proskouriakoff first discussed with
me in 1966 her concepi of the Mayas lack of idols in the Classic peried, she

repeated Morley's model effectively word for word. Morley also emphasized the

Spanish record of the Maya claim that they had no idols before the arrival of the
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Mexicans but without citing Landa.

Maya religion had become a highly developed cult based upon a

complete fusion of a more primitive personification of nature with a

more sophisticated philosophy, built around a deification of the

heavenly bodies, a worship of time in its various manifestations never

equalled anywhere in the world before or, for that matter, since.

(Morley 1947:210).
On page 222 (1946) Morley treats the reader to the pantheon, starting with
ltzamna, God I} in the codices (God D Im the Classic period had not yet been
found). In fact the Classic period iz dismissed quickly with the then correct
reasoning: "Unfortunately, Old Empire representations of few if any of the Maya
deitles have survived® (Morley 1947:222). This idea has stayed in the literature to

influence models developed by later writers., For example, Kubler accepted a

paucity of Classic "gods" (Kubler 1963:47).

After his Pantheon, Morley tackles the "Patron God Series.” His manner of
sectioning the book suggests that these gods are not part of his Pantheon, an
unexplained arrangement also perceptible in Thompson's subsequent ordering of the
Maya gods. Actually, neither writer ever really worked out a systematic
organization ol deities since they bring in gods from every imaginable source. The

"gods® have still not been organized today, though Kubler (1969) and Coe

(1973-1982) made a helpful start.

Thompson, in his introduction to the 1975 reprint of Morley's 1915 work, says:
"Morley was not an intellectual.... He was able to imbue hiz reader or his hearer
with his enthusiasm and he did not hide his conviction that the Maya were a race
of supermen... The book was sort of a Hallelujah chorus." (Thompson 1975:xii).
But Morley's epigraphic monographs are still consulted today, as this academic

subject stayed with Its hieroglyphic calendrical calculations and was not as
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susceptible o Greco-Roman models as were his writings on the general nature of

Maya civilization. The fact that his first book written in 1915 not long after only
undergraduate studies, would be reprinted six decades later, and with an
introduction by the leading writer of the field, demonstrates that Morley has indeed
made a lasting impression, for the good, with his hieroglyphic inscriptions. His

monumental Inscriptions at Copan is still a basic reference in epigraphy.

J]. Eric. 5. Thompson

Thompson s widely considered the leading Mavyanist. His long career spanned
the Carnegie Institution era into modern times. Queen Elizabeth knighted him in

1975, %%

His scores of scholarly as well as popular articles make him the most
prolific writer on Maya subjects -- even more so than his contemporary Morley. At
least five of Thompson's major monographs are still in print today. It would be
unlikely to find a monograph or 8 major article on any aspect of Maya
archaeology, ethnography, or iconography since 1950 which did not guote Thompson,
and in this legacy again he far exceeds Morley. Thompson (as was Morley) was a

dedicated and kind individual who obviously enjoyed his wurk.ﬂ

A 1934 article, "Sky Bearers, Colors and Directions in Mava and Mexican
Religion" provides a first introduction of the Aztec source for Maya concepts that
was hiz trademark In Mava lconography for four decades. His treatise on Mexican

deity iconography also introduces his life-long habit of selectively choosing, adding,

22, He died several months later.
23. | had the chance to meet Thompson on two occasions in Guatemala, and |

contributed an article to his memory in the Hammond organized tribute to Sir Eric
(Hellmuth 1977).
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and omitting attributes from one god after another to bolster. his theories. Ewven

Thompson himself admits that "Having wandered along the paths of Mexican
theology with more dewiation than is permitted to the stars we are pursuing, let us
return once more to the Mava of Yucatan, or rather to a feature of that hybrid
culture evolved from the contact of the Yucatecan Mava with Mexico™ (Thompson
1934:234). Here perhaps is a hint of justification for inserting Mexican concepts
into an article purportedly on the Maya: that the Yucatecan Maya is a
hybrid-Mexican culture due to the Toltecs. But, the Yucatec are Post Classic. Is
the source of Thompson's subsequent Mexican model really Toltec? That would be
rather difficult since the Mexican codices are nmot 10th-12th century Toltec but
16th century post-Toltec., Also, normally his Mexican models are used to describe
Peten Maya, 800 years and 200 km, separated from the Yucatan and the Post

Classic,

In thiz seldom cited article is Thompson's first substantial description of what
evolved several decades later into his monotheistic Itzamna hypothesis. But
Thompson's 1934 sky monster is not yet a single time labeled as Itzamna (Thompson
1934:237). Thompson is more intent on "bonds known to link Mexican and Maya
religion, ritual and mythology™ (p. 239). He also adds, "In conclusion, one might call
attention to the remarkable parallel between ancient Greek and Mexican ideas on
the sky bearers" (p. 238). Here Thompson echos Morley's Greco-Roman model. The
vear 1934 1z still close to the time when Thompson joined Morley's team. In
Thompson's first public treatise on Mayva religion (Gann and Thompson 1937:118ff).
Morley's spirit remains dominant. Thompson did not work out independent models
until 1939 -- and then he stayed on the Mexicanized Maya track wuntil his death in

1975, "The Mexicans" continued as an undefined mother culture beqgueathing to the
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Mayva their pantheon and thirteen layered heavens.

"The Moon Goddess in Middle America: With Notes on Related Deities" is
regrettably not often cited by current schnlurmzq yet it containg a complete
preview of his later popular theory of Itzamna monotheism which was not widely
taken up by the public and scholars until its reappearance in monograph form in
1970. The 1939 article also contains other hints relative to the ideas that were
clrculating among Carnegie Institution workers at that time. His first sentence
perpetuates the Spinden-Morley “personification of nature" concept, a model based
ultimately on Seler's readings of Spanish chroniclers, Ximenez and Remesal.

The religious concepts of the peoples of Middle America can be
classified in two major groups: one is based on a lay growth from a
primitive personification of nature; the other, more abstract, is
seemingly the outcome of the ideas of a professional or
semi-professional priesthood, fused with incidents of a more primitive
mythology... personifications of blended forces of nature, be they
rain, lightning, mountains, or plains. Seemingly this was the religion
which early sources inform us preceded the introduction of idolatry
(Thompson 19389:127).

This classiflication is actually a mixture taken partly from early Spanish colonial

misinterpretation of the Manche Chol and is lacking documentation from or

relationship with the actual ancient Maya.

There is a subtle distinction in how the various writers perceive these
personifications. Proskouriakoff firmly locks the personification of nature with the
Spanish belief in the Indians' claim that idolatry did not enter until a certain Post

Classic period. Thompson, in 1939, cites the Relaciones de Yucatan, [1:78-79 and

Codex Ramirez, chapter 1; in 1970 he cites Remesal on the Manche. This entire

24, Kubler cites the 1939 article. Of course Thompson's 1970 monograph on
Itzamna was not available yet to Kubler in 1969,
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problem of relying on Spanish beliefs is discussed in the following section of this

dissertation. Morley on the other hand has worship of the personification of nature
at some dim, prior stage of underdevelopment, several thousand year earlier, and
has it replaced for his version of the Classic Maya by a Pantheon with a capital P.
Morley made it gquite clear that he believed the Maya were the Greeks of the MNew
World, Thompson himself, with his European classical education, used the Romans
for his principal comparative culture. Indeed, on the same page that he creates
the Maya religion based on personification of nature he compares Imperial Rome
with the Aztecs. The rest of this lengthy article he devotes to a comparison

between "Maya Tradition™ and "Aztec Tradition.”

The "Maya Tradition" of the 1930's-1960's is composed of Landa, Redfield
lcontemporary Maya ethnography), plus all extant highland Maya ethnographies, and
especially Thompson's own field work in Kekchi-Mopan villages of southern Belize
(Thompson 1930}, In 1939 there were few data from the Peten Mava heartlands.
The gquestion reduces to whether there is a "Mava Tradition” or one created from
scattered references across the entire Maya map and up and down the long column
of Maya history. Textbooks and many monographs give the impression that a
monolithic "Maya Civilization" really existed. In actuality "the Maya" are largely a
construct of writers. "The Maya" are at best a necessary evil. "The Early Classic
Maya," "The Late Classic Maya," and definitely a "Central Lowland Maya® need to
be better distinguished as also between the highlands to the south amd the Northern
Lowlands above. Specialists in Maya pottery have attempted this, but their
technical temporal and regional boundaries have tended to be overwhelmed by other
writers when it comes time to put the concepts into books that are widely read

and cited.
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Another question ls to what degree the "Mexican Tradition" is an academic

construct., Is not the model builder simply scanning the entire face of central
Mexice until he finds a single element that fits his concepts -- then inserting this
Mexican feature into his Maya model? Why does this technique differ from that of
trans-oceanic diffusionists who pick and choose items in China or in Japan that
look similar to features in the art and ceramics of Mexico or Ecuador and then
conclude that there is a trans-oceanic relationship? The traditional "Maya" is an
idealized construct, a hybrid culture, not just Mexican-Maya, bur all Mexican areas
and all Maya periods. Where is an opportunity to see an actual Mava culture?
Where Is a religious system worked out from contemporaneous and geographically

contiguous material?

A sample of Thompson's own model building speaks for itself: "The sun,
morning star, and moon are associated with the deer.” Then, four paragraphs later
in the same section: "In Maya mythology there is no direct association of the moon
goddess with the deer" (p. 150). On the next page under "Mexican Tradition:"
"Although the associations between the deer and the sun, moon, and morning star
are somewhat tenuous, they serve to strengthen the mythological ties between
Central Mexico and the Maya area®™ (p. 151). This is only a small sample of the
text that forms his principal writings -- the writings which are the foundation for
other authors of his generation and today. A review of textbooks of the 1960-s
through 1980's demonstrates how the Thompscnian Maya are the traditional model
which still dominates the [ield of anthropelogy and art history. It iz reaction
against these unlikely models which led Proskouriakoff to propose dismissing the
entire structure of Maya deities for the Classic period. Prior to discussing her

widely disseminated ideas, it is helpful to cite the specific study that triggered her
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counter model, Thompson's ltzamna theories. For an introduction te Thompson's own

imagination on Maya divinity, a review of his concept of ltzamna iz instructive.

Itzamna - Monotheism

The favorite theory of Thompson, presented even more forcefully than his
ideas on the vacant ceremonial center nature of Maya settlement pattern, and even
more pervasive than the popular concept that the Maya dedicated the erection of
their stelae to commemorate the passage of time, and equal to his insistence that
the Classic Maya diet was more than 85% maize, iz his novel idea that the Late
Classlc Maya were developing monothelsm. Thompson popularized his Itzamna

hypothesis in a widely read and still reprinted Maya History and Religion (1970). In

a seldom cited publication, based on a lecture in 1970 at the Metropolitan Museum
of Art, he reiterated Itzamnaism after a long digression into Aztec veneration for

their rulers.

A survey of Mava deities would be incomplete without a review of Thompson's
theory, in part because of the vigor with which he launched it, and in larger part

due to the uncritical acceptance of it by Mayanists with the notable exception of

2

Proskouriakoff and M. Coe. 9 A review of Thompson's earlier works in order to

figure out when, on what grounds, and from what other influences he developed

Itzamnistic monotheism, brought to light the lengthy 1939 article in a widely

25, A survey of textbooks, popular articles, and monographs from 1960-1984 that
touch on Mava religion or deities quickly reveals the degree to which Thompsonian
ltzamnaism, and Seler-Morley-Thompson calendrical gods are considered as basic
tenets of Classic Mava religion. Toe, 1973, makes the most decisive independent
breakthrough; Miller and Schele have Independently indicated they are working out
their own concepts of Maya epigraphy, iconography, and cosmology directly from
primary material without recourse o Thompson-Morley models.
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available but evidently overlooked Carnegie Institution publication where the entire

Itzamna thesis was already essentially fully developed in that early year.
Fortunately it was not widely copied by other writers yvet, and Thompson himself
made little mention of ltzamna between 1939 and 1970. In his 1970/73 lecture
article {p. 58) he refers the reader to his 1970 data. He does not cite his own

1939 genesis of ltzamna.

Afver creating a composite ltzamna-3ky Monster, Thompson subsumes an earth
monster aspect to his growing creation. He reasons that "...it certainly is not
inconsistent with belief concerning the sun, it would nmaturally lead to the celestial
monsters having sub-terrestrial aspects” (Thompson 1939:156). Led by his new
creation he enters Mexican cosmology and explains that "It is, therefore, clear that
in Mexican mythology existed a bellel in celestial serpents and monsters which are
associated with world directions and sent or denied water to mankind" (p. 159).
Adding directional creatures, he moves across the map back to the Maya area, in
Copan, Bth century, and says that indeed the Maya had not merely one sky
monster, but four of them. The next paragraph skips to the Post Classic Belize at
Santa Rita, and, bringing in Yucatan of the 1920%s, concludes that "celestial

monsters were associated in the minds of the Maya with world directions,”

Mext comes a "Summary of Itzamna Theory" (p. 160) which presents his
summary: "The evidence, although inconclusive, points to Itzamna and the sky
monsters being one and the same,” But this is not the end of the spread of
Itzamna (now spelled as one word), At this point God K Is added to the
conglomerate "since celestial snakes occasionally have heads shaped like that of
God K, and the intricate heads of the sky monster somewhat resemble that of this

god™ (p. 160).
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His next section, "Kinich-Ahau Itzamna," absorbs totally unrelated characters

into hiz single creation im fulfillment of his monotheistic ideas,
Among the heads inserted in the jaws of Maya sky monsters that

of the sun god, the Yucatecan Kinich-Ahau, is the most frequent and

the most easily recognizable, particularly in the jaws of the miniature

celestial monsters, the so-called ceremonial bars, carried by personages

on stelae, at Copan and elsewhere, If, then, our identification of

Itzamna as the celestial monster be correct, Kinich Ahau [tzamna

would naturally be one aspect of ltzamna, and would be portrayed in

sculpture by the well-known head of the sun god in the jaws of the

celestial monster.

[tzimt'ul Chac would be another aspect of the sky monster, and

Itzamna Kauil ver a third, Itzamna's alternative name of

Yaxcocahmut might even have reference to the celestial birds so

intimately associated with the sky monster In art, since "mut"” means

'bird' in some Maya languages, and we know also of an Ekcocahmut,

which in conjunction with Yaxcocahmut suggests a world-color

association - the black Coc bird, the green Coc bird. (1939:161).
When one studies the source of the ideas through his articles, one can see that it
is Thompson himself who builds the Maya cosmos., The type of documentation he
offers is typified by: "ltzamna's position as Inventor of hieroglyphic writing is
partially confirmed by the fact that Kinich-Ahau ltzamna was invoked by the
priests when they opened their books for divination in the month Zip" (p. 152). But
Kinich-Ahau (the Sun God) is unlikely the same as Itzamna, and merely opening
books is hardly a grounds for creating a patron of hieroglvhic writing. It was not
uneil 1977 that the patron of writing was worked out, by Michael Coe, on the basis
of ceramics in private collections -- and the patron was a monkey-man, not

Itzamna, Thompson was possibly a better missionary of Itzamna than the Mava

priests themselves.

Despite his difficulties with theology and lconography, Thompson made
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contributions in epigraphy until the problem of phar‘.&ttclsm.lﬁ Thompson fared

better in dirt archaeology. He was a tireless laborer in the Maya field and is
widely envied for his popular writing style. After hiz death more than a dozen
monographs were dedicated to his favorable memory. His books today still serve
as the primary source for tens of thousands of students and lay people. It is
precisely because Thompson equals "The" Maya that the validity of his constructs
need to be scrutinized. A study such as Becker's critiqgue of the vacant ceremonial
center model is long overdue for Thompson's theology and iconography (Becker
1979). With all due rezpect, some of the deification of gods and of writers need to
be reconsidered. Since Thompson himself ook every opportunity to make good use
of polychrome vases in private ::crlla::inns,ﬁ he himself would have recognized the
dramatic changes that need to be effected in Maya studies today to absorb all the

recent discoveries in museums.

George Kubler

George Kubler has worked on many other art styles in addition to those of
Mesoamerica. Within pre-Columbian studies, he is best known for his application of
Panofsky's principal of "disjunction" (Kubler 1967:12). Kubler suggests that the use
of Aztec data to describe the Classic Maya situatlen may not always be a valid
comparison because the meaning behind the image may change over periods as long
as 1000 vears. The potential of disjunction exists as well between the Classic and

the Post Classic Maya themselves, But the whole problem of disjunction is easier

26. Thompson 1971:vii; Mary Miller, though, cautions against taking even Thompson's
epigraphy always at face value; personal communication, May 1984,

27. Thompson published the Rockefeller-Primitive Art Museum vase three years
before the Grolier Club exhibit.
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to avoid today than for Seler or Thompson because now we have as many Classic

Maya pictorials lon pots) as early writers had Aztec ones [in codices). Today it is

possible to formulate models directly from related, contemporary data,

In a 1969 monograph on the Maya, Kubler presents the combined results of
iconographic studies from Seler through Spinden wpdated with commentary on

artwork from Machaquila and T:kal.zﬂ Studies in Classic Maya lconography is the

first major, book-length survey of Classic period iconography for half a century and
the only modern iconography before ceramics previouwsly lost in private collections

were made ]:IIJI'_'IJZiE.Eg In 1969, Kubler reviews the field and finds that since

Spinden's 1913 monograph, no complete book covers Maya iconography.

Kubler faces the problem of religion on the first page. He makes several

points, Firsc:

Morley (1946,2221) noted that "Old Empire representations of few
if any of the Maya deities have survived," and (257) that "the Old
Empire Maya were not, generally speaking, worshippers of images in a
literal sense ™ observing (208) "probably a simple nature worship" of
personifications of natural forces [(Kubler 1969:1),

This point is crucial to upderstanding the Seler (Ximenez-Remesal)-Carnegie
Institution of Washington tradition as passed on to the current generation, My

chapter, "Codex (Post Classic period)-Ceramic (Classic Period) Parallels,” will

discuss this situation in more detail.

28. This publication resulted from Willlam Coe's invitation for Kubler to be the
editor of the then planned lconography of Tikal volume, Editorship of the second
stage of this has passed to Arthur Miller.

29, Kubler has always maintained and practiced the art historian's academic
freedom to research in private collections. His catalog of the Arensberg
Collection, for instance, iz a useful primary source for the study of Veracruz

hachas and yokes.
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On a second point relative to the dilemma of "deities® Kubler states:

Recent studies now suggest that much Maya sculpture pertains to
the portraiture of commemoration of historic persons... and that the
Schellhas system is relevant only for the Maya codices, which are
generally admitted as being of post-Classic date and under Mexican
influence (G. Zimmermann, 1936), It is therefore urgent now o review
the entire Classic Maya configuration as one including many historical
represantations, as well has having many fewer figures of gods than
Spinden supposed.... Only the following deities of the revised
Schellhas gvstem have recognizable counterparts in Classic sculpture:
A, G, K, N, X, In no case can we be sure that the meaning is the
same in both manuscript and monumental versions (ibid. p.2).

This dissertation faces his issue by using new pictorial ceramics not previously
published. Kubler also independently began a revision using material in private

collections in his latest publication (1984a).

Central to Kubler's writings Is his clearly outlined acceptance of specific
positions. The section on God D and the codices will compare and contrast
Kubler's points with pertinent data. Beforehand -- mow, in historical perspective --
it is necessary to present his own words, again in the Spinden tradition that the
Schellhas characters of the codices are lacking In the Classic period and therefore
the Classic Maya had a different system of supernatural personalities.

In the three post-classic codices about 30 types of 'deities' are
distinctly identifiable and separable (Zimmermann, 1956, pl.7) and have
been accepted by students for several generations (Schellhas, 1304). In
classic inscriptions and sculpture, no definite body of figures of deities
can be labeled and recognized. True, there are various series such as
the nine forms of glyph G (Thompson, 1960, 209, fig. 34) and their
head variants as well as eighteen figures whose heads or glyphs appear
as month patrons in the superfix of the introducing glyph (Thompson,
1960, figs. 22, 23). But a large company of astrological regents like
those of the manuscripts ig hard to find in the inscriptions.... In
geperal the multiplicity of the deities in the manuscripts is lacking in
classic Maya iconography. There is no body of Images or activities
accompanied by suitable divine regents, and in place of the gods, we
probably see only images of spirits, whose attributes and
characteristics vary according to place and period (Kubler 1969:31-32).

¥



A further point of Kubler parallels a position emphasized by Proskouriakoff

respective to masks and impersonators. [ cite Kubler's own words in this section,
then review Proskouriakoff, and next review the greater mask-impersonator problem
using Spanish observations, Mayan linguistic terms, and then actual Classic period
masks. These topics are In specific chapters that follow this current section on
the principal writings of the dilemma of deity identification and definition. First
we can learn from Kubler's concepts:
"In brief, Maya figural art contains large numbers of graphemes,
just as Maya writing is everywhere invaded by images. Proskouriakoff
(1968, 251) states the possibility that "all normal forms could be
pictorialized by way of phonetic or ideographic metaphor". Her
observation here is extended to pictorial compositions containing
allographic images which are equivalent to glyphs. Both
commemorative and ritual images thus contain graphemes that have
been converted into pictorial forms, wsually by the device of
humanization. The graphemic origins of these figures remain clearly
evident in the heads, masks and body forms of human impersonators of
nature spirits and animal forces. Such impersonators have been called
"gods" ever zince Schellhas (1904) studied their occurrences in
manuscripts. But wntil their meaning is more surely known, a term
like “figural allograph" will avoid premature decisions about religious
significance (Kubler 1969:7),
His own study is cautious but decisions on religious significance are already present
in the Morley-Proskouriakoff model that is embedded in the literature, For this
reason the review of Morley, Kubler, and shortly, Proskouriakoff, is necessary in
direct citations [irst, before pertinent data from Mava art, archaeoclogy, and

ethnohistory are introduced two chapters from now.

Summarizing Kubler's contributions, he reintroduced iconography into Maya
studies in 1969 and produced a penetrating inquisition of the nature of Maya
images: gods or men. When Kubler found that current terms were imprecise, he
proposed better ones. Kubler's constant reminders to be more precise prompted my

returning to ethnohistory to reach the essential, original points behind
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Proskouriakoff's ideas that the Classic Maya had no idols and possibly not even

delties, If the review of god studies Is judged too critical, it iz only a reflection
of his call for sustained questioning of what we are studying. No matter to what
degree one accepts or rejects his position, or disjunctlon, one cannot escape their
implications by avoiding the question. Even when data are still lacking today to
reach final conclusions, Kubler's questions need to be raised in order to keep the

search open minded.

After Anders' 1963 treatize on Maya gods, Kubler's 19689 monograph is the last
great treatize onm the traditional corpus before the inundation of study pieces
through the opening up of private collections. It will be educational to see how
the new material can be handled by the exacting method of Kubler. He already
reintroduced from Maudslay and Seler the triadic sign, which in subsequent
Palenque Mesa Redonda proceedings gained further prominence as the Quadripartite
Badge. This sign is now widely recognized as a key item in the Palengue Maya's
recreation of earlier Peten accessories. Kubler also brought out the host of
characters with shell diadems in their headdress, whicﬁ today are recognized as
badges Chac Xib Chac, Schele's recent designation for a zoomorphic (usually
full-bodied) variant of GI of the Triad.m. Kubler's 1969 monograph will continue to
stand as a landmark that need: continual reference in all owur further Maya

studies,

Fatiana Proskouriakoff

S

30. Both Schele and also Coe in their varied discussions of the Rain Beast did not
cite Kubler's discussion and illustration of the identical images under the name
shell diadem headdress



Tatiana Proskouriakoff

Proskourlakoff Is universally regarded highly for her lifelong achievements in
Maya research. Her studies include Mava architecture (194B), sculptural style
(1950), women in Maya art (1964a), and epigraphic breakthroughs of 1960-64 in the
first demonstration that the ancient Mava stelae recorded dynastic hi:-i-tﬂr_'f'ﬁl and
not only calendrical incantations. This section will review only Proskouriakoff's

comments on deities. Most of these thoughts on theology are in letters or verbal

communications, and although never published, widely influential.

Proskouriakoff's 1930 monograph on the sivies of carved stone monuments
stands out as & cautlous contribution in a sea of contemporary excess. In the
same decade that Morley was creating his Greco-Maya model and while Thompson
was resurrecting Seler's Aztec-Maya, Proskouriakoff stays with her subject matter.
She uses no Aztec models. She does mention gods but only when appropriate. It
is not until her 1974 monograph on the jade from the cenote of Chichen ltza that
her godless phase is noticeable. This change is comparable -- in reverse -- to
Morley's switch from a 1915 godless phase into a 1936-1946 phase where all figural
characters became gods. But have the Mava changed or has the writer's personal
conception changed? Her 1974 statements need citation because they are a rare
instance in which she has put her views on this particular subject into print.

These human faces with grotesque or exaggerated leatures are
usually considered to be portraits of deities. However, their symbolic

function is not well understood and we know woo little abour ancient
Maya religion to identify them. ({(1974:152).

e i

3l. Heinrich Berlin identified "city” emblem glyphs in 1958; Kelley worked out
some dynastic rulers of Quirigua in 1962,
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Monetheless she discusses Maya deities in an open and direct fashion.

On number 1, however, the square eyes are associated with a

motth that shows only two teeth, a characreristic of God D of the

codices.... MNumber 3.... The protuberance over the nose suggests that

this might be the god for number 7, assoclated with the sun and the

jaguar.... Number 2 is ... a portrait of the Maya sun god..with its

large crossed eves and its filed teeth [(Proskouriakofl 1974:153).
This is straightforward deity lconography and parallels Spinden or even Thompson,
Mot even Goodman deified the face variants of the numerals. Proskouriakoff amd
Thompson certainly crossed paths often enough in their long, contemporary
careers, Later though, she cautions that "other human heads with distorted
features are not so clearly Indicative of the gods. Some may be merely
caricatures of the human face, but | believe that all are probably derived from
masks used in ceremonial dances" (lbid., p. 153). Spinden's influence shines through;

he brought the concept of masks into Mava theology and iconography. Masks will

continue to be her central theme in her Tulane University article of 1978.

It is helpful to itemize her objections to deities and then analyze them one
bv one. Proskourlakoff's objections to gods (1974 and especially 1978) have the
following components: first, a recognition that Thompson's ideas on gods were
unlikely; second, a dissatisfaction with pronouncements on Olmec "gods" and on
Aztec religion in general; third, a full belief in the Spanish statement: "The Maya
had no idols before the arrival of Quetzalcoatl™ fourth, a conviction that not only
do stelae texts pertain to historical dynasties but also that inscriptions in general
treat historical rather than supernatural matters {(eg., for her the Palenque Triad
are not gods but the historical founders of matrilineal lineages)., The foundation of
her theories is a Spanish observation that the Cholti Lacandon claimed they had no

images [and worshipped only the Sun), and a Manche Chol claim that they likewise



had "no gods® and worshipped only "natural forces."

In agreement with her conclusions, Mayanists increasingly recognize today that
Thompson's iconography was not as acceptable as Thompson's epigraphy. [ accept
all of Proskouriako(f's objections to Thompsonian religion. However, since
Thompsonian religion had little relationship with the actual Maya, accepting
Thompson's failure does not prove a lack of Maya gods. We can dismiss
Itzamna-monotheism, Bacabs as bees and opossoms, and God L wearing a flying fish
(Thompson 1934; 1939; 1970/73 for ltzamna; Thompson 1934, 1970b for Bacabs;
19728:45 for God L headdress misidentification) without dismissing Mava deities per

-2 L

Proskouriakoff did not accept Olmec images as being identifiable from Aztec
madels. 5She consequently disavowed Qlmec deities, and then by analogy dismisses
Maya deities since they were also created from Aztec models. Proskouriakoff's
unacceptance of Olmec studies mayv reflect a Morley period tradicion that Mava
sculpture originated at Uaxactun and radiated from there. Although by the 1980's,
ghe realized this 1940':-1960' idea was no longer tenable, itg heritage shows in her

comments on [zapa and the earlier Olmec,

The continued discovery of Olmec, post-Olmec and proto-Maya alurt:\\2
indicates now that Olmec art indeed represents a mother civilization in
Mesoamerica. It is equally obvious that the early Maya are not simply the late
Olmec, any more than the Olmec are the early Aztec, nor has Coe ever tried to

project this extreme of a scheme. Joralemon's and Coe's publications on the

32. Mavarrete 1974; as but one example: serpent ceremonial bar prototypes on
Olmec celts, Olmec-related pottery has now been unearthed ar Copan.
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Olmec are eszential for our understanding of Mespamerica but we can sympathize

with Proskouriakoff and Kubler's suggestion that cauwtion is needed before attaching
I6th century Aztec deity names to 6th century B.C. Olmec celts. Simultaneously
recognizing the Qlmec precedence and at the same time the Mava individealicy
should in no way affect whether the Maya had gods or not. Olmec problems
should be studied separately and not wsed to confuse the overall issue of whether

the ancient Mava had deities or ni:ut-'i

Her 1978 objections are to specific academic models -- she does not address
Maya deity representations of the non-stelae corpus themselves. Memory of her
personal communications on the pature of Maya religion coupled with scrutiny of
the background of her 1978 article shows that the basis of her model -- that
go-called gods are primarily only masked impersonators of deities -- is derived from
g limited range of stone sculptures and three sets of colonial Spanish comments.
Portraits on pottery are not considered because Proskouriakoff's objections to Maya
deities of the Classic period come from her idea that the conguered Mava specified
to the Spanish that they had no idolatrous representations or other deities before

the introduction of idols by Kukulcan.

N L

33. Actually, many Maya myths may well be ultimately derived from Olmec or
pan-Mesoamerican Preclassic beliefs, but until more post-QImec and pre-Maya
missing links are unearthed this question should not be mixed in with a study of
the Mava in their own environment.
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Chapter 2

THE TRADITIONAL CONCEFPT THAT THE LACANDON AND MAMCHE DID
NOT HAVE IDOLS AND WORSHIFPED ONLY NATURAL FORCES

This chapter reviews the persuasive use of Spanish colonial analogy to suggest
that the lowland Mava had no idols, In lu:-:'JrL'.'Er.*iantiu:'.tn:'.,alI1I Proskouriakofl coupled
three batches of Spanish observations to build her model of a Classic Mava
worshipping no idols -- and practically having no gods: originally, the Yucatan
observations that the Maya had no idols; joined with second, a suggestion by a
captured Cholti Lacandon that he worshipped only the sun, and made no god
images; coupled with, third, the oft-quoted statement that the Manche Chols had
no idals. The Yucatec Maya-Spanish szitwation will be discussed initially, then the
MEII'ICE'IE,:FE After ethnohistory this paper discusses other objections to the concept
of deities -- masks as opposed to god impersonators or gods, a concern shared this
time with Kubler and Franz., First to Yucatan, where Spanish chroniclers were
thorough in their reportage.

It is said that the first population of Chichen Yza (sic] were not
idolaters until KukKalcan (sic), a Mexican captain, entered into these
parts. He taught idolatry, and necessity, as they szay, taught them o

worship idols (Relaciones de Yucatan, 1:121 in Tozzer 1941:23,
footnote 124).

The natives of these provinces were great idolaters. Especially

34. Discussions in her basement office at Harvard during 1965-67 and occasionally
| 958-649,

42, The early Cheltli Lacandon statement is only a single line, hardly a valid
theclogical summary of an entire culture. The later Cholti Lacandon, of
1630-1696, had altars, stelae-like stones, incensarios, oracles, and quire a few
deities (Hellmuth 19704; 19708; 1971; 1972}, 30 the frequently quoted observations
are incomplete,
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the lords and principales worshipped idols of stone, wood, and clay and
they offered incense of the country, precious stones, and feathers,
hearts and blood of men and animals and they asked them (the gods)
for health and good rains and they say that the first settlers of
Chichinisa were not idolaters untll the Mexican Captain, Kul Kau came
into these parts. It was he who taught idolatry or necessity, as they
say, taught them to idolatrize (Op cit).

Tozzer cites Seler (Seler 1898-1902,1:675 in Tozzer 1941:23 from an "ancient
manuscript of Motul® (the Motul Dictionary?)):

Originally a god had been worshipped here who was the creator
of all things, and who had his dwelling in heaven, but that a great
prince named Kukulcan with a multitude of people, had come from a
foreign country, that he and his people were idolaters, and from that
time the inhabitants of this land also began to practice idolatry, to
periorm bloody sacrificial rives, to burn copal, and the like {(Tozzer
op. clek

The concept of no human sacrifice and no idols stayed on in the literature because

of the frequency of its citation by Tozzer in his edition of Landa's Relacion,
bible of Maya studies, Ironically these very Spanish observations provide an
excellent definition of divine worship for the native religion: bloodletting and
burning in particular.

The ancients of this province say that anciently, about 800 years
ago, there was in this land no idolatry and after the Mexicans entered
it and took possession of it, a captain who was called in the Mexican
language Quetzalquat... and this captain introduced into this land
idolatry and the use of idols for gods which he had made of wood, of
clay, and of stone. And he made them worship these idols and they
offered many things of the hunt, of merchandise and above all the
blood of their nostrils and ears and the hearts of those whom they
sacrificed in his service, And they incensed them with smoke of copal
which Is the incense of this country. This custom remained till the
conquistadores conquered them and the friars have been getting them
to stop it little by little (Relacion of Quinacama, Relaciones de
Yucatan, 1:255 in Tozzer 1941:22, footnote 124).

This is typical of the Spanish statements used to bolster the traditional idea

the

copal

af no

gods before the Itza. But how does this claim compare to what we know of the

Classic period?
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The Yaxchilan lintels and recent finds of paintings on Late Classic polychrome

pottery (Schele and Miller 1986 and additional unpublished vases in Hellmuth Photo
Archive]l show that the ancient Mava systematically utilized spines, wooden sticks
or stone knives to plerce their penis, tongue, and ears to offer blood. Joralemon
has emphasized the stingray spine, a "Perforator God" (1974), and ldentified a triple

bow-tie motif that is often associated with scenes of blood drawing and biloody

sacrifice, Schele has investigated other aspects of ritual perforation and Stuart has
studied the iconography of blood, especially on Yaxchilan ::r.'u]|;:n|~:u|:1::.3|E Early and
Late Classic Maya burials even include stingray spine perforators next to the penis
of deceased rl.llf*r.li,'TIr The traditional belief that personal bloodletting was brought
into the Maya area by Quetzalcoatl in the Post Classic is disproven both in
iconography and in archaeological finds. This part of the 16th-century Maya claim

is transparently propagamnda,

Burning copal iz as old ag Mesoamerica, so the 16th century fable that the
pre-ltza Maya did not burn incense can also be dismissed. Burnt copal is found on
the floors of Classic Maya temples, and Tzakol cache wvesszels at Uaxactun held

balls of wunburnt copal (E5:Fig.84,jl.

Hunting iconography has not been studied recently but in fact Tepeu 1 Maya

vases and plates picture post-hunt ceremonies with scenes showing what may be

i =

36, Schele 1983 and in unpublished papers and personal communications; Stuart 1982 5
Princeton University Art Museum symposium, unpublished as of 1986 but available
elzewhere (1984).

41, In Tikal Burial 196, the Tomb of the Jade Jaguar, 1 found actual stingray
spines next to the deceased's penis (Hellmuth 1967).

- 83 -




nEEErings,aﬁ Thus, iconographical data document that the standard Maya Spanish

claim of offerings of the hunt being introduced by Quetzalcoatl is not true for the
pre-Spanish period of the central lowlands. Whether the Maya were attempting to
shift the blame for their idolatry to the Itza, or whether the pre-ltza Yucatec
situation was totally different from that of the Peten (highly unlikely) makes only
academic difference. The important point iz that the entire line of traditional
"evidence" of an idol-less model in the period before the Post Classic is no longer

sustainable in light of newly discovered data.

Associated with the idea of "no idols before® is the popular belief in "no
human sacrifice before.” It Is a standardized 16th century Yucatec Maya clalm to
the Spanish Inguisitors that human sacrifice was introduced by the barbarous
Toltecs or Aztecs and that the Maya did not practice this abomination. Despite
the Bonampak murals which show sacrifice and painful torture (M. Miller 1981],
other sacrifice (Quirarte 1979%a; R+H 1984; Schele 1984), despite bound captives on
the round stone sculptures of Tikal and on the balls of Yaxchilan terrace panels (L
GOraham 1982, 0111:160, 162; M. Miller, personal communication), and in direct
contradiction to the clearly depicted heart removal on base panels of two Pledras
Megras stelae, the entrenched belief remains that the ancient Maya had only
minimal human sacrifice. Maya human sacrifice is so controversial that at the

beginning I will state that no scenes of human sacrifice have yet been found in any

. < 39 -
Early Classic ceramic art. No vase — of any period — shows, Or even sSuggests,

38. The Hellmuth Photo Archive includes at least two Tzakel painted {non-stuccoed)
cylindrical tripods, two painted basal flange bowls, three Tepeu bowls (Hellmuth
1987b), and four Tepeu plates that picture ritvalized hunting. Three of the
paintings show post-hunt offerings (Hellmuth 1985e). Both Mary Pohl (1981} and
Hattula Moholy-Nagy (1981) have independently written on aspects of ritual deer
hunting.
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cannibalism for the ancient Ha}ra-‘m Likewise no one has found a single indication

that the limited human sacrifice which was practiced had any relation to feeding a
Mexican solar deity. In short, Mayva human sacrifice appears not related to that of
the later Aztecs. This paragraph supports Kubler's warning not to attach Aztec

levels of human sacrifice to the Maya period.

In personal communications Kubler correctly points out that such Maya scenes
could depict judicial punishment -- state execution for crimes. When the victim is

captured from another social group, though, sacrifice seems more likely than

judicial punishment. Hieroglyphic decipherment initiated by Proskourlakoff correctly
documents capture as the source for victims on certain Yaxchilan sculptures. Mary
Miller demonstrates capture in battle as the source for victims of execution at
Bonampak. On the basis of analogy with these non-judicial scenes, | find a
sacrificial role more probable in the Mespamerican situation of portralture than
judicial, especially in light of sacrifice in the Popol Yuh -- judicial only within a
mythical context, Judicial execution cannot be entirely ruled out for pottery
scenes until the hieroglyphs can be deciphered, but none of the initial readings by
Schele or Quirarte for glyphs on Dance after Decapitation Sacrifice vases vet

suggest a judicial situation.

Polychrome Late Classic vases found by grave diggers in central Peten show

two series of graphic human sacrifice (no cannibalizm). The first series is a

39, The Teotihuacanos may have introduced an early form of Xipe imagery into
Peten during Tzakol times. [n addicion to the well known Tikal example (M. Coe
1984:Fig.44) 1 have found two Maya faces with the vertical face markings
(Hellmuth in press AJ.

40, 1 found possibe human bones in a midden between Temple | and Str.2-38

during Tikal Project excavations of 1965, But that midden most likely dates to the
terminal Classic period of anarchy and collapse of classical traditions.
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simple, basic sacrifice, with minimal pageantry and no cult costumes [Hellmuth

19870:Fig.101). The second series is the Dance after Decapitation Sacrifice, of
which the archive has five specimens showing the actual execution (Fig.28 is one
example and Hellmuth 1976:Rollout Fig.10), and more than 30 polychrome paintings
of the dance that took place afterwards (op. cit., Rollout Figs.8-14; 16-17; Quirarte
1979a). The traditional critique holds that this is all merely "ritual portraits of only
mythical events." Is it likely that the Maya were unique among Mesoamerican
groups and had no human sacrifice? The conservative belief is negated by the
actual severed heads found ar Classic Maya sites such as Tikal where smashed neck

bones demonstrate the heads were really chopped off.

The concept of a peaceful, non-sacrificing Mava is the last remnant of a
traditional model that is still deeply entrenched, Becker (1979) thoroughly
dissected and thereby disproved the "vacant ceremonial center" hypothesis so

loved by writers of the 1940's-1960"; Puleston, Turner, and Harrison have
disproved the milpa agriculture/maize dependence ideas of popularized Mava models;
and this dissertation suggests the same needs to be done for traditional models of
iconography and theology, from the ltzamna heresy to calendrical "gods" through
the model of peaceful, sexless -- and now godless -- natives., Respect for early
pioneering labors should not stand in the way of utilizing new data to bring
published statements in line with ancient Maya reality. Thus, the Peten Maya
burnt copal incense, made blood sacrifices, offered game from the hunt, and did
not walt for Quetzalcoat]l to introduce these basic Mesoamerican habits,  Besides,
feathered serpents had been in Mesoamerican culture since Olmec times. As the
16th century Maya lied about not having bloodletting, human sacrifice, offering of

game, and copal incensing, is it so unllkely that they also lied about the worst
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pagan offense of all -- worship of idols? We can hardly blame the Maya under the

screws of the inguisitors -- but today there is mo longer a need to hide Maya

idolatry.

Cholti) Lacandon and Manche Chol Claiming "No Idols"

Connected with the popular belief that the Maya did not have idols until
these were Introduced by the Itza, Is the oft-quoted 16th-17th century Spanish
statements that the (Choltl speaking) Lacandon Mayva and the neighboring Manche
({Chol speaking) Mava had no idols. Seler introduced this Spanish idea ninety years
ago by selective quotation of Spanish chronicles (Seler 1895/1908,111:584) and the
concept became ingrained in traditional models. This idea that the Lake Miramar
Lacandon worshipped only the sun and fashioned no idols has consistently been
coupled with a like statement on the Manche Chol. Spinden incorporated these
ideas in hiz model from where it was absorbed by Morley and Thompsoen (1938), and
the Lacandon-Manche claim iz specifically the main bit of evidence that
Proskouriakoff cites in each discussion of her rationale for dismissing gods from the
Classic Maya culture. Proskourlakoff indicated she had not read the original
Spanish and specifically asked me in 1967 for the chapter and verse of the original
Spanish statement. This request suggests that Morley, Thompson, or Spinden could

have been the source for her idea, as Seler's original is seldom cited.

There are two Spanish sources: one observation for the early Chaolti speaking
Lacandon of Lake Miramar, Chiapas; a second for the Chol speaking Manche of
Cuatemala. The latter Spanish observation is publizshed both by Femesal and by

Ximenez, whose texts are often virwsally identical.
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The brief 16th century description of the island Lacandon sun worship caught

the fancy of early writers, vet they neglected to follow up with the more thorough
evewitness Spanish observations on the descendants of these same [sland Lacandon
-- the Cholti-Lacandon of Sac Balam (Nuestra Senora de los Dolores de Lacandon)

{Estrada Monroy 1970a; 1970b; Hellmuth 1970a; 1970b; 1971; 1972; 1977).
Overlooked were such rich descriptions of Maya religion as:

We have also made inquiries, as your Lordship ordered...
regarding their religion, worship, and observances... As pagans, they
adore the devils in their idols, which are many.... (1984 Comparato
revised edition of Tozzer 1913, page 12).

S0 much for the Cholti Lacandon worshipping just the sun and not having idols. A
comparable situation exists for the second part of the traditional evidence for no

deities -- the Manche, eastern Chol relatives of the Cholti.

Before the incomplete basis for the erroneocus model continues unchecked as a
foundation for Mayanists' concepts, it will be educational to return to the original
Spanish (Remesal or Ximenez), and especially to the situation of those times. Fray
Francisco Ximenez, in his authoritative history of Guatemala and Chiapas written
just a few years after the events he describes, working from the archives, guotes a
local priest who visited the Manche Chol in the 1600%.

En este pueblo (Choc-ahau, 3 leguas del Manche) junto a la
[glesia [Catolica) hallaron los Padres [Fray Juan, Fray Salvador de San
Cipriano) en una como plaza hecho un sacrificatorio de pledras v barro
labrado toscamente, de hechura redonda v de una brazada de '
diametro. Aqui hacian sus sacrificios que eran gquemar unas candelas
de cera negra v teas; ¥ algunas veces sacrificaban gallinas y otros
pajaros; v asimismo se solian sacar sangre de la lengua, orejas, sienes,
molledos de los brazos vy otras partes. Mo se les hallaron idolos de
piedra ni otra material solida aungue se hizo diligencia por haberlos.

Y por esto preguntaron los Padres: que pues no tenian ldolos? A
quien ofrecian aquellos sacrificios? Respondieron: que a los montes y
slerras muy fragosas y altas y a los pasos peligrosos ¥ encrucijadas de
los caminos, ¥ a los grandes remances de los rios, porque entendian
que por esto vivian v se multiplicaban ¥y que de alli les venia todo su
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sustento v las cosas necesarlas para la vida humana [(Ximenez
1929-31,11:19).

Areg we to presume that Maya theology s accurately summarized by this simple
native's answer to the enraged Spanish friars? Here, In the 17th century, after a
century of Spanish atrocities and disruption of native life, In a poor settlement of
g few decaying hovels are we to take this religion and transport it back one
thousand years to the Classic Maya -- back from a vown of barely a hundred
starving natives, with no art capability, no monumental sculpture, not even
sophisticated encugh for a full time priest and compare it with Maya civilization in

full form?

Imagine the large populations of the Classic Mayva city-states, their
international trade, their artistic tradition unbroken since Kaminmaljuyu and even
back to Abaj Takalik, with a proud heritage including lzapa, and heritage of the
earlier Olmec, with resultant sophistication of mythical characters and their
portraits, cults, and priests. Kubler's warning of disjunction should be applied even
more between the Manche and Tikal religion since the cultural levels are not even
compatible. Between Olmec and Mava, or between Maya and Aztec, at least we
have sophisticated civilizations in comparison. The Manche Chol were only a few
hundred subsistence level farmers -- hardly a civilization, and only barely the
remnants of ﬁne.d‘] Besides, the Maya of Tikal, Uaxactun, Yaxha, Makum, and EI
Mirador did not have towering mountains nearby to worship anvway, nor dangerous
mountain passes, or even rapids, since the nearest such topography was in the

Piedras Megras region far to the north and west., The Manche statements are all

4l. | base my comments on my 3 years research in ethnohistory including work in
both the Archivo General de Indias (Seville) and in the Archivo General de Centro
America (Guatemala City).
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the more inapplicable on the basis of geography alone.

Bug more to the point, the same consideration exists here as in Yucatan,
namely was the poor Chol dumb enough to provide the Spanish friars with the
information with which to be tortured and hung as an infidel? What he said was
in fact more or less correct; they did revere and even consider mountains as gods
(this is clearly expressed in the Quiche Popol Vuh, and still in modern Zinacantan
beliefs), but the Chol simply stopped with that. His religious beliefs were far more
complicated, though still hardly a reflection of the level of the Classic Maya. In
essence, he kept his idols hidden and his mouth shut, No evidence -- either
archaeological or ethnohistorical == ever actually documents the absence of idols
among the Maya. They hid them and what the Maya considered as idol: were not
always recognized by the Spanish anyway, who wanted to see three-dimensional,

figural representations of humanocids or animals in statue form.

Monetheless, the habit of accepting, guoting, and perpetuating models kept the
Manche heresy as the underpinning of models on Maya religion:

Thompson {1938a, 593-4) suggests the probable character of the
Maya religion before the advent of the Mexican influences., He
writes, "The explicit statement that the Manche Chols did not have
idols is of particular interest, as according to early sources, the Mayas
of Yucatan similarly lacked idols until they were introduced by
Mexicans.... Instead these Chols sacrificed to woods, very high and
rough mountains, dangerous passes, cross roads, and great whirlpocls in
rivers, believing that from these came everything needed in life."
(Tozzer 1941:p.23, footnote 124),

Here the Itza Kukulcan fiction is joined to the Manche fable. This single, simple
Manche paragraph has proved so catchy that it has resurfaced to comfuse the
actual nature of Maya civilization from iconography through theology. Further in

Ximenez's history comes what academic writers on the no-idols theory missed:
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. los indios infieles v recien bautizados (de Chocajan (sic) v
Manche{ resistian mucho el entregar los idolos de las ceremonias de su
idolatria.... El P. Maestro no dejaba diligencia que no hiciese por
inquirir los secretos de los indios Choles v por saber de sus
idolatrias.... Tubo noticia.. de una legua del parage donde se hallaba
tenian los indios guardados muchos idolos.... Y hallaron gran suma de
idolos de barro (Ximenez 1929-31,11:376-377),

S0 much for the Manche Chol Maya not having idols. What does this do to all the
models? As long as early theorists made such an issue of the Chol lack of idols,
it is necessary to continue with the Manche, as they are an interesting case. The

Manche even provide an eyewitness comment on penis perforation [(Ximenez,

II:p.383) which was a definite part of the standard pan-Maya religious practice. My

point is that the Manche did have, in abbreviated form, the basic observances of

Mava idolatry,

Manche-Related Religion from the Cholti Dictionary

The Chol provide an additional source of potential data, the "Cholti"
1'J'u:ti'n"u:n:'!.-',q2 Although dated in the 1690's from the Cholti town of Nuestra Senora
de los Dolores de Lacandon (Sacbalam, Chiapas), this is probably an abbreviated
copy from a longer (now lost) dictionary of the Manche Chol area, specifically San
Lucas. In fact the extant vext states it is a copy. In any event, this dictionary
certainly shows a native, central lowland Maya cultural milieu, and not as Toltec
influenced as either the Quiche Popol Vuh or the Yucatec Maya of Landa's
Yucatan. The following vocabulary entries are pertinent:

Bolomao, nagual de Choles
Chac Chac Chacib, podaderas antiguas
Chail (?) diablo, demonio

Chu, idolo
Cizin, diablo, demonio

CE LT

42, Cholti is a western language of Cholan, as Chorti is a southeastern language.
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shiba, diablo
Mayanists will recognize familiar words, even though in Chol or Cholti. Bolomao,

possibly Heﬂuha!.m‘i:1 "

jaguar" or probably a contraction of Balam Ahau, "jaguar lord,"
certainly a proper tonal (spirit companion); Cizin (Kisan - "devil"), Mam, and Shiba
(SHIBALBA or Xibalba of the Popol Vuh highland Quiche dialect] are all
recognizable,. Chu is deity in general, comparable to Yucatec Ku. Here are the
beginnings of the standard, pan-lowland Maya deities. Idols were part of the
worship elsewhere, and | see no convincing evidence that the Manche Chol were a
unigue exception. Ethnohistorians have simply not yet found a 16th-17th century
chronicle on the rest of their religion equivalent to texts of Landa, Margil de

44 .
Jesus, or YValenzuela.  Other dictionaries certainly show linguistic evidence for

idols in other Maya regions.

For the Chol-Choltl, Chail, Ah Tzaill, and Ah Chall must have been important
enough for the Spanish friars to note it three times in different spellings. Moran's
Pokoman Mayan dictionary lists IThcam Cauil as carrier of the idol and as priest of
their gods (Miles 1957:750. She does not cite the Cholti occurrence). Caull is
possibly the god carried by the [h cam. In Yucatec Maya K'ull has a general
meaning of divinity (Barrera Vasquez 1980:419). K"l means adoration, reverence,
K%l Yokil has a particular meaning of person who frequents the church (p. 422).

Mo sense of ranking is indicated; Kisin (the "devil"} is considered acceptably defined

43. Suggested by Frank Comparato.

44. Tovilla's report shows what might still be buried in the archives (Scholes and
Adams 1960},

- 72 -



by K'u and derivatives, and thus is an acceptable divinity. The Mava do not

always distinguish theologically between Christian saints and the Christian "god."
Cyril Mango considers that the Virgin Mary was effectively part of the Christian
pantheon, especlally in Byzantine art (1980:155). Under such a flexible acceptability

of "pantheon” is the word pantheon out of place for the Maya situation?

The Mam of Moran's Cholti is a pan-Maya god of the mountains [Miles
1957:749). Does this mean the Cholti list of deities supports the claim "we only

warship mountains and rapids in the rivers"?

S5ince Mam fs generally accepted as a widely revered ethnohistoric period
Maya deity of mountains, his presence in the Cholti dictionary could be taken as
proof that the Chol worshipped mountains. In this scheme it is presumed that
mountains do not have idolatrous Images. But in my research in original
evewitness records of the 17th century Cholti Lacandon in the Archive General de
Indias, Seville, | found the following report:

w87 otra casa a lo ultimo del pueblo, un viejo principal con sus
dos hijos hizieron dos idolos de barro, grandes, v se juntaron a lla (sic)
muchos a comer y beber; v dar de comer y beber a los idolos....
Luego vino el viejo cargado con el un idolo, ¥ el hijo mayor con otro
idolo a nuestra presencia. Y les dijimos, que que (sic) figuras y
demonios eran los que adoravab? Y respondio el viejo, que eran sus
dioses &a que se llamavan Mam. Y ellos respondieron, que querian ir a
arrojarlos, ¥ que guerian a nuestro Mam por su Dios, Mando el

Capitan ensender fuego en la plaza delante la cruz.... (A.G.L
Guatemala 153, No. 3, folio 12,v; F.LAA.R. Ethnohistory Files.)

¥
So, even "mountain spirits” were represented by idols,

A final observation is Scholes' and Adams' translation of Tovilla's report on the
Manche Chol. While this was not published in time for Thompson in 1938, it was

potentially available to writers from 1960 onward. Tovilla's reliable contemporary
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report reads:

Thesze Indians of Manche have, as we have been relating, many
idols, and three which are their principal gods, which are named MAM,
CANAM, CHUEMEXCHEL. And when they sacrifice to them and
celebrate their fiestas...they set up an altar on which iz the idol....
And placed on the two sides of the altar are two earthen pots with
some pots full of sweet smelling aromatics. The priest collects in the
other earthen vessel the blood which everyone sacrifices from the ears
and the arms, and thighs, and offers it to the idol, and asks it for
those things which they need. Then they all leave together and in
another separate room they all get drunk with a very strong drink
named chicha, Those who serve this drink are all the maidens very
adorned with plumes, strings of beads, and garlands, and they are wont
to be 2 or 3 dayvs making these drunken carrying ons... [Scholes and
Adams 1960; cited in Hellmuth 1971).

In summary for the reliability of models based on the traditional quotations of
"worship only of natural forces," unfortunately each supporting reference [s
Incorrect, incomplete or inapplicable for the Classic Maya of Peten in any event.
The perpetuation of the "nature worshippers" model is what caused later Mayanists
to develop ideas which diverged from the actual Maya situation -- they accepted
the standard models and thus the traditional comnclusions. They combined this belief
with the then current concept that most of the Schellhas alphabetical (Post Classic,
codex period) gods were not present in the Classic period and concluded with a

strict model not only of no idols -- but even 8 concept of no deities other than

mountaing, rivers, and the sumn.

On the first page of his 1969 iconography monograph, in the introduction to
his suggestion that the Classic Maya had fewer gods than Spinden suggested, Kubler
cites MDF]E}'dﬁ who had repeatedly stated, ™The Old Empire Maya were not,

generally speaking, worshippers of images in a literal sense...(they had) probably a

-—————— = =

43, Proskouriakoff relayed her Manche theory only in unpublished personal
communications,
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simple nature worship' of personifications of natural forces" (Kubler 1969:1). Kubler,

in art history, had trusted the standard sources in archaeology. Likewise, his
quotation of earller writings that Post Classic codex gods of Schellhas not being
present in the Classic period because Spinden and Anders did not find them resulted
in Classic period deities going unrecognized. Kubler was right with respect to the
sample and traditions of the 1960'. His most recent publication [1984a) in its
section on the Mava, adds new material (his Fig. 231-232F4E to the traditional

corpus and in the text revises his description of Maya religion.

"ldol," Maya Art History Confused by Semantics

A central leature of the traditional model is the idea that if the lowland
Mava lacked idols then they lacked a system of representing their gods in figural
forms -- since the gods were misunderstood to be limited to spirits of the
mountains, rapids, etc. The model assumed that natural forces did not need figural
representation. But what is an idol for the Maya? Tozzer's labors in editing a
translation of Bishop Landa's 16th century manuscript put him in close contact with
the problems of semantics in Mayva theology.

Landa uses the Spanish word, "demonio®, about thirty times. It is
clear that he attaches to the term several different meanings: evil
spirit, idol {or statue, image, "stones," etc.), a god, the Christian devil,
and once the victim of human sacrifice. In some cases there is no
possibility of determining just what Landa had in mind when he used
this word. In the passage reading, "the demon ordered them to offer
him squirrels,” demon might, from Landa's point of view, well be
translated "devil" and an alternate would be "god." Again in "an
oratory to the demon" one might use for this either "idol,™ as has
been done here, or "god." (Tozzer 1941:43, footnote 213).

__________

46, Though this vase should be listed as dating to "after 700" since it is Tepeu 2,
rather than "before 700" as in the published caption, possibly a typographical error.
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Tozzer had lived among the Lacandon at the turn of the century, around 1902,

when idols were still worshipped (before portable radios, trucks, and Protestant
missionaries arrived in force), Tozzer also did extensive background research in
the primary and secondary Spanish chronicles of Landas time. Ewven allowing for
Spanish religious blas, vested interests in projecting a certain picture, semantic and
translation problems, and basic Western misunderstanding of the native culture they
faced, we can still get a rough sense of idols. Tozzer continues:

Landa's nomenclature in the use of the terms "ldol" (idolo),
"image" (imagen), "statue (estatua), "brazier" (brasero), and in a few
cases "demon® (demonio), ...s often Inconsistent. It seems clear that
the word "idol" is used interchangeably with all of these words....
There is also the question of the brazier. Later Landa tells us that
"each idol should have its little brazier" and mentions "the brazier of
the demon (idol)." Here it is clear that the brazier and the idol are
distinct. And yet we read in a Relacion (RY,2:27) that copal was '
burned in the clay idolst ®"They worshipped some idols made of clay '
like small jars and pots of sweet basil (with) deformed (desemejar)
faces made on the outside of them. They burned in these a resin
called copal of a strong odor® (Tozzer 1941:110, footnote 502). .

There were idols of the tilled fields, idols of the sea, and many !
other kinds for each thing, some idols different from the others im !
their feces (Relaciones de Yucatan, 2:28).

They had a very great number of idols (Landa, Tozzer 1941:108). :
|

They had such a great quantity of idolas that those of their gods
were not enough for there was mot an animal or insect of which they
did not make a statue, and they made all these in the image of their
gods and goddesses. They had some idols of stone, but very few, and
others of wood, and carved but of small size but not as many as
those of clay.... They knew well that the idols were the works of
their hands, dead and without a divine nature; but they held them in
reverence on account of what they represented (Landa, Tozzer
1941:110).

Landa solves the question of whether an idol was considered a god or merely a

representative: "One of the things, which these miserable people regarded as most

difficult and arduous, was to make idols of wood, which they called making gods"

{Landa, Tozzer 1941:159).
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"This was his first repast, this balche, with which we, the ruling
men revere him here. VYery rightly they worshipped as true gods these
precious stones..." (Roys 1933:98).

MNext comes an even more difficult theological concern, the relationship among

incense burners, idols and the gods that are being offered incense.

Lacandon braziers have faces on the front, they are the direct descendants of
cache vessel incensarios of the Early Classic and the face-decorated incensarios of
the Late Classic lowlands. These braziers are used to burn incense to the gods.

It iz theologically and linguistically acceptable in this situation to consider the
god-brazier as an idol. This does not fit our Western conception that an idol
should be an independent statue. But the search should be for the Maya definitions
within their own theology. Documentation that braziers were acceptable as, or in
place of, idols comes separately from colonial times as well as from Tozzer's
ethnography among the surviving Lacandones at the turn of the cemtury. It is a
Maya practice to smear the faces of the idols with sacrificial blood or with food

" ..those officials seized him and took out his heart with great gquickness,

offerings:
and carried it to the new idal and offered it to him between two platters” (Landa
in Tozzer 1941:143). "Hearts of sacrificed wvictims were placed in the mouths of
twenty clay ldols and on the snouts of other idols." In another reference the blood
of victims was used to anoint the smouts of the idols (Tozzer 1941:110, footnote
502). Today's Lacandon Maya smear their offerings on the snouts of their incense
burners becausze they have braziers that feature the face directly on the pot. |
propose that such incensarios can be considered idols. They are a self-contained
end practical idol-incensario. Tozzer gives full degails in his ethnography (Tozzer

1907:84ff.) and in his footnotes cites this aspect among earlier Maya:

Adoraban uncs idolos hechos de barro a manera de jarrillos v de
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macetas de albahaca, hechos en ellos de la parte de afuera rostros
desemejados, quemaban dentro de estos una resina llamada copan, de
gran oler. Esto les ofrecian a estos idolos, v ellos cortaban en
muchas partes de sus miembros y ofrecian aquella sangre.... Para
estos sacrificlos y sus areytos usaban beber y emborracharse con un
vino que ellos haclan de una corteza de un arbol gue llaman baleze
{balche) ¥ miel v agua (Relacion de Valladolid, 1578, quoted by Tozzer
1907:85).

Tenian sus idolos en la casa de arribea hechos de barro, de la
forma de macetas de albahaca, muy bocadeadas, con sus pies y en
ellos hechos rostros mal ajestados v disformes de malas cataduras,
echaban dentro de este idolo una resina que llaman copal a manera de
incienso, ¥ esta reverential ofrendaban ¥y quemaban que daba de si
muy gran oler, y con esto hacen contino sus ritos, ceremonias y
adoraciones (ibid.).

Usaban de adorar unos jarrillos hechos en ellos ROSTROS
desemejados, teniendolos por sus idolos quemaban dentro y ofresian una
resing llamada copan gues como trementina elada, de gran oler, v se
cortavan en muchas partes para ofrecer la sangre a aquel idolo libid.)
(author's emphasis).

That a face can equal an idol is reflected in the Yucatec Maya language and is

discussed in the fellowing chapter on masks. Essentially an idol does not have to

be an entire figure, it can be merely a face.

But more than that, the Maya hold divine essence to be present in uncarved
stones, Little stomes are used inside the braziers by the Lacandon (Tozzer
1907:87-89). Tozzer's observation is strengtheéned even more by a pertinent situation
among the Guatemalan natives of Zenzontepeque (not far from Guatemala City):

Tambien en este ano se descubrio en el pueblo de Zenzontepeque
una grande idolatria, Porque al tiempo de la sementera de las milpas,
el dia de San Marcos, se juntaba todo el pueblo habiendo recogido
antes cantidad de cera y hule y hacian un gran convite. El Sacerdote
se entraba en un aposento en que tenian unos chalchihuites (que son
unas piedras pequenas de diversos colores y tamanos, unas redondas,
otras largas, otras anchas). A estas tenian por sus dioses y las
invocaban segun las oraciones y necesidades" (Ximenez, 11:381)

Those last two sentences reach deep into lost Maya theology. Ethnohistory is

turning out to be non-supportive for traditional models, because the Manche also
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had stones associated with Incense burners. "...el Cacique...trajo dos incensarios de

barro y unas piedras (Ximenez 1929-31,11:23). In the next sentence the Spanish
priest displays his lack of comprehension of what was going on: "...porgue como se
ha dicho, estos indios no tenian idolos de ninguna materia. Estas piedras e
incensarios hicieron luego los Padres pedazos...", vet shortly thereafter the Chol
"concertaron un sacrificio ¥ borrachera muy grande...." The enraged Padres went
over to the native temple hut and found it "lleno de vasijas rodo apropiado para la
borrachera.” Sixteenth century Spanish is so imprecise that it is unclear whether
these vases were for orgiastic drinking or were more incense burners. Drinking is
suggested by the fact that for Incense burning in this particular ceremony the
Padres cite "dos pledras en que los indios ofrecian sacrificios de humo al

demonio." Consumption of native beer is certainly a documented feature of deity
worship among both the Yucatec speaking Lacandon of today and the Cholti
speaking Lacandon of the 16th-17th century. The Chol stones were vestigial

altars. More traditional stone altars, with elaborate pottery incense burners nearby,
were used by their Cholti relatives at Sachbalam (Hellmuth 1971). Incense burners
areé not only paraphernalia of worship and associated with idols but the incensario
itself may be an idol. This would mean that the "missing Idols" have existed all
the time, since all Maya fashion incense burnmers with figural representations on the

front.

The Manche heresy resulted In a century of mistaken models, so the errors
and omissions need to be brought forth in no uncertain terms. Ethnohistory
provides data that the Manche and Lacandon each had both deities and idols.
Deities may be defined as culturally recognized, standardized, supernatural

personalities who are accorded worship. For the Maya, worship includes drinking to
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the point of intoxication, bloodletting, sacrifice of animals, cccasional human

sacrifice, costumed dancing, and incense burning, Gods may be represented as
idols, The idols may be in human or animal form =-- or not. Both the Spanish
chroniclers and ethnographers document that incense burning and bloodletting are
two key features of Mava worship. Connections exist between the ethnohistoric
situation (where deities, idols, and incensing are clearly present) and the Classic
period. The thread from this present ethnohistory section into the Early Classic is
incensarios. -Incense burners are certainly mentioned throughout the ethnohistoric
and ethnographic sources. Incensarios appear on Preclassic lzapa stelae, in the
Bonampak murals, and are a common ceramic form at Tikal (Ferree 1972),

Uaxactun, and elsewhere,

On Tzakol pots (of a type that held copal at Uaxactun) the dominant
personality is GI of the Triad (Figs.8,a; 9,a-d, f; 10; 12; 14,b-c; 17,8, c). He is an
occupant of the top layer of the Underwaterworld im both the Early Classic
(Fig.20,a=d) and the Late Classic (Fig.19,a-b} -- and == Gl is crucial in both
Proskouriakoff's and Kubler's statements that the Triad are historical and not
divine. The new understanding of the actual situation in ethnohistory can now be
related directly with Maya art of the Classic period. Bloodletting and incense

burning allow the recognition of divinity in the Classic situation,

The connection of personal bleodletting and idols is persistent in the

quotations already rendered from the Relaciones de Yucatan and from Landa. This

iz such an important conmection that this line of thought needs to be continued for
a moment, because in a Tzakol period, Peten region, orange container with Gl on
the front a stingray spine was still stuck with rotrted exudate on the inside

bottom. [ found this stingray spine while photographing the vessel in a museum.
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In all other cases the contents of the cache vessels have been dumped out before

study is possible,

Ethnohistory provides eyewitness records of the relationship between
bloodletting and deities. "Others drew blood from themselves, cutting their ears,
and annointing with it a stone which they had there of a god Kanal Acantun®
{Landa in Tozzer 1941:141). "There were many people who drew their blood, cutting
their ears, and annointed with the blood the stone of the god called Chac Acantun,
which they had there" (ibid., p. 144). My proposal is that the chimney-less cache
contalners of central Peten may be related both to copal incense and also to the
Early Classic bloodletting ceremonies. The front tooth of the principal adornment
duplicates a shark's tooth (Fig.23) and mimics a shortened stingray spine. The
standard Gl headdress on these cache vessels is a Quadripartite Badge with a
"stingray spine" in the center. (It is actually a fat, enlarged shark's tooth, or more
properly considered, a generalized perforator conflating features of both a stingray

spine with a shark's tooth (Figs.8-10; 14)).

The second most common Tzakol cache vessel personage has a triple bow tie
nosepiece (Figs.31-34), the standard accessory for blood sacrifice, both personal and
for executions (Fig.26-29) (Hellmuth 1982b). The aforementioned evidence of an
actual stingray spine inside one of these same series of vessels sssociates these
vessels directly with bloodletting. Smith found unburnt copal in these vessels at
Uaxactun and Joralemon reports evidence of burning In such wvessels that he has
worked with in private collections (1982, personal communication)., Adams records
evidence of burning in comparable vessels at Altar de Sacrificios [(Adams

1971:caption for Fig.95,a).
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To summarize the connection between incensarios, bloodletting, and worship:

Early Classic, Peten Maya, orange, lidded, frontal applique, and profile gouged
vessels are used with copal and with stingray spines and may have the portrait of
& personage on the front related to bloodletting, GI with a perforator tongue-fang,
or a straightforward bloodletting reference, Triple-Bow-Tie Mose Plaque Character.
Ethnohistory documents that copal and perforating are associated with idols and
their divinity. Copal Incense burning and self-perforation are the two principal
rites of expression towards the dﬁlti&&4T By direct assoclation then, the faces on
these orangeware containers have something to do with deities. | propose they are
in fact representations of the deities themselves. These face-decorated containers

may be the antecedents of later god-pots of the historical Lacandon.

The relationship between divinity, incensarios, and offerings (as an expression
of worship) is seen in Mayan {jiEtl[JﬂﬂflEE.4B The entry under incense burner is:

INCENSARIO CH'UYUB CHUK, p. 147
P'UL, p. 701
P'ULTAH, p. 702
YUM K'AK', p. 983
YUM POM, p. 983

A related entry, Ch'uyula', means agua con gue hacian la bebida a los idolos, bebida

de los dioses que ofrecian los antiguos (p. 147), "Drink OF THE GODS." If this

drink is offered to incensarios, that links the incensarios to the gods.

YUM K'AK: k'ak means fire, Yum means father, lord, owner. YUMILAN

means saint or patron on Christian sense. YUM POM, POM is the generic word for

47, Drinking iz the other feature of pan-Maya religious ceremonies.
48. Page citations are to the Cordemex dictionary of Yucatec Maya. Spanish words

are underlined, Mayan words are in boldface. Mayan words commonly used in
madern discussions, though, are not always needed to be distinguished in boldface.
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copal incense, from the bark of the copal tree, still used today throughout

Mesoamerica in native ceremonies (p. 982-983). Yum is part of the names of five
or so current Yucatec-Lacandon god names. Yum means patron, backer (sponsor) In
cotonial times.
IDOLO K"l Yokil, p. 422

Lox K'ato'h, p. 463

Ma'ok Olal, p. 500

Pay, p. 640

Tok Pom, p. 803
Kul Yokil: K'u is a generic word for god as well as for temple, adoratory, and
nest of bird and rabbits, especially in the sense of nest where they give birth. (p.
416), K'uil is a more general meaning of divinity. (p. 419). K'al means adoration,

reverence, Khul Yokil has a particular meaning of person who frequents the church

ip. 422).

Pay: has to do with witchcraft, especlally casting spells and related to Kisin
(p. 640). Also means guide, including animal that can guide (p. 637), possibly a
reflection of a nagual. Payabtah, to invoke the protection of some invisible being,

calling them for help and favor (p. 637).

Tok Pom: ofrecer copal o incienso pegandole al idolo, (p. 805). Also translated
simply 8s idolatry. Tok means flint, and blood, and bleeding. Here certainly is a

relationship with perforation in honor of the gods.

A shark's tooth is an effective as well as economical perforator. The '_I
perforator relationships of Gl also leads inte two key additional aspects of the
dilemma of deity recognition -- first, Proskouriakoff and Kubler have proposed that
the Palenque Triad are humans, i.e., not gods (Kubler 1969:18-19; Proskouriakoff

1978). Schele, Lounsbury, Kelley, Coe, and to some degree even Berlin, accept the

- 83 -



Triad as divinities (Schele 1979a; Lounsbury in press; Kelley 1965; M.Coe 1873;

1978; Berlin 1963, but more in 1977). Second, Proskouriakoff and Kubler have
warned that figures which have been called gods may in fact only be masked
{human) impersonators. The perforator relationship of Gl provides examples with
which to discuss both these two points, taken one by one. Gl stays as the thread
of continuity to lead owt of art historical-ethnohistory into the chapters on Early

Classic lconography and cosmology.

THE PALENQUE TRIAD: DIVINITIES OR HISTORICAL MEN?

KUBLER AND PROSKOURIAKOFF

Adding to Kubler's proposal (1969:18-19) that the Palenque Triad are historical
humans (i.e., not gods), Proskouriakoff introduces the novel idea that the Triad
"correlates with three matrilineal clans of Maya society" (Proskouriakoff 1978:116).
She continues, "Maya texts are best studied in the context of mundane events and
conditions as revealed by archaeology. Maya theology in itself gives us few

grounds for reconstruction.”

In communion with the rising tide of the 1960' in Mayanist studies towards a
historical reading of inscriptions Kubler disagrees with both Berlin's and Kelley's
arguments that the Palenque Triad inscriptions treat the birth of gods. Kubler
states the inscriptions treat instead the reigns of men [Kubler 1969:18-19).
Proskouriakoff dismisses the Triad's divine status further in a 1978 article with her

model of historical lineage ancestors.

In 1969 the full figure forms of Gl and GIIl were not yet recognized, though

—_—
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Eubler came close to GI with his shell diadem headdress. Coe called the ereature

the Rain Beast, correctly separating it from Gl Schele has read its name glyph as
Chac Xib Chac on a Codex Style plate (Fig.19,a). This character shares seashell
earrings and fish-like nature with GI. The reader of Proskouriakoff's 1978 article
cannot ascertain whether she is familiar with Coe's identification of the full figure
form of GI (1973:Grolier No.45) or with Schele's complete 1976/79 review of
wariations of Gl and especially of the ].G.U. (Jaguar God of the Underworid),

49, Mothing by Schele at all is

Schele's choice for the full figure form of GIII
referenced by Proskouriakoff. Not a single scene from a private collection or

museum is cited -- not a single book by Robicsek and none of the Coe books that
include finds of grave diggers. Though Thompson did not recognize GI, he did at

Igazt utilize pertinent material in private collections.

Az her article was written before Lounsbury', she cannot cite his detailed
review of the Triad. Lounsbury does not accept the Triad as entirely historical.
He certainly recognizes that there is potential room for differing interpretations
but he allows the possibility that they were gods (Lounsbury 1980-85:2).
Furthermore he suspects that the Triad were "pan-Mayan deities" (p. 4) and that
their "birth dates™ were Palengue manipulations to reinforce a belief in divine

origin of their own ruling dynasties. (ibid.). 1 certainly agree with him.

In light of these lacunae, is it likely that GI, Gll, and GlIl are non-divine?

The Triad was first recognized just at the period when Proskouriakoff freed

49. Although not published until 1979, Schele's article was read at a well attended
international congress in 1976. Pre-publication drafts of all Schele's articles are
widely distributed in xeroxed form.
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Mayvan studies from the stelae time-worship theory of Goodman-Morley-Thompson

who had stressed that the hieroglyphs dealt with calendrics and that no historical
persons were named in the texts. During this 1960's period of rapid epigraphic
breakthroughs, Berlin, Kelley, Kubler, and Berthold Riese worked out historical
readings for hieroglyphic texts. The historical readings were well received and
spawned a further number of historical readings of monumental texts that has
continued unabated still today. Working out historical dynasties site-by-site became
an essential aspect of both archaeology and art history. Since the Triad was
initially identified and published as a hieroglyphic inscription, Mayanists of the
1960 understandably strived to show a historical interpretation for these Palenque
texts also, The Triad's divine nature got dismissed in a rush of historical
enthusiasm. After a century of too much religion, the writings of the 1960%

suffered from too much history.

Mow the Triad may be reanalyzed by including modern advancements on
personified, figural portraits of these characters, and by not moving everything into
a historical framework. The over-use of the former time-worship model can be a
warning for the potential overuse of a solely historical model. Lounsbury maintains
a flexible modern attitude on dynastic texts, recognizing and discussing the

historical aspects yet continuing to work on astrological interpretations as well.

Gl OF THE TRIAD

Mow that Mayanists have Early Classic prototypes of GI from Peten ceramics
in private collections, plus a host of Late Classic portrayals it is possible to get
closer to the personality of Gl. The earliest representation of a probable GI (mask

only) is on the Hauberg Stela, Izapa 5Stela 1 offers a Gl {or Chac Xib Chac wvariant)

- 86 -




as an even earlier rendition. 1977 was the first exposition of Gl's Tzakol form

(Hellmuth 1877c). The first publication of one with a Gl label was by Hinhﬂfsnn.ﬁﬂ
Today iconographers recognize also that Land MNo. 128 is just a frontal version of
Gl, not a Sun God. "Sun God" was the old attribution for any Maya face with large
eves and protruding central tooth. Today iconography specialists have Tzakol Gl
images available if they wish (Fig.4-10; 11-17) and Schele cited them in her 1982
Princeton Symposium paper. Where [z any reference to a matrilineal lineage in

these Early Classic incense pots?

Four of these cache vessels show Gl residing in the principal Tzakol
representation of a cosmological location (Fig.20,a-d). This undulating layer
decorated with encircled curls (and sometimes elsewhere with double yokes) iz the
Surface of the Underwaterworld (Figs.38-49). Also, a Codex Style plate shows a full
figure Chac Xib Chac in the Late Classic version of the Surface of the
Underwaterworld (Fig.19). This Gl-related character with a seashell earring is
engenderer of a sacred Loincloth Apron Face tree from which sprout additional
god-like visages. This Codex Style plate does not appear to be a portrayal of a
recent historical personage or of a matrilineal lineage. We can argue Maya
divinity endlessly, but these Gl associations are in sitvations which are outside of
human reality on earth. All GI's assoclations are with supernatural people and
mythical places. Spanish observers and ethnographers have provided useful criteria
for recognizing divinities in the Maya context. From these reports | accept gods
when artists render recognized, uniform (standardized), supernatural, pan-Maya

characters (of whatever form) to whom worship may be accorded. Incense burning,

__________

50, 1978:148; derived In part from the 1977 symposium andfor from personal
communications, cited by Micholson, p. 4.

e




bloodletting, dancing, certain costumes, and offerings connote worship for the Maya.

Gl satisfies these criteria and he is associated with God-like scenes and
activities. Worship per se should not be expected to be overtly rendered in each
portraval, It is the job of the iconographer to detect which Maya abbreviations
connote a religious image or cosmological location. For example, in the Late
Classic, certain horizontal bands, divider panels, and hanging symbols are several
Maya manners of indicating a supernatural situation (Figs.185-188). Divinity is
especially llk.cI}r far Gl because Gl is featured on incense burner/perforator
containers. The Maya today do not always make strict division between Catholic
"santos,” and the presumably monotheistic Christian "god®" or between any of these
and their traditional ancient Maya deities. Is the Virgin Mary a historical person,
a god, a supernatural? Would a Byzantine lay person, @ Latin priest, and a Maya
peasant give the same answer? Perhaps divinity can also be in the eye — and
mind - of the beholder. Thus a 20th century, atheistic background may bring in
ethnocentric problems just as would a Catholic background for creating unlikely

models dismissing divinity in the Classic period Maya.

There is no contradiction that Gl at Palenque is a historical personage (at an
early time period), a progenitor of a lineage (even a matrilineage), and also a god.
It iz perfectly acceptable within Maya theology to deify a revered ancestor.
Perhaps it may be ethnocentric to draw such a strict line between "men" and
"gods." My model is a continuum. "Man" at one end (dynastic rulers that is), gods

at the other, with spirits, culture heros, various classes of supernaturals,

31, The actual model must have been more complicated, hierarchical, and needs
places for supernatural monsters, spirits, and bizarre flora and fauna.
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metamorphic transformations, and conflations in between.?!  Thus | accept Heinrich

Berlin's description of the Triad for Palengue (subject to Schele and Lounsbury's
amendments in epigraphy and iconography). Despite their disagreement on the
patrons for GIIl, they both treat the Triad in a comprehensive manner of flexible

divine and historical natures.

Gl is not only both in the top laver of the Underwaterworld and associated
with blocdletting and with pots that may hold copal incense, but also is at the
heart of the occasional controversy over whether masks are incorrectly called

gods. This chapter leads fully into Early Classic iconography.
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MASKS -

GOD IMPERSONATORS OR ACTUAL DIVINITIES?

Heinrich Franz's monograph on Tiermaske und Mensch- Tier-Verwandlung in

pre-Columbian art carefully places the guestion both of possible disjunction between
early and late forms, and the fact of our ignorance of many aspects of ancient
religion (Franz 1974:90). Kubler devotes parts of his 1969 iconography monograph to
these problems. He speaks of "human impersonators of nature spirits and animal
forces, Such impersonators have been called "gods"™ ever since Schellhas (1904)
studied their occurrences in manuscripts (the codices). But until their meaning is
surely known, a term like "figural allograph®™ will avoid premature decisions about
religious significance®™ (Kubler 196%:7). Proskouriakoff writes that "the ascription of
divinity to the masks is entirely our own" (Proskouriakoff 1978:113). This may be
an interpretation of the historian of religion Arild Hvidtfeldt who concludes that
"The anthropomorphous features of many gods seem mainly to originate from
mazked dancers. Thus, "gods' of human form and e.g. with an animal head very

often on cloge inspection prove guite clearly to be masked human b&ings."ﬂ

The Chilam Balam of Tizimin states it was traditional among the Itza to
parade specifically "with the faces of the gods" (Edmonson 1982:line 1495). Masks

are also mentioned in passing on p. 9. The Itza consider masks an aspect of the

52. Hvidtfeldt 1958:53. This book was suggested by Kubler as reading material for
this chapter of the dissertation. On pages 97-98 Hvidtfeldt goes on to conclude
that "god" may be an appropriate designation for masked Aztec figures. This
section iz not cited in writings on Mava masked dancers as not being gods.
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gods (p. 100, 104). Again, ethnohistory provides documentation which enables

revision of traditional standpoimts in art history.

Recent recognition in this paper that for the Maya a face equals an idol may
also be cited with respect to masks as the Maya language itsell does not agree

with the model of a godless mask either: the Dicclonario Cordemex has two

pertinent entries, ich, (page 262), wich, |(page 922}, rostro, face.

leh: face, U Wich K'o, idolo, estatua gque se adora is an idol, statue that they

adore (p. 922). Direct translation is "face of the god." Thus an Idol does not have
to be an entire figure, it can be merely a face. The best archaeological example

of a face mask as idol is the 5th century Gl greenstone mask formerly of the

33. One respected scholar suggested privately in 1984 that the mask is a clever
forgery and suggested [ withdraw the illustration based on the exhibit from my
dissertation. | had studied this mask in person the day before it was placed on
exhibit in New York in 1984 and from a point of view both of style and content.
The mask is Early Classic in every aspect, has none of the hallmarks of forgers,
has been scrutinized by specialists, and has an hieroglyphic Inscription {on the
unpublished back} of which absolutely no prior model existed for any forger to
copy. The form and content of the Quadripartite Badge is specifically early in the
Tzakol perlod, a particularly pertinent clue for the authenticity of the

composition. A comparably early form of the Quadripartite Badge is on the
Deletaille Tripod (Hellmuth 1978:140). This tripod has likewise been scrutinized and
given a thermoluminescence test -- and I8 considered as unquestionably authentic --
by those scholars who are familiar with the full Maya corpus, more than solely the
traditional pots. The relationship of the Wray Mask and the Belgian tripod is more
than just the badge; a set of earrings reputed to come from the same location as
the tripod has the Mo Mouth glyph, and another name or title which occurs on the
Belgian tripod (the Mo Mouth occurs on the earring and the mask -- not on the
tripod). Although 1 believe the tripod and earring came from central Peten (unless
Rio Azul was being looted in the mid-1970%), the joint tripod-earring text reflect
on the authenticity of the mask. The earring text had not been published (as of
1985) and the glyphs were not understood until 1985 -- s0 no forger had them
available or could have worked them out, before that time. My inclusion of the
Wray Mask in the 1984 first draft of my illustrations was entirely on the basis of
its GI image; the glyphs were not worked out untll a year later. These advances
of the last two years now authenticate the wext on the back of the Wray Mask. To
hold up any serious claim that the mask is a forgery, one would have to: al find
machine tool marks {metallic drill residue); b} show that the stone did not come
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Wray Collection (Fig.Ga). )

The traditional model of Maya religion stresses that most Maya portraits of
gods are merely dance masks -- just costumes. This objection is combined with
the Manche model to strengthen the conclusion that therefore the Maya had no
gods, or at least none which could be conceptualized in portraits or idols. But, as
with the ethnohistoric citations, the mask beliefs are limited to the traditional
corpus. The model does not cite any Early Classic situations. New discoveries in

the Late Classic do not substantiate the mask theory either.

Late Classic Pink Hieroglyph Style vases from the Ik-emblem glyph site show
bizarre monster mazks on fat faced lords (Hellmuth 1976:Rollout Figs.l and 2; Coe

1978:Princeton No.20). 54 The general feeling is that the people are historical

rulers, their fellow elite, and often their wives, The masks are headdresses, plain

and simple., Whether they are totemic, whether the animals are naguals, are

e B

from the central lowlands or a Rio Azul trade area (the stone is demonstrably not
the type used by either the Ticul or the Taxco mask fake factories); and, c)
demonstrate that forgers could create a grammatically and dynastically correct
Tzakol period hieroglyphic text before these glyphs were even recognized by
epigraphers, The best evidence for the actual authenticity of the mask is the
hieroglyphic text on the back. If thlis contains glyphs which give the names of any
actual Tzakol Maya rulers or unpublished emblem glyphs, then the text cannot have
been created in modern times, since only the 5th century Maya knew the names of
the Rio Azul rulers. Not a single Rio Azul text was published -- and available to
forgers -- before 1984, The mask has been In a private collection prior to this

date. The presence of the Mo Mouth gl?-ph authenticates the mask since this glyph
was not recognized as being an insignia for Rio Azul until just recently. Forgers
cannot, vet, generate Early Classic texts without copying known ones.

54, "Pink Hieroglyph" is a name | gave in 1976 to a series of vases on which the
glyphs are pink. Most of these vases picture a fat ruler and feature an Ik emblem
glyph. Although Motul de San Jose has been proposed as the site in question, the
actual site is not known. Peter Mathews and lan Graham have been working on
the location of this site based on stelae inscriptions. Barbara and Justin Kerr have
gathered a useful archive of important Pink Hieroglyph vases which portray the
"fat cacigue." The F.L.AA.R. Photo Archive has most of these plus at least three
others (Hellmuth 1987b:Fig.101).
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ethnographic questions that needs separate discussion. [ do not want to digress
inte an anthropological analysis of totemism as Spinden started to. Whether a
Mava nagual Iz a god or a spirit is another whole host of theological dilemmas.
These particular masks are not necessarily gods, though that should no more be
ruled out as accepted. No one knows what the masks represent because they have
not yet been adequately studied. Their meaning should be worked out, not
predicted by a model. In any event, the fat faced lords wearing the masks appear
to be named, historical rulers in the Kubler model, not gods; nor has Coe called
them divine (Coe 1978:Princeton MNo.20). Their masks are animals, birds or monsters
== no need to call any of them "gods® in this context. The secular monster masks

of the Pink Hieroglyph vase series, though, offer no reason to dismiss deities.

Yaxchilan Stela 11 (Fig.7), where a male personage clearly has a mask in
front of hiz own face (Maler 1903:LXXIV,1; Spinden 1913:Fig.9) is the mainstay of
the traditional model that "grotesque figures on monuments are generally simply
masked humans -- not gods." Today, though, specialists can at least, at last,
recognize the mask as being of Gl or Chac Xib Chac with shell diadem headdress
(typical of Chac Xib Chac) rather than the Quadripartite Badge headdress which
appears increasingly to be a diagnostic feature of Gl. This recognition simplifies
the situation ::u:.nsMeratri:.r.Ss The wearer |s presumably Bird Jaguar, ruler of
Yaxchilan. Whether the lord bothers to don the entire costume of Gl is not
necessarily relevant either. The face acceptably embodies the entire essence of

the whole character. Thus, the mask is the abbreviation of Gl His mask brings to

55. We should again postpone the problem of whether it is totemic, matriarchal or
what not. A favorite ploy to dismiss something is to introduce a red herring or
straw man.
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the Yaxchilan portrait a divine adjectival flavor. He is visibly calling upon the

mythical power of Gl and displaying to his subjects that he, Bird Jaguar, iz allied
with, protected by, or will help the populace with the benefits of, GI. A human
wears @ god mask. Kubler and Proskouriakoff are correct in not deifying such a
person (whether he was deified upon death is another guestion), The mask though,

remains an abbreviation of a deiry.

The model of no-gods depends on the issue of impersonators, working towards
the idea that the other deity scenes are impersonators alse. If they are all
masked impersonators then the Maya have no actual god images -- and thus
potentially no gods. Even if the Maya utilize only the mask representation of the
god essence, does that rule out the essence itself? Mot all Maya supernatural
creations have "bodies" anyway. The Cauac Monster, for example, is normally a
face only, yet it is a fully functioning member of the grotesque monster series
within Maya mythology. Ol exists as a definite personality in the Maya beliefs,
whether as a mask (Fig.4), as a bust (Fig.20,d), as a full figure, or as an hieroglyph

(Fig.17,f).

"Masks" as Abbreviations of the Full Figure

Epigraphers have known since the 19th century that a Maya numeral can be
written as a face or a full bodied figure. The face hieroglyph is an abbreviation
of the full figure hieroglyph based on considerations of space, style, or expression.
Why then is a face outside a hieroglyphic textual conteéxt only a mere dance
mask? The faces on pottery or stone are identical to the faces In hieroglyphic
inscriptions (Fig.6; 17). Our knowledge of Maya representational grammar

demonstrates that faces in art are also abbreviations of full figure personages.
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Two sets of examples show the abbreviation clearly: GI and the Principal Bird

Deity. This section will stay with Gl; the bird is discussed in a special section
Imer.sﬁ More than 30 Early Classic frontal and profile orange copal pots picture

¥ Mo body is presented. Thus one might conclude the

the Tzakol variant of Gl.
visage is a "mask.” But the face often has a Xoc Monster jaw across the top of its
forehead, and nubbins around the Gl face suggest additional "teeth.,” It is possible
that these early Gls are set within the jaws of a Xoc Monster. Certainly on
ceremonial bars of the same time period God K sits within an obvious monster
mouth., Aside from itz toothy frame, the Gl is only a face. But one rare orange
vessel shows the Gl with shoulders and the beginnings of arms (Fig.20,d). The
Surface of the Underwaterworld frames the bust. [In this stance the GI is standing
in the underworld looking up or ocut. It is his face that is the important part.
Considerations of artistic composition result in his face being the part that the

artists of the other 30 vessels stress. After all, the pots do not have encugh space

to show the entire figure.

The Wray Collection &I mask may have been worn only in the tomb as a
funerary mask but this impressive greenstone sculpture s certainly a shorthand
form of the whole GI. The first two glyphs on the back text give the hieroglyphic
form for GI -- identical to the portrait on the mask (Fig.6). Greenstone does not
come in large enough pleces to render a full figure Gl life-size, and if the Wray
Gl was in fact worn as a mask, weight was a consideration also. 5o even when we

have a certifiable mask, or a face, either still holds the full essence of the god.

SRS

36. | use these particular examples because both are associated with the Surface of
the Underwaterworld.

37. Variant because only one specimen features the seashell earring.
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Gl masks were essential to dynastic imagery from the Preclassic (Hauberg Stela,

Fig.3) through the Early Classic (Tikal Stela 2, Fig.14) into the Late Classic (Copan
Stela 1, Fig.8,b) and even into the Terminal Classic (Seibal Stela 2, Fig.8,c). The
Seibal stela has not previously been cited in lists of Gl or his impersonator. The

traditional position is that the stelae of Seibal are "non-Classic."

Other face-sized images -- that were not intended to be worn as masks (even
in death) -- were carved in three-dimensional, almost statue-like form -- but were
still faces only, with no body. The body was not necessary for recognition of the
divinity. Thus the ancient Maya produced a life size proto-Gl face in jade (Fig.l
and 2). For GI's companion, Triple Bow Tie Moze Plague C]‘IETECEET.SE the Maya
also routinely portrayed the visage by itsell -- yet could equally well show an
individual in full bodied form -- either two-dimensional (Figs.32; 33, top), modeled
relief (Fig.34, top) or three-dimensional (Fig.35) (Rhodes 1984:32 (mistakenly dated

as Late Classic and misidentified as the Sun God); Crocker-Deletaille 1985:MNo.358).

End of the Mask-Costume Objection

Kubler and Proskouriakoff's recognition that many "gods" were actually humans
wiearing costumes has been cruclal to this discussion. Their observation can now be
expanded to bring out that the costume has a theological referent. There is a
supernatural personality behind the idea of certain costumes. Any contemporanecus

Mava viewer would have recognized the mythical personality even though it may

58. Photographs in the Hellmuth Photo Archive of more than 50 unpublished Tzakol
Peten cache vessels show that four facial types were standard: GI, the Jaguar God
of the Underworld, idealized vouthful nobles, and a character with triple-bow-tie
(bloodletting symbal) nose plague that hung down over the mouth.
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nave been his uncle sweating away under the scratchy costume. Arguing about

impersonators detracts from the more crucial feature -- the essence of the mask or
costume itself. "Mask" and "impersonator” are important features of Maya religion

— but mot in the senze of excluding divinity and idols.

Mavanists wholeheartedly embrace Proskouriakoff's dvnastic articles of the
1960%. It Is in the "70's and "80's that the rapid and specialized advances in
iconography created a gulf between model and data, the same way the historical
decipherments, phoneticism, and acceptance of the non-Peten Preclassic passed

Thompson by in the previous decadt:.sg

Any review of books and articles published
from 1973 through 1985 would reveal that a major gulf has developed in Maya
writings between those who restrict themselves to the standard
Copan-Tikal-Yaxchilan-Palengue sculptures and Carnegie-Uaxactun-Tikal sherds
opposed to those who have sought out pictorial scenes not in the traditional

corpus. In Moche ceramics, Elizabeth Benson and Christopher Donnan have showed
the advances possible by breaking out of the limited sherd corpus (Benson 1972;
Donnan 1976; 1978). They achieved particularly interesting results in the study of
Moche deities. Maya studies have the opportunity to catch up with South American

studies -- but sherds alone will never lead into a knowledge of cosmology and

iconography of one of the advanced civilizations of the anciemt world.

Gl has served as a thread of continuity through the theoretical introduction of
this dissertation. The Principal Bird Deity would be an equally apt example, as he

occurs both as a "mask™ (Fig.111; 115) and as a full figured personage (Fig.131).

EEE TR

38, His last book, Hieroglyphs without Tears was a swan song for the Carnegie era
rather than a graceful acceptance of the current reality of Knorosov,
phoneticism, and non-Uaxactun origin for Maya civilization.
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T8z majestic bird monster Is equally well treated as having been considered divine

o the ancient Maya. Both these creatures share other common features -- they
@re directly associated with the dominant cosmogram of the Classic Maya -- the
Serface of the Underwaterworld. Now that both ethnohistory and Early Classic
cache vessels document deitles and idolatrous representations for the ancient Maya,
t5e theoretical section of this dissertation can give way to a detailed analysis of
those supernatural personalities who are most closely related to the Surface of the
Underwaterworld in general, Space considerations do not permit a review of all
Maya gods and supernaturals so the locus will remain with water-related

petherworld characters.
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PART I

Chapter 3

THE SURFACE OF THE UNDERWATERWORLD AND ITS QCCUPANTS

Gl Concluded

The first datable appearance of a proto-type of Gl is on lzapa Stela 1, a
=reclassic sculpture. Earlier ones are expected. 5Schele has suggested that an
soper perrace stucco mask on Cerros Ser.2C-2nd is Gl (Freidel and Schele 1982),
Sut that is a supposition based on a theoretical model taken from epigraphy and
g=pendent on the validity - or not -- of whether structuralism occurs in Mava
tconography the same way as In Maya epigraphy [where the principle is well
@emonstrated by Schele). Parsons suggests (personal communication 19853) that a
face on Preclassic Stela 10 (30 B.C.-A.DL.530) should be considered as a porential Gl
prototype (Miles 1965:Fig.3,a). Coe (personal communication 1986) suggests that
even earlier Gl prototypes may be found in Olmec art on artifacts being studied by
David Joralemon. The lzapa character's identification as GI-Chac Xib Chac is based
on its similarity with the fishing gods of the Late Classic Tikal incised bones from
the burial of Temple |. Coe called these characters the "Rain Beast™ and suggested
they be kept separate from GI. The humanoid standing in water on the Codex Style
plate (Fig.9) is the most recent discovery of this class of Gl-Rain Beast
personalicies, Gl must be counted among the pantheon of Preclassic Abaj Takalik
and Kaminaljuyu, but the figures there have their faces so loaded with scrolls that
it is hard to pick out the single, simple distinguishing characteristic of GI - the

fish fin on the cheek.
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In his full, Late Classic form, Gl has a bivalve shell earring, a Quadripartite

Badge headdress, a mouth curl or cheek fin, and large, round god eyes. Chac Xib
Chac has a zoomorphic face and shell diadem headdress. Early Classic renditions
tend not to have the seashell earring or r.h.e shell diadem headdress. Instead
renditions of Tzakol 2 and 3 have a shark's tooth in their mouth and an avian form
of the Quadripartive Badge as headdress. As no Preclassic Quadripartite Badge
headdress is yet known, it {5 unclear what a Preclassic GI will look like (when the
identification is not alded by context, such as on lzapa 5tela 1. Also, no shark's
tooth or seashell earring has yet been noted in a Abaj Takalik or Kaminaljuyu mask

60 That leaves the next securely identifiable Pre- or Protoclassic Gl o be

mouth.
the Hauberg Stela, some time between 100 and 200 A.D (Fig.d). Once the GI cult
was introduced into the lowlands, dynastic rulers portrayed themselves in the guise
of GI on Tikal Stela 2 (early 9th baktun, 5th century A.D.), on Copan Stela |
(9.12.3.14.0)) (Fig.B,b) and even in the terminal Classic, on Seibal Stela 2 (circa

10.2.0.0.0, circa A.D. 870) (Figs.7 and 8).

Although Izapa Stela 1 and the Codex Style plate place Chac Xib Chac
directly in netherworld waters (Figs.18-19), since Gl is by its very fin and shark
tooth essence a fish god, he does not need to be pictured directly in water on
each occurrence. During the Early Classic he sometimes wears the seashell earring
or cheek decoration (Fig.17,b,c,f) which becomes his trademark throughout the Late
Classic, On several Early Classic cache containers Gl is specifically presented as

bust deep in the undulating waves of the Surface of the Underwaterworld (Fig.20).

60. Only four or five Abaj Takalik sculptures have been published and fewer than
half the Kaminaljuyu stelae are readily available for study at the time of this
writing, 1985. When all of Parsons' photographs of Kaminaljuyu sculpture are
published it will be easier to work out the Preclassic Maya pantheon.
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The Composition of the Top Layer of the Underwaterworld

Gl is one of a diverse host of supernatural creatures that inhabit the
netherworld waters. His divine nature imparts a supernatural aura to the overall
setting and scene, The following sections describe the cosmogram itself in more
detail and then itemize the principal inhabitants one by one. This "Surface of the
Underwaterworld" is a cosmogram depicting the upper layers of an unusual
environment., Tables of Hellmuth 1982784 itemize all the cylindrical tripods, basal
flange bowls, murals, and architectural stuccos that portray this picture of the
cosmaological hahitatﬁl Figs.36; 39-49 and 20 of this dissertation show the

pertinent features of this visual presentation of the Maya netherworld.

Im Early Classic funerary art this one assemblage of decorations consistently
stands out as occurring frequently and having the most associated figural
personalities. This assemblage consists of an undulating band decorated with
encircled curls and double yokes. The presence of fish, water plants, herons or
cormorants, turtles and frogs suggest that the serpentine laver is water. Water
lilies indicate that the water is clear and slow flowing, since water lilies do not
grow in muddy, fast flowing streams such as the Rio Usumacinta or in the deeper
parts of lakes. Anemone-like plants and exotic fish add a sea water aspect. The
pecasional conch shell of God N is a marine shell and demonstrates elsewhere the
Maya dedication to marine models for 8 component of their mythical imagery.

The coastal Maya were capable fishermen and shell divers and therefore would be

61. This separate paper has already summarized two years research that discovered
this on previously unpublished cylindrical tripods and basal flange bowls, identified
and tabulated this cosmic diagram.

62. GI's earring is a bivalve, not a conch,
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Suite familiar with the Caribbean reefs. Long distance trade routes brought

sernacles, coral, seashells, shark's teeth, and other marine items into Peten

centers. The rulers wore marine shells as jewelry during life and in their tombs
sfter death. Coral and barnacles were buried in religious offerings on the sacred
central axes of temples. This utilization of marine products is strongest in Peten

curing the Early Classic time period.

Schele has suggested dynastic blood is a possible component of the Late
Classic layers of the Underwaterworld on Palenque's Temple XIV's bas relief
‘,:na.r!lt].‘53 Semen, another salty ligquid, may be present also as the stuff of dynastic
continuity [(Schele, various unpublished lectures). We can tentatively conclude the
Mava envisioned a multi-referent liguid, possibly of four colors and correspondingly
different essence. Fresh water and sea water are essential to natural life. Blood
gnd semen are elemental components of human life. Blood {(during blocdletting,
[Stuart 1982)) and semen both issue from the penis., The Underworld waters are
painted blood red in the Late Classic (Coe 1975:Dumbarton Oaks No.l1). Maya
waterscapes need not conform to any naturalistic order.

They szay that there was one sea that was white, and there was
one sea that was sticky like tar. And they szay there was one sea
that was pure blood, perfectly red.... They say that they were stuck
together, the sky and the sea, And there lived the gods.... And they
say that in the sea there were many animals, filling it. {(Fought
1972:354)
Most Tzakol Surface of the Underwaterworld scenes show only the various layers

with no inhabitants (Figs.46,b-e}. Only a few scenes have creatures present; all of

these are sources for this dissertation. Of these scenes, the Gann, Kaminaljuyu,

i i

B63. A river of blood 15 mentioned in the Popaol Vuh, and the Chortl speak of a sea
of blood (Fought 1972:354).
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64

Blom, Tikal, and Uaxactun renderings are long part of the traditlonal corpus.
The Altun Ha fragments both have stratigraphic provenance but are not well
known, The Kerr Hollout, Lost Incised Yase, and the remaining Tzakol examples
have never been formally published. The Merrin Bowl {Figs.78, top; 94, bottom)
and the Lost Paris Plate have appeared only in an auction or sales catalogs (Merrin
1985:Mo.20; Loudmer, Poulain, and Cornette de Saint-Cyr 1974:Mo.23) (Fig.51)
These scenes lead into a discussion of the figural creatures == fish, Xoc Monsters,
snakes, Lily Pad Headdress Monsters, Tubular Headdress Monsters, Shell-Wing
Dragons, the serpemt face-wing, and humanoids. Special attention will be given to

the serpent face-wing, as it is related to the Principal Bird Deity and Ged D.

A fundamental primciple of Early Classic Maya art must be described before
individual Maya creatures are discussed. This is the practice of assembling
composite creatures from discrete, standardized elements. The same basic parts
can be wused to form birds, fish, snakes, and so0 on. The parts most interchangeable
are facial: veeth, snouts, beaks, and eyes. Often the same decorative element can
simultanecusly serve as two different body parts, as when a thick curl serves as a
fang for the Curl Formed Monster and doubles as a latch beak for an abbreviated
Principal Bird Deity. All of the parts and their potential double imagery must be
understood before the complete creatiom will be recognized. One source of these
multiple-service designs is the Maya tradition of utilizing hieroglyphic features as

parts of costume. For example, the costume and accessories on the front of Tikal

64, Citations are in the Table, Hellmuth 1982-84. Although the Blom Plate is looted
and although Gann had a private collection, these artifacts have become acceptable
by archaeologists to mention due to the passage of time and are for decades part
of the traditional, allowable corpus. According to reports the Blom Plate was
uncovered in the late 1940' by a bulldozer operator flattening mounds outside
Chetumal. This site -- not on any map and evidently by now totally removed -- is
today the Chetumal alrport area.

- 103 -



Stela 31 contain almost as many hieroglvphs as does the long formal text on the

back.

Only about & dozen distinct parts for Tzakol monsters exist, but the
combinational possibilities of these parts seem endless. Mo key exists to reveal
where one mythical species ends and where another begins. We do not even know
whether there Is a conceptual distinctlon to match the visual distinctions we
catalog, since mythical biological metamorphosis would produce a host of

intermediate forms,

FISH IN SURFACE OF THE UNDERWATERWORLD SCENMNES

Fish have been known In Maya art since the 19th century when Catherwood's
and then the Maudslay-Annie Hunter drawings of Copan and Palenque were
published. Fish were first seriously studied by Seler and by Tozzer and Allen (Seler
1909/1923,1V:706-T09; Tozzer and Allen 1910:307-308). Neither book describes the
fish of the codices as deities; Seler does not deify the fish of Palengue eithrEr.EE'
The term Fish God has nonetheless crept into the lexicon. No justification for it

haz been advanced and its deification should be quietly rescinded. If there are any

divine fish in the Maya bestlary it would be GI andfor the Xoc Monster.

The Mava added fish to scenes of the Surface of the Underwaterworld to

emphasize the watery nature of this environment {Figs.36-37; 55-60). No Mava fish

63. Recently Susanna Ekholm has been studying fish on the polychrome Late Classic
plates of Lagartero, Chiapas. These fish are highly stylized in a manner unique to
the Lagartero region.
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tooks like an Audubon nature drawing, but some are clearly closer to nagural

models and others are composite monsters. "Maturalistic® fish are found on the
Tikal Burial 160 painting, on the lid of the Ocosingo vessel, and to a lesser degree
on the Kerr Rollout (Fig.80,b) and two of the creatures on the Tikal Burial 10
tripod (Fig.62). More than 40% of the Peten's land area i3 covered by water during
the rainy season. A string of lakes from Lake Peten through to Lake Yaxha, a
gvstem of rivers and lagoons in the Rio Usumacinta and Rio San Pedro systems,
and the Rio Azul going into Belize all provide plenty of areas for fresh water
fish. A fresh water environment on the Tikal and the Kerr Rollout painting is
provided by the water lilies that grow from the monster's headdress. These water
plants are probably Nymphaea ampla. Snails and other creatures live around the
underside of the water pads. In certain streams, such as the Ric Pucte, Peten,
these water lilies start their blooms underwater. Thus natural referents exist for

fish nibbling on water lily pads and flowers.

The non-naturalistic features of the fish are a scallop-bordered "cartouche" on
the back (Fig.59; 60), often with a glyphic infix, a stylization of the top fin, an
addition of a fin on the front of the face and the complex tail structure which
may Include a joint before the tail fins (Fig.55). Fish and water birds are both
created from a combination of hieroglyphs and standardized monster parts.
Isolation and definition of the different parts would make possible more exact

interpretations.

The fish's long top fin appears perfectly normal at first glance, but the Maya
artist has cleverly created a pun on a water lily flower cross-gection. This dorsal
fin/flower is also appended to snake monsters (Fig.59,e), especially to the full

bodied form of the Lily Pad Headdress Monster (Fig.78,b). These statements hold
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true for the Late Classic as well. There is an unbroken continuity and evolution

of fish forms and context from Tzakol 3 through to Tepeu 2. Our knowledge of

Holmul 1/Tzakol 1-2 fish, and Tepeu 3 fish is too limited at the present time to
determine their place in evolution of fish in Maya art. Flsh, especially a "ring

tailed® varlety, are well known for Preclassic stelae at Kaminaljuyu and lzapa

iMiles 1965:Fig.5; Morman 1978:62].

Fin in front of Face

Maya fish often have a large fin growing out of the face (Fig.535,e).
Sometimes on piscine monsters this fin issues from a cavity in the snout. On
normal Mava fish the fin just is in front of the forehead or nose. It is hard to
tell whether this fin is actually on the other (hidden) side of the fish and is moved !
cut In front to remind the viewer that the fish has bilaterally symmetrical fins,
The artist does this for the tail by rotating the tail so that we look down on it,
seeing both sides at once. An alternative possibility is that the Maya are just
adding extra fins to stress that aspect of the fish. The scenes on two Tepeu 1
bowls typify this practice (Hellmuth 1983:Fig.1 and Photo Archive 486667-11). One
artist added fins to a |jaguar and to a canoe paddle; another painter places fins on
the serpentine neck of a water bird. Thus the addition of fins to a fish's head
should not be a surprise. The addition of fish fins to bodies dates back to the

Preclassic on the GI/Chac Xib Chac proto-type of [zapa Stela 1.

Complicated Tail Structure

Most Tzakol fish and some Tepeu fish have a complicated, non-naturalistic tail

structure (Fig.55). The structure starts with an intermediate joint, which Coggins
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correctly notes. This joint can either be an Ahau (Fig.35,&) or a spiral (presumed

to be the cross section of a seashell, though other possibilities should be studied).
Comparable joints appear on monsters in other water scenes, on throne monsiers at
Piedras Megras and at Palenque. Such joints are not present on real fish and must
serve some heraldic, adjectival, punning, or hieroglyphlc function. The joint may

be an elaboration of the Preclassic ring-tailed fish.

The second unnatural aspect of the end is that a "tail" continues past a
bifurcated or double fin. True fish have a split "tail” which is really all fin
structure. Fish do not have a separate "tail." All Maya would know what a fish
looked like, and unless the artist is attempting to add a reptilian component we do
not know yet why certain Maya fish have this extra tail. Another tail shape class

iz discussed in the later section on composite fish monsters -- the Xocs. '

The elaboration of the tail and fin may be the artist's attempt to render
some of the more exotic marine fish of the reefs off Belize, Quintana Roo, and
Campeche, Some of the fish in Maya art have unusual appendages that are more
likely for reef fish than for fresh water species, though the ordinary freshwater
catfish is clearly pictured on Late Classic vases (Hellmuth photo in Stuart and
Stuart 1977:111). The fact that Peten does not border on any ocean did not
separate the central Maya from marine imagery. The totally landlocked
Teotihuacanos had even more expressive renderings of waterscapes and
water-related creatures that also featured seashells (Seler 1915,V:Tafel VI, Gamio
1922,1lI:Lam.74; Kubler 1967:Fig. 16; Sejourne 1966a:Figs.27; 38; 85; 1966b:Figs.17;
3%; 54; 80; 133; 137; 142; 143; 154; 155; 178; Miller 1973:Figs. 33; 51; 81; 270; -
273; 277; von Winning 1981:p.315-Fig.9-10;p.316-Fig.10,c-f). Sejourne 1966a:Lam 58

and 64 illustrates examples and even actual shells imported from the ocean.
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Fish on the Black Basal Flange Bowl Lids

The elaboration of fish in Early Classic, Peten Mava art indicates that fish
were key characters in netherworld myths. Two Tzakol vessels present fish (as lid
handlesj where the fish smout has a latch shaped beak (Fig.25,c; 39,8; ld4,c). A
latch shaped beak is a diagnostic trait of the Early Classic Principal Bird Deity
(discuszed at length in a later section). One latch-beaked fish wears the same
double yoke necklace pendant as an actual Principal Bird Deity from the same

grave ]m.hﬁ

Why do a fizh and the Principal Bird Deity share the same face?
What is the meaning of this face? Certainly the lid handle is a conflation of a
fish body and a non-fish face. It even wears earrings and has a beard. The artist
may be rendering transformation in the sense of metamorphosis. The Principal Bird

Deity sometimes has a beard and routinely wears earrings.

An even more enigmatic fish conflation is on the "hummingbird® lid from the
game basal-Tlange bowl grave lot (Figs.61 amd 60). The center of the lid shows the
wavy outline traditionally presumed to be that of a water lly. Stylized (lowers
issue at four points (cosmological quadrants?). At four inter-points the beaks of
birds feed on the center (the base of the lid). MNone of the two bird-types is the
usual heron-cormorant composite. Two have serpent face-wings (Fig.122-123). Their

long beaks have no curve, fin, or nose bump. Either a hummingbird or a long

66. The three bazal-flange bowls of Figs93; 123; and 128 all share comparable
ware and related iconography, and were reputedly found together
(Crocker-Deletaille 1985:No.340). The circumstances described for these pots suggest
indeed they are part of the same grave lot. However this association is not
necessary for iconographic analysis. The fish-lidded cylindrical tripod has a
different provenance.
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beaked water bird is a possible identification. A deliberate composite is another

possibility. .

The other two feeding "birds" have normal Maya bird beaks, complete with
the nostril curl in front of the eye [Fig.60). Such a curl is typical of Early Classic
birds, as on the Belgian Tripod (Hellmuth in press D). Naturalistic (but non-avian)
features on these birds include dorsal and wventral fins, & fin at the inner end of
the beak, cross-hachure Indicating scales, and a decidedly fishy tail. Their dorsal

fin is the same type as on the lid handle fish monster of their grave lot mate.

Fish-bird conflations are uncommon in Maya art. Flying fish come to mind,
a5 this marine creature is common In the sea off the coast of Quintana Roo, but
these lid bird-fish exhibit no specifically marine features. Explanations for some of

the conflations and substitutions in Maya fish creations may be discovered through

2 study of Mayvan terms for body p:uE.rl:s.E‘T I
AlA, "wing" Bab 22 ALETA, "fin" BAB 22
Le' 442 XIK' 943

Xik' 943

Bab: is a paddle, "arm® of crab, crab claw, large toad or frog, bunch of fruit (p.

21-22}.

Le' is a rope for fishing or hunting. Le' is leal of tree or plant. I found no

indication of "wing"; perhaps the index is in error.

o o

67. Mumbers are page citations to Barrera Vasquez 1980, Diccionario Maya
Cordemex. Underlined words are Spanish.
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Xil: el cerro o espinazo de las |gusnas o pejes. Espinazo de pez y de reptil.

The ridge or row of spines of iguanas or fish. Spiny crest of fish and reptiles.

COLA, "tail Ne 564 (cola de) pajaros y peces
Pak'ab 624: cola, pez.

In two instances wing and fin can be described by the same word in Yucatec
Maya. Fish tail and bird tail are both translatable by the Yucatec Maya as "ne."
Other lexical terms will help understand another Maya fish composite, the Xoc

Monster.
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XOC MONSTER

In current iconography the Mayan word xoc is used for a variety of fish and
piscine creatures. This use evolved from Thompson's 1944 proposal that "xoc" was
the way to read the fish glyph in calendrical texts since "xoc" also means to count
in Mayan. The first use of the term Xoc for a monster dates from 1974 by Jeffrey
Miller. This creature was never fully described or illustrated and remained poorly
known. New data allows the identification of an early Xoc Monster ar Uaxactun,
the separation of piscine creatures at Tikal into mere fish and the real Xoc
Monster, and the introduction of several representations of Xoc and Xoc-related
Monsters on unpublished Tzakol ceramics from private collections. A thorough
review of the Xoc Monster, starting at the beginning, will facilitate understanding

the situation in nomenclature and iconography.

Seler uses for fish the Mayan terms "car” and "cay" (Seler 1909,IV:701).
Tozzer and Allen use the latter word also but spell it "kai” Tozzer and Allen
1910:307, It was not until 1944 that a thorough study of the fish as hieroglyph was
completed. In this study, Thompson produces widely accepted evidence that the
fish is a rebus form for the concept of counting (Thompson 1944:15). From this
time onward, "xoc" has been used as the translation for fish of virtually any size
or shape, especially mythical fish, that is, decorated or elaborated fish that are
more complicated than natural species. Is it likely that each and every

representation is meant to be read exactly the same way?

In the Primera Mesa Redonda of Palengue, J. Miller identified the Cleveland

stela (Fig.71,b) (Site Q/El Peru) woman's waist decoration as "a flattened fish head
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grasping a Spondylus shell.... The flattened fish (T204), sometimes read xoc (cf.
Thompson 1344), grasping a shell occurs at the waist of female figures at Naranjo
(5t. 24, 29, 31), Copan (St. H), Altar de Sacrificios (St. 7), and Calakmul (St. 54)"
(J. Miller 1974:154). Miller's total sample is seven. Today the study corpus is

treble that number.

The next publication about this waist adornment as xoc came in Schele's paper
at the Third Mesa Redonda of Palengue (Schele 1979:46). Her article provides the
first major recognition of the xoc when in profile view, Then in 1980 illustrator
Barbara van Heusen recognized that the Palengue waist xocs were the same as a
rareé profile Holmul Dancer waist medallion (Fig.70,c). That lead to the
identification of the xoc on most Holmul Dancers, including in the stage when he

wears no backrack costume, where this personage is the Principal Young Lnrd.ﬁﬂ

In epigraphy and iconography up until mow, there has been no dissection of the
moc and no rigorous differentiation between regular fizh and the more ornate xoc
&t monster visage. Variable regional and temporal renditions and the avallability of
dozens of fish to serve as natural referents resulted in nomenclature and

classification problems with piscine beasts in Maya art.

As a first step in bringing order to piscine iconographic nomenclature, the
term Xoc Monster should be standardized for all the Late Classic belt medallions.
The Primary Standard Sequence (PSS) fish hiercglyph should never be called a

Monster unless monster features are present. The normal fish glyph's face is

o e

68. The Holmul Dancer and Principal Young Lord are described in a separate paper
(Hellmuth 1982a and 1982c). Following this lecture the Holmul medallion was first
published as xoc by Robicsek and Hales (1982b:p.34).
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esually naturalistic and thus quite distinct from that of the waist medallion

monsters. The PSSequence fish can indeed be a monster (Tikal black cache vessel)
but should then be correctly labeled, The word "cai" should be re-employed for
fish when they are not in & situation where a reading of "count® is appropriate.
But Thompson's xoc name has caught on and we do not kmow how the PS5Sequence
glyph should be read, so it will probably continue to be glossed as xoc. Separating
out the waist medallion monsters will belp some, but of course the semantic

meaning Is not known for this costume situatlon.

In the process of separating and differentiating miscellaneous fish from fish
monsters, Mavanists should establish type specimens the zame way biological
science does. This practice would help to systematize and standardize Maya
iconography terms. Since Maya representations vary, it may help to have a type
specimen for each period, each style, each geographical region -- but all dependent
on a single, original type specimen, which for the Xoc Monster might as well be
the Cleveland Stela, since it was on the basis of this stela that the xoc as a

monster was identiﬁed.ﬁg

The best preserved Late Classic, Peten xoc waist medallions in frontal view are;
Cleveland Stela {from El Peru {Site Q) {Fig.71,b)

Site Q stela in private European collection {lan Graham archive)

Cancuen, Stela 1 (Maler 1908:P1.13,1)

MNaranjo, Stela 24 (Graham and von Euw 1975,2:63)

The most complete profile views for Late Classic Peten are:

9. ]. Miller did not use the term "monster” nor did he differentiate xoc as
Bieroglyph or as free swimming fish from xoc wailst medallions.
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Palenque, Temple of the Foliated Cross, sanctuary tablet
(Schele 1979:Fig.1) (Fig.70,a)

Holmul Dancer vase (Banque 1976:no. 138; better visible
in close-up Photo Archive views.) (Fig.70,c)

The best preserved profile view for the Early Classic is

Caracol Stela 1 (DD, is 9.8.0.0.0 but the style and content of
the costume is "Early Classic").

It is necessary to utilize Late Classic type specimens because the creature was
originally identified in this context. WNext it must be provem that the Early Classic
faces are indeed the same monster. First, a definition of the Late Classic Xoc

0

Monster from the above examples? will establish the points relative to which the

Early Classic monsters must refer,

Diagnostic Features of Late Classic Xoc Monster

SUPRADRBITAL PLATE leyebrow) is crested, curled, and finned.
A comparable shape is usﬁ as a tail on two Early Classic turtle
efflgy basal-flange bowls.

MNOSE BULB protrudes; It is shown as separated from the nose on
photographs of the Cleveland Stela and on Cancuen stela. On the
Maranjo stela the bulb is continuwous with the "nose.”

EYE CURL may descend from the top (one of the Cleveland
Stela eves) or from the bottom [Maranjo Stela 21). The Cleveland
Stela has one of each type of curl. For the Early Classic the curl
from the top i the norm but exceptions are found.

MOSE FINS in front view come from either side of the nose.
This is typical of Maya fish in general rather than the monster in
particular, )

The shell in the mouth is a feature of the waist medallion assemblage but not of

70. The corpus includes other, less well preserved Xoc Monsters on stelae (including

courtesy of lan Graham's archive) and from all portraits of the Holmul Dancers and
PYL on ceramics.

71. Duke University Art Museum and European private collection.
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Ko Monster per se. This shell adds, though, a definite salt water atmosphere,

e & linguistic pun, When the monster is not part of a waist assemblage the
mmmstel] is absent. Xoc is the word for large fish in general and shark in
'#’ﬂ's::si-atr._fi Maya fishermen and shell divers faced sharks on both coasts. Shark's
"e=s8 are even included on the Xoc Monster of Cancuen, Stela | back (Fig.71,c)

Sater 1908:P1.13,1; unpublished lan Graham drawing of base salvaged from

Ensers),

Early Classic Xoc

The Tzakol form of the Xoc Monster has not previously been categorically
semtified on sculpture. The few Tzakol stelae that show the trellis pattern tubular
e beaded skirts have been overlooked in connection with the Cleveland Stela or
g8 Palenque examples, ElI Zapote Stela 5 (Fig.71,a), unpublished {fragmentary] EIl
=eru stelae from the archive of lan Graham, and the Tzakol-Tepeu transitional
gtelae from Caracol (Fig.72) are infrequently cited Tzakol related .zi]:lvEn::I.rn'E:I;l:c»."-I|Er Mo
#olmul Dancer and only one Principal Young Lord are known for the Early Classic
#nd the latter is in simplified costume without the walst xoc (Hellmuth 1985a:104).
Lataloging orange cache vessel/incensarios has turned up a number of Tzakol Xoc
Monsters (Fig.63-65). The Early Classic Kohunlich terrace facade stucco mask
decoration also includes a xoc-related face. How do these proposed Early Classic

Xoc WMonsters fit the pattern established by the type specimen -- the Late Classic

72. A recent article proposes that the English word shark is derived from a
European pronunciation of the Mavan xoc (T.]Jones 1985a; 19B5b).

73. Tikal Stela | shows lord wearing trellis pattern, tubular outfits but with no
specialized waist medallion visible.

- 115 -




Cleveland Stela?

The Photo Archive makes available seven examples of frontal applique Xoc
Monsters and five examples of profile carved (Fig.63-65). The availability of both
front views and side views of the same creature makes possible a full
understanding of what the Maya artist Intended to represent. Since the Late
Clazsic front views are created by joining two profile views together with a frontal
nose bulb, the profile views of the Early Classic are immediately comparable with
the Late Classic even though the latter are in "front face." In the Early Classic
the imagery is more fluid in the sense of flowing into other Iimages. The same
eye may simultanecusly serve for two monsters; monster faces may be stacked one
on top of another without any immediately noticeable boundary. Dozens of body
parts may be compressed together and unrecognizable until the Maya conventions of
rendering body parts become familiar. A second problem in recognition is that the
Xoc Monster is to some degree a family of variant creatures and not always a

single standardized creature,

One potential early type specimen iz on an orange vessel in & Tuebingen
private collection (Hellmuth 1978:141) (Fig.63,b). On the lid is the Squiggle Eye
Monster with a Quadripartite Badge headdress in bird form. The bottom of the
two part container shows a standardized Gl in typical Tzakol form -- no seashell
earring. His headdress is a piscine monster with the Lily Pad Headdress on top.
The piscine beast has upturned bulb snout, eye curl from the top, frontal fin on
snout, and prominent, enlarged shark's tooth. The first two features alone make
him an acceptable Xoc Monster. The expected crested supraorbital plate is missing
because with the Lily Pad Headdress there is no space left to include the

evebrow,
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The finned eyebrow is conspicuous on another profile incised cache container

(Fig.63,a). The evecurl comes from the top of the eye. The shark's tooth is
stylized and would not be recognizable without the knowledge of the more
naturalistic examples on other vessels. From the back of the Xoc Monster emerges

another creature of unknown genus.

Frontal examples mainly allow seeing the bulbous "nose" (Fig.64-65). The
crested, curled supraorbital plate is acceptably comparable with that on Late
Classic stelae renditions. The frontal examples all have a shark's tooth as a
central perforator fang and a mouth curl at either side. The Gl face emerges
from the open jaws of this Xoc Monster. Is perhaps the GI head conceptualized as
being carried in the Xoc Monster's jaws the way other personages are carried in a

reptile’s jaws (for example on s0 many serpent ceremonial bars)?

A familiarity with the profile orange cache vessels facilitates interpretation of
an early P5Sequence on a blackware cache vessel from Tikal (W.Coe 1965:30;
Kubler 1969:Fig.53). This is a rare PSS that shows a glyphic "fish" in monster form
-- with crested supraorbital plate (regular fish are provided no such plates), shark's
fang, prominent snout, and frontal fin. Missing from the monster assemblage is a
bulbous nose, though the fromt fin puns the expected nose. In other instances the

standardized Xoc Monster is sometimes simplified, modified, or conflated.

Low Darkware Bowls with Four Xoc-Like Monster Faces

The bowl of Fig.77,a-d 1s broken, partly eroded, and has no spectacular figural
scenes,  Yet it s the average pleces such as this that contribute data which help

make the fancler pieces understandable. Rarity and aesthetics are only two
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components of art historical value. More than one hundred other little bowls such

2% this (Hellmuth 1982/84) are scattered In the private collections of the world,
especially in the smaller and unstudied ones. A dozen such simple bowls with
iconographically important medallions are in the government warehouses in
Guatemala (Tikal and Guatemala City). Unfortunately neither Holmul, Uaxactun, nor
Tikal produced any other than curl decorated creatures on such bowls, Expanding
the Maya corpus to include simple examples as on this "Bowl of Four Xoc-like
Monsters” offers additional samples from the ancient Maya cast of mythical

characters.

When a mythical entity is repeated on an Early Classic Peten vessel, It is
likely to be shown four times, often each with slight differences. Examples are:
the four stuccoed avian personified Shell Wing Dragons (Fig.85), four flowers on the ,
lid of a blackware basal flange bowl (Figs.61 and 123), and the present bowl with
four piscine visages. The Maya have a tradition of four versions of certain gods,
one for each of the world directions, We do not know whether this potential for
quadriplicity applies to all creatures or just for world directional patrons or
attendants. [t is not yet known whether all four versions will appear more or less

the same, or whether they may be strikingly different.

The faces on this bowl are basically piscine, to judge from the fins on all
four. All four have crested, "turtle-tail" supracrbital plates, One of these dips
down appreciably into the eye. The four have different markings, some vaguely
hieroglyphic. ©One has black spots while a second has parallel fin ticking. The
third has a scallop-outlined affix while the last has a concentric affix. Two [aces
have identical eyes (but different teeth). All four have a double yoke under the

eye. Three have identical fat mouth curls; one is longer and curls in the other
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=irection, resembling a barbel. All four have [ins Issuing from their mouth end.

Al four have lower jaws, something uncommon on Xoc Monsters serving as belt
medallions or as stelae adornments. Three have snout fins; the fourth has no space
for this. One has definitely no nose upturn; another probably has none. A third
@2s a slightly upturned nose; only one has a strongly upturned snout. It i on the
sasiz of the fat upturned snout that the whole group may be variations on Xoc

Monsters.

Two of the faces have leaf-shaped front perforators as their front fang. That
shape mimics the fat, short perforator spine found upright in Quadripartite Badges.
Joralemon's concept of stingray spine perforators in his Palenque Mesa Redonda
paper of 1974 has endured even when in most cases this specific zoological
identification is unsure. The uswal form on the badge is an exaggerated shark's
tooth or a conflation of stingray and shark. Real stingray spines are long and
thin. The basal curl is the property of a shark's tooth (Fig.23,a-d) and the nose of
a leaf-nosed bat. All three (stingray spine, bat's leaf nose, and shark's tooth) have
diagonal ticking along both sides. A bat's nose is obviously soft tissue and not
useable as a bloodletting perforator, though the bat's nose is far closer to the
exact shape and proportions of the central decoration of most Quadripartite Badges

74

than any stingray szpine. A similar shape serves as the tall feather of the

bird-men variety Shell Wing Dragons on a stuccoed and painted Tzakol cylindrical

tripod (Fig.85,a).

On none of the four fish, though, is there any avian trait. Avian puns and

T4. Perhaps the model comes from the connection between a vampire bat and
bloodletting? (Hellmuth 1982a).
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beaks appear onm the Lily Pad Headdress monster in certaln instances but not on

the Xoc Monster and only on two fish found so far.

Two of the other bowl monsters have wider front teeth with curved ticking
scross the bottom racther than along the sides. These strange teeth do not appear
often enough anywhere else to offer a pool of comparative examples with which to
hope for a natural referent. These teeth have a double cusp (7). In sum, present
identification reaches only a general conclusion that the four faces are piscine in

general and Xoc-like in particular.

Second Small Bowl with Piscine Monster

A review of variant Xoc Monsters should include another small, simple bowl.
This particular example shows an as yet unidentifiable creature that is a cross

between a Xoc Monster and an Early Classic GI (of the cache vessel series)

(Fig.77,e-f). It has the frontal shark's tooth of Gl as well as his cheek lm.TE

The Xoc Monster feature is that the evecurl issues from the top of the eye
area, The mouth and dentition assemblage is also allowable equally for a Xoc

Monster as for a Gl.

B o

73, These wide, ticked forms are not barbels. A barbel is a thin, non-finned
*whisker” such as on a catfish. It is round in cross section, and often hard to
distinguish from a mouth curl, except that in my nomenclature a mouth curl should
izsue out from inside the mouth, at the corner of the mouth. A barbel starts on
the cheek, in the same position as a cheek fin, but with no tick lines and with a
thinner form. Intermediate conflations confuse the nomenclature (Copan Stela | for
example, Fig.8,b). "Barbel” has been used in an imprecise manner, incorrect both
from an iconographic as well as from a biological point of view. The fact that
the first uses of "barbel" were for fin-ticked forms iz insufficient justification to
continue itz use. The world barbel should only be used when a thin piscine
"whisker" is present,
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What is atvpical for either mythical entity is that they have a multiple-yoke

s=oraorbital plate on top of another equally unusual evebrow. The turtle-tail
sepraorbital plate of the Xoc Monster i3 not present. The Xoc's upturned snout is
glso replaced by a different form. This unidentified composite piscine monster
shares features with cache vessel GI's vet is different. This bowl Is a reminder of

®hat is in the remainder of the as yet unstudied private collections of the world.

Return to Full Fledged Xoc Monsters, at Tikal

On the oft-published Tikal Burial 10 "O0ld God" effigy a Xoc Monster serves as
waist medallion (Fig.66; 68), but not in the same setting as on tubular beaded
female skirts. This Tikal monster appears to have gone unrecognized as a Xoc.
Coggins calls this Tikal effigy itself a "Sun in the Underworld® (Coggins 1975,1:150).
The proper term would be Jaguar God of the Underworld if a feline, but that
designation is utterly unlikely for this Eigum.rﬂ-i Coggins describes the Tikal effigy's
loincloth decoration as "a grotesgue head which might be described as bird-like if
the back of the apron were to be understood as tall feathers® (op. cit. p.  151)
The rear loincloth adornment is indeed a standardized assemblage, found as a bird
tail on & blackware lid (Fig.129-130) and evolved from the Protoclassic, such as on
the Diker Bowl (Fig.116}). But the apron front decoration has turtle tail crested
supraorbital plate, eyes that seem to curl from the top, and wpraised snout with fin
on it. The upraised snout is the same blunt pointed shape as on all the orange
cache vessels in private collections. While the saw toothed triangle (tongue?) that

sticks out the bottom is not yet decipherable, the face itself is in the same family

76. For J.G.L. iconography see Schele's International Congress of Americanist
article, 1979, and the chapter on the J.CG.LU. later in this dissertation.
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as the Xoc Monsters on contemporary cache vessels,

Full Figure Xoc Monsters and Associates: Uaxactun Tripod

This lengthy preview of the Xoc Monster is to prepare for recognizing the
most important Surface of the Underwaterworld monster scene which has come
from properly provenanced, grave-lotted excavations, the Uaxactun (cylindrical)
Tripod, a polychrome, Tzakol sharp-Z-angle bowl from Burial A20 (Fig.62; 76; 81).
With data available in the 1930's, Smith thought the main, undulating water band
was a serpent. He then spotted the central (actual) serpent. Smith did not discuss
the additional serpentine monster on the right and the final fish monster on the
left. Coggins' discussion of the same creatures in fish-body form at Tikal does not
cross-reference the Uaxactun tripod (Coggins 1975,1:164). She mentions the
Uaxactun tripod elsewhere in her dissertation referring to what Smith interpreted as
the horizontal, undulating serpent, what today is considered & water layer with only

pun and conflation of serpent features.

The reason that writers have missed some of the monsters on the Uaxactun
tripod s partly because of what Schele calls lack of visual acuity {(Schele
1979:407). The second reason is the 19305-1950's tradition of using diagonal lines as
color indicators in drawings of Maya pottery. These artificial color symbols
obscure the details, in this case two additional monsters. The Mayva did not paint
their color with diagonal lines and thus a scientific illustration should not use this

means of color rendering.

If the monster heads are isolated, and the heads are oriented horizontally, it

is possible to see all three monsters (Fig.49). They are: Xoc Monster on the left,
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Weter snake in the middle, and a Lily Pad Headdress Monster (with beak) onm the

. The Uaxactun tripod offers the opportunity to see what the creatures look
MR In full figure form. And all three are immersed directly in the top layer of

e Underwaterworld.

The left creature's head is above the undulating water band, Most of his
sy i= hidden by the water band, Hiz head must be turned around in order to
s=Cognize it properly. This head has an appropriate supraorbital plate with a curl
& =ach szide (the long upper part is covered by the water band), an eye curl from
== top, a snout that twrns upward and is pointed, a fin on his snout, and single
=k tooth as central perforator. The remainder of the teeth are generalized. A
mouth curl is present. Although distorted by itz situation and painted rather than
carwved, it is physiologically and iconographically identical to profile faces on

Soatemporary orange cache vesasels.

What does its body look like? Mo cache vesszel shows its body since on the
cache vessel the Xoc Monster s abbreviated to fit as part of the costume. The
Caxactun specimen has ventral scales to indicate the underbelly, Their orientation
means that the creature's head is turned completely around. On the other side of
58 body, which would be the top, I the expected dorsal fin, executed In a
tlower-like fashion so typical of Early Classic Peten fish. It is composed of three
widely spaced fim spines and a thin band which doubles as the fin membrane (of a

fizh) and the pistils (of a flower) (Fig.59).

Comparing the Uaxactun Xoc Monster with a Tikal Fish Monster

As on the Uaxactun tripod, the Tikal Burial 10 tripod has three creatures, but
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thew have oval, stylized fish bodies instead of reptile bodies (Fig.62,d). Both a fish

and a reptile have ventral scales, Coggins correctly recognizes the tall as a
“three-lobed device with an interior hook that usually represents the cross-section

of a univalve shell" {Coggins 1:165). Whether or not a shell is the actual natural

referent, this is the generally accepted iconographic interpretation at pTE‘ﬁEEIt.??
The middle Uaxactun monster has the same tail joint. These piscine monsters are
glyphic from head to tail. The tail joint area of the Uaxactun Xoc Monster is

covered by the undulating water band.

Of the three Tikal fish creatures, the middle one has an upturned nose and a
shark fang front perforator that identify it as a Xoc Monster. It has the expected
crested supraorbital plate and the eye curling down from the top. Its fin structure

i= simple, consisting of small fins rather than wide, spiked, flower-fins,

Of these Tikal monsters, Cogging says: "One of the three differs from the
other two in having a hook eye, which connotes a deity image" (Coggins 1:165). Is
an eye alone enough to deify the monster? Was the creature worshipped? Rather
than call it a god -- monster with a capital M is sufficient. The two other Tikal

"fish" are hardly naturalistic but certainly not out of the ordinary for a Peten

Maya funerary painting. Clearly it is necessary to work out the nomenclature for
different levels of mythical monsters, supernatural, and divine beings, such as

spirits, patrons, revered ancestors and culture heros.

17. The beszt reference book for what cut cross-sectlons of varlous Mesoamerican
shells look like is an informative INAH publication by Suarez Diez.
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The "Hooked™ Tail

Thiz Tikal Xoc Monster has a tall of the same class as that worn by the
Uaxactun tripod monsters to the left and to the right. This tail is unlike that of
any Caribbean Sea, Pacific Ocean or fresh water fish. Searches of tropical fish
manuals for a tail anything like these Mava fish have not turned up a natural
referent (Ellis 1976; Greenberg and Greenberg 1976; McCormick, Allen and Young

1963; Randall 1968; Took 1978).

Crabs provide a possible clue. Crab claws are the same shape and proportion
as the form used by the Maya at the end of certain fish (Figs.30; 32; 74 and 36
and on & Principal Bird Deity, Fig.74,g; 126). By the time any actual Caribbean
crab claw got into central Peten it was probably separated from the crab's body, |
s0 it is nmot entirely surprising that a crab claw could be conflated onto a non-crab
body to create a mythical composite. "Hummingbird fish" (Fig.60) and the above
discussed pre-tail joints are not natural fish body features either. Perhaps the
artistic tail joint is a reference to the armored joint on a crab's claw? The joints

on Palenque and Copan monsters are equally intriguing.

Thiz iz only a suggestion, mot an identification. The fact that crabs do not
appear in the art of Early Classic Peten weakens this suggestion. Crabs occur only
in one scene of the Bonampak murals, in the Late Classic. Only at Cotzumalhuapa
(Parsons 1969 2:Fig.58,b.) -- & non-Maya area -- are crabs well known in a local art
style, other than as decorations in gemeralized water scenes, such as the Chichen
Itza murals (Tozzer 1957, XI1:Fig. 62). An unsymmetrical shark's tail fin is more
likely than a crab claw as a model, but the nickname "crab claw tail" helps

distinguish this tail form from others.

- 125 -



Linguistics may help by demonstrating a relationship between crab claws and

paddles {eg. fins). In Maya thought a bird tail was designated by the same word as

a fish tail, and a fish tail is paddle- or fin-like, eg, bab in Yucatec Maya.

Bab: is a paddle, "arm" of crab, crab claw, large toad or frog, bunch of fruit

[see also ), (p. 21-22).

Cola, "tail® ne p.564 (cola de] pajaros y peces
pak'ab p.624: cola, pez

Mative fishermen should be queried by ethnographers and linguists on all body parts

used by the Maya in their myths.

Fish on Izapa stelae have a strange "tail” but there the form seems to be
merely a real tail (on top) added to a long anal fin. This may have evolved into
the Classic period tall without any Intention of representing a crab claw. Certain
sharks have a rear body structure with trailing fins that might be misunderstood by
a land-locked artist as a bilaterally asymmetrical tail. Since most Tzakol monsters
evolve from a Preclassic prototype, the [zapa and shark origin are more probable
than a crab origin. Only intermediate Holmul | examples, or more naturalistic
renderings from any period, will reveal the natural referent for the tail — if it

exists outside of mythology.

Caracol Stela 3, dedicated around 9.11.0.0.0 (Coffman, Reents, Stone nd) (no
date but several vears before the Pennsylvania report of Beetz and Satrerthwaite
1981)) but clearly Early Classic in style and content, shows the "crab claw” tail on
the ruler's anklets and bracelet (Fig.72; 74,c-d). A Xoc Monster serves as the waist
medallion of the same ruler, but the modern line drawing does not render the

features correctly.
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The Hooked Tail Againt Piscine Monsters as Forehead Ornament

A later section of this dissertation shows that Coe's Headband "Gods" can be
present in the Surface of the Underwaterworld. In the Late Classic the headbanded
partners are assoclated with water lilies in scenes where the Principal Young Lord
rises from a splitting turtle carapace (Figs.100 and 101,b). Also, the Headband
Partners are on the Blom Plate (Fig.102), where a Tubular Headdress Monster and
the Surface of the Underwaterworld are the dominant features. These associations
indicate that one (of several) cosmological locations for the Headband Partners
(Numeral Nine and Spotted Partmer) is in the netherworld waters. These
associations with the watery cosmogram bring into this chapter, briefly, a headdress
feature of the Early Classic renditions of the Spotted Partner, one of the
headbanded "twins." This headdress adornment has the same “crab claw"” tail as
monsters on the Uaxactun polychrome tripod, a scene which serves throughout this
whole chapter as a guide to which creatures are related to or present in the
Surface of the Underwaterworld. The Early Classic form of the Spotted Attendant
has as hiz forehead adornment a little "snail® (Fig.73; 100). This creature i known
by specialists (Schele for example, personal communication) and has been
commented upon when in publications (Coe 1982:Pearlman No.63, p.122) but it has
never been singled out for analysis. Never have all major examples been gathered
together; and it has never been added to the list of distinguishing characteristics of

the spotted Headband "God."

Linda Schele considers this snail slug an early variant of the Jester God,
merely a reflection of the title Ahau. Her interpretation is based on a
structuralistic argument that the slug is in free association with Jester God

therefore has the same meaning. Under structuralism, if A can be on a forehead
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and if B sometimes replaces it and even looks like A or is a forerunner of A, then

A equals B and they are thereafter treated as equal. The situation of occurrence
iz acceptable since it iz a readily observable fact that A and B are Iin free
association, But that only guarantees that the two can replace each other, perhaps

pun each other, but that does not mean that they "are" each other.

A Jester God is a long-snouted face with sprouting cap. The forehead slug is
a piscine composite with shark's tooth and crab-claw tail, the same tail as several
fish monsters. The tail may curve, the curving tall may be upward in the
arrangement, but it does not sprout (except in intermediate composites, the curse
of Maya iconography nomenclature and classification, such as at Palengue (Fig.74,h).
Mormally though, the forehead slug and a Jester God are visually and corporally
distinct. Even intermediate examples such as on Caracol stelae are just that,
intermediate, The two characters, Jester God and forehead snail, are merely
exchangeable; they may both signify lordly (Ahau-ness). But one is a humanoid, the

other Iz an animal {ﬂsh—creatur&!.n

In the evolution of this forehead decoration, the snail's tail arches so far over
it tops the head and turns into the cap. Nonetheless, the snail was separate for
centuries and has cosmological associatlons (piscine) that the Jester God simply
doez not exhibit, This digression on the forehead slug is for two sets of reasons:
first, this creature has been poorly reported, never fully studied, and lumped with
Jester Gods without due process; second, the creature shares the weird "bottle

opener” pseudo crab claw tail that is on mythical fish and on piscine-reptile

8. For the JGU Schele has suggested that humancoid, animal, skeletal and juvenile
can all be variants of the same entity (1976/79).
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monsters both at Tikal and at Uaxactun. Forehead slugs have not been accorded

full recognition in part because no catalog has ever been made of them. A catalog
would help advance their recognition. To begin, the most important overlooked
example is the Holmul shell disks, where a votal of four crab claw tailed slugs are
present, two on each headdress (Fig.74,e-f) (Merwin and Vaillan 1932:Fig.29). Other
examples are: Tikal, Stela 31 (Fig.74,b this paper); Yaxchilan, Lintel 48 (Graham
1979,3:105; Fig.74,a this paper); Pearlman Conch (Coe 1982:No.63), slug but with no

crab claw tail (Fig.73,al.

In contexts other than on forehead bands, Caracol Stelae 3 front (Fig.72,a), 5

front and 6 front, all show the same piscine tail on archaistic clothing.

For "fish" and reptile monsters with this non-symmetrical tail, see previous

gections and pertinent illustrations. Here this section closes so that the text can

go on to the other full figure creatures on the Uaxactun tripod with upturned

snouts that share features with the Xoc Monster but are more reptilian and less

piscine.
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MIDDLE MONSTER ON THE UAXACTUN TRIPOD:

THE BEARDED DRAGON'S EARLY RELATIVES

A popular monster family throughout the entire Maya sequence of Preclassic
through Post Classic are composite reptiles that are part snake, part crocodile, part
fish, and often with feathers (though they are not all the same as Quetzalcoatl).
Because there are so0 many confusing temporal, regional, and combinational
variations, no one has ever done a monograph or dissertation on the entire family.
Granata (1980) did a Ph.D. dissertation on snakes in Maya art, but limited it to the
beasts in the three Post Classic codices plus the traditional Classic period snakes
of Tikal, Uaxactun, Yaxchilan, and Copan. Every iconographer from Spinden on has
had to tackle these reptile monsters, and everyone has come up with a different
classification and a new name -- generally totally confusing because no one author
has ever taken the time to master the entire corpus of these creatures. Since my
personal interests are in monsters in general, and as | want to survey a variety of
families (fish, water lily, humanoids, etc.), 1 will not here attempt to solve the
problems, but will at least bring out the flaws in current writings. This section is
tediows, but the reptiles are a real challenge and they have to be taken care of, as
best we can at this early stage. Three previously unpublished Tzakol reptile
portraits bring out familial variations among the generalized "Bearded Dragon”
classification. Gradually the text will consider the member of this family on the

Vaxactun polychrome tripod.

In a private collection there is a remarkable lid for a cylindrical tripod

[Fig.76,a-b). The lid"s flower shape reminded me immediately of the four wide
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petaled underworld cave symbol (Figs.42-43; 175-177). The clay out of which this

Wd is fashioned is of a strange, too light weight, but the four carved decorations
are correct in the most intimate detail that no forger has -- yet -- learned or
reproduced. On the basiz of the style and content | accept this unusual object as

suthentic until a clay test can prove it s a forgery.

The creature has a long lower jaw, opened at 90 degree angle and then turned
gnd flattened. The overall effect of the jaw and its dentition iz comparable to
that of the middle Uaxactun tripod monster -- a snpake. Secondly, the dentition of
the carved lid is closer to composite crocodile=snake monsters than to any fish
monster, and again, is comparable to the Uaxactun painted reptile. What is more,
the accomplished Maya artist of the carved flower lid has added a complex pun
marked by three widely spaced floppy triangles. Thiz overall assemblage can
simultaneously be interpreted as three additional fangs deeply set in a wide gum;
the petal puns of a fish flower-fin; the three spines of a fin-flower. The "gum"
assemblage puns a fizh fin, and the eve curling down from the top is a Xoc

Monster Indicator, though also possible as an alternative eve for other monsters.

A bowl in the Denver Art Museum demonstrates that Curl Formed Monsters
inhabit the Surface of the Underwaterworld (Fig.48,a), thus the curl decorated
monster is acceptably an umderworld denizen. The Uaxactun tripod showed the
reptile fanged serpent as directly in the Surface of the Underwaterworld. Thus both
the lid creatures are inhabitants of the watery sector of the netherworld. From
the Frog Lid (Fig.42) comes proof that the Surface of the Underwaterworld can be
contained within the wide petal cave entrance symbol. That symbol in its floral
pun form frames the lid. Ewverything fits together in a unified system all related

to the netherworld, Fish of course are appropriate inhabitants of water. Snakes
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swim readily, especially in an area where the "land" mass Is actually more than

&% seasonal swamp. Besides, the crocodile/caiman dentition adds a further

swamp/riverine indicator.

Central America has two species of native crocedile: Crocodilus morelettl and

& tropical American sea crocodile, Crocodilus acutus that lives in salt

water (Alvarez de Toro 1972 and 1974; Cendrero 1972; Schmide 1924; 1952). The
"American alligator” of southern USA fame, especially in Mississippi and Florida is

Alligator mississippiensis and not resident in the Mayva area. The Spectacled

Caiman is the only tropical representative of the alligator family, and to confuse
the Issue for lay people who associate crocodiles with the African Nile and Tarzan
movies and call everything in America an alligator (a constant problem with
writings on Mesoamerica), the Maya area caiman's scientific name is Caiman

crocodilus although it Is @ member of the scientific sub-family, Alligatoridae.

Bowl of the Fish-Snakes

A small blackware bulbous bowl from an unknown Peten site shows what a
more elaborate member of this snake monster family looks like (Fig.59,last; 77,e-f).
The two renditions are essentially identical except that one is longer than the
other. That they are snakes is self evident from their body form with xXx
cross-hachure to indicate dark scale markings and the ventral scale band, That
they are conflated with a fish is specified by the sets of wide fins on both top and
bottom. Floral pun are not activated in these particular fins other than the
mimicry of the utilization of specifically three knife-like extensions, a pun on the
generalized Maya water flower tradition of showing only three petals (in order to

allow a view of the inside structure of the flower).
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The artist himself seems to have been confused as to what kind of tail to

show. Since the creatures are obviously snakes, he wants to show the tail
dwindling naturally; but since the creature s more than a mere snake he splits the
tall, though not evenly az a fish tail. Somehow it ends up unmevenly as a crab claw
tail. The crab claw shape though is totally lost by the exterior shape and the

final wiggle to get at the snake tail diminution.

The dentitlon starts with a giant shark's tooth as perforator adapted into a
stylized profile form. The next tooth is a traditional Maya step shape with
bifurcate. Mo crocodile teeth are present, 50 the dentition is distinct from most
bearded dragons. There is no lower jaw, so0 no beard. The snout turns up but not
particularly in a Xoc Monster fashion. The nose has a single tubular bead with
round adorno at the end. A fin of some sort protrudes from behind the face.
Whether this is the sznout fin of a Xoc Monster is not clear. The supraorbital plate
iz more or less of the turtle-taill family. The eye curl comes from the bottom.
We end up with neither fish nor fowl, as the proverb goes. The principal
contribution of this incised monster iz to document the piscine nature of certain of
these Early Classic composites, It is unclear whether this monster is not the same
as the reptiles that carry humanold busts in their jaws, though it 1s a relative
perhaps. At our present stage of ignorance splitting categories is safer than

lumping everything under a popular name.

The Reptile on the Gann Bowl

A possible additional representative of this Surface of the Underwaterworld

snake creature family is on the Gann Bowl, the snake that transports the human

- 133 -




face (Fig.30). Such snake transporters are the main theme of the Deletaille Tripod,

but set within a different cosmogram, as the Surface of the Underwaterworld is not
present there. The date of the Gann Bowl is problematic, since it has Late Classic
features (stacks along the top of the water band) yet has Early Classic feather
arrangement and a definitely Early Classic subject matter. Mold-made pottery is
almost unknown for Peten during the Esrly Classic, as is pottery carved in this
almost mold-made manner. Mold made pottery per se Is typical of Escuintla, but
there is nothing of Tiguisate or Teotihuacan style or content on the Gann Bowl or

any of the scenes discussed here.

Dragon on_the Pearlman Conch 4

In hiz catalog of the important Pearlman Collection, Coe names an Early
Classic serpent the Bearded Dragon (1982:Pearlman Mo.63, p.122). Since bearded
dragons are so common in Maya art (most of the serpent ceremonial bars) they
come in many different varieties, with bulbous noses, with sprocketed noses
{Crocodile Tree) (Fig.165) (Hellmuth 1980/82), and so on, Schele calls one family

vision serpents. | use the name "Bearded Dragon" with trepidation that Coe's own

Warning:

All of the mistakes which may be made by iconographers have |
been committed in dealing with the Bearded Dragon. It has been -
confused with the Imix Crocodile and other ophidian forms; too many
other creatures have been subsumed in it; and an identification with a
god known to have been worshipped by the lowland Maya, Itzamna, has
been prematurely made (Thompson 1970:209-24). It seems far safer,
given our very shaky understanding of Classic Maya iconography, to
make sure that we have a discreet lconographlc form (i.e., to be
‘splitters’ rather than ‘lumpers’') and to give this form a descriptive but
nancammittal name (Coe [1875:20)

will need to be turned against this family of monsters as well. All the Late

Classic snake monsters with deer ears and bound hanks of hair are a particular
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Selenge for nomenclature. The deer ear is not common on Early Classic

meesters, yet they all would get named Bearded Dragon. | use the term
SSeSwisionally, and do not mean to suggest connection with Late Classic snake

Smeesters until this is demonstrated on a case by case basis.

Whatever its name, the serpentine dragon on the Pearlman Conch trumpet

W 8e.75,a) shares the following features with the Uaxactun reptile:

a. they are both bearded, with a continucus beard not marked by
the three sets of double beads [as on the Deletaille Tripod). Beard
marking, though, is a stylistic and adjectival adornment, not a trait
that distinguishes one member of the family from another. The
crucial trait is a beard per se, not how it is decorated,

b. both have prominent shark's tooth as front perforator,

¢, both have upturned nose, that on the Pearlman Conch more
distinguished and getting close to a Xec Monster nose upturn.

d. both have widely spaced major fangs separated by continuous
smaller, non pointed teeth in between. Comparable dentition is on the
Deletaille Tripod sprocketed-nosed monsters.

Comparable serpents as double-headed ceremonial bars are on Tikal Stelae 1,
2 26, and 31 (single headed bar of disembodied bust overhead). The importance of
== comparison is not merely to show the serpents are the same or similar
monzter, but also to point out the association of the Spotted Partner on the
Searlman Conch (Fig.73). The Spotted Partner is one of the two Headband "Gods"
&% identified by Coe in 1973 and subsequently revised in light of additional data
o 1982:122) to differentiate between Mumeral Mine (one of the twins) and
Spotted Partner (the other onel. A full introduction to the Headband Partners
Spotted and Nine) comes later, under discussions of humans In the Surface of the

Laderwaterworld on the Lost Incised Vessel,

- 135 -




The bearded snake on Tikal Stela 31 over God K-Cleft Sky's head (Fig.75,c)

shares even more characteristics with faces on the Flower Lid (Fig.76,a-b). The
glagnostic trait that iz strongly developed here is the 90 degree angle upturned
snout, similar to a Xoc Monster, although this snake is a different creature (pure
snake body, fangs and "molars™ in addition to shark perforator). [ would like to
distinguizsh him from the sprocketed nosed reptile monsters with snake bodies
{Deletaille Tripod and Tikal Stela 31, headdress of floating bust, Rio Azul murals,
etc., Figs.165-166). It is a challenge to figure out which features are adjectival and
which features are diagnostic of change of mythical species. Another dozen Tzakol

serpents are needed to get better statistical patterns.

Although xerox copies of the Caracol stelae drawings have been widely traded
among lconography specialists since 1980, and although the stelae are now all

published, '~

the Caracol stelas have not vet been integrated into the "traditional
corpus.” These stelae are a mine of iconography though they are not as well
preserved as the Tikal stelae and the line drawings are not quite as good as those
of William Coe. Caracol stelae 1, 3 (Fig.72), and 6 (Fig.68) have as many Xoc
Monster related and Bearded Dragons with piscine attributes as do their slightly
earlier Tikal counterparts. Caracol Stela 6, back, has a stubby double headed
ceremonial bar where the "serpent" nature is submerged by a fish monster

attributes., On each shoulder is an additional monster of the Bearded Dragon

family. The reptiles more often have a lower jaw than the Xoc Monsters.

79. Paper of Coffman, Reents and Stone in Schele seminar which contains the
dynastic history and readings of most of the hieroglyphs of Caracol, then that of
Beetz (and Satterthwaite) 1981.
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Dragon on the Uaxactun Tripod

All this preliminary investigation of reptile monsters has been to prepare for
the middle monster on the Uaxactun tripod (Fig.76). His jaw is wide open,
unnaturally so (due to space and design considerations). A comparable jaw opening
is on the carved flower lid carving (Fig.76,a-b). The Uaxactun monster has a front
sharks tooth, then "crocodile® fangs alternating with generalized reptile "molars.”
There is no venom fang. The lower jaw has a clipped "beard." The supraorbital is
the crested variety. The snout is not with bulb (thus distinct from many reptile
monsters on stelae ceremonial bars). The creature's body is of a typical Maya
snake. The tail has a joint (certainly not present on any reptile), then a three
part tail, a sort of floppy rendition of the "crab claw" with an additional curl.
These are more like trailing fins or tails than a stiff crab claw, so that should be
considered only a memory device, a nonsense name. Overall these snake monsters
are more straightforward than Xoc Monsters., The final creature on the Uaxactun
tripod is the strange reptile on the right. It is unfortunate that the Uaxactun
artist was not as skillful as his contemporaries., He abbreviates things and has a
rather clunky manner, MNonetheless he has given the only view of these three

leading monsters together, and all very clearly swimming in the primordial waters.
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LILY PAD HEADDRESS MONSTER

The third and final monster on the Uaxactun tripod (Fig.51,left) occurs
frequently in both Early Classic and Late Classic art (Figs.78-82), vet this creature
has never been specifically identified or even cataloged in relationship to other
comparable faces in Maya art and hieroglyphs. A face of the same creature had
actually been In the literature since Seler's 1899 updating of Goodman's 1897
discovery of the personified forms for Mavam numerals and calendrical periods.
Among the face glyphs for Tum and also for the numeral 13 (Goodman
1899/1902,1:771, Fig.221; 1900/1902,1:823, Fig.163-169) was a generalized
long-snouted monster face but with a special headdress consisting of a flower whose
stalk iz knotted around a water lily pad. The naturalistic aspects of the water lily
are more clearly vislble in other examples (Figs.78,a-¢). Yet after the 19th century
dizcovery it would be many decades before examples such as the full bodied

numeral 13 from the west side of Quirigua Stela D would be recognized again.

While both Brinton (1895) and Bowditch (1910) wrote books on hieroglyphic
writing, it was not until 1950 that a complete review of Maya epigraphy appeared,
by J. Eric 5. Thompson. Of the personified Tun he writes:

There is another personified form of the tun, the head of a
long-nosed being, of either ophidian or saurian origin, which lacks a
lower jaw, indicating a connection with the earth. Often this creature
wears the tun headdress, although in early texts the headdress is of
the voluted form much favored in the first half of Cycle 9 (Fig.2T;

28; 30-33; 35]. In two full-figure representations of the tun, this head,
with tun headdress, is attached to the body of a snake, and the same

is true of the example on the Leiden plaque. This snake iz also the
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deity of number 13, god of the day Muluc, "water,' and as such is

intimately associated with water, The absence of the lower jaw and

the presence of the tun headdress, which is often decked with

vegetation, also worn by the Mam, god of the interior of the earth

greaten the possibility that this is the snake or crocodile monster

which supports the earth. In any case, as god of the number 13, this

creature represents raimn... In three full-figure representations of the

tun at Quirigua a creature which one can tentatively identify as a

crab is substituted.... (Thompson 1950:145).
Thompson was fairly close to recognizing the nature of the Tun and numeral 13
and he certainly was correct to speak of the two together. [t is acceptable in the
Maya system to have a single perszonality as patron of both numerals and
calendrical entities, The Muluc personification is, however, completely different
[incidentally it is a xoc fish == not a Xoc Monster), The Muluc should be removed

from commentary of the Tun-thirteen personification, as it is unrelated,

After 1950 two more decades passed before any aspect of the assemblage was
reconsidered, though of course as a water flower the headdress was tabulated by
Rands in his study of water plant iconography (Rands 1953), In 1979 Schele
illustrated what is now termed the Lily Pad Headdress in her paper on Palengue
dynastic iconography and epigraphy. Her discussion dealt with the Shell Wing
Dragon, which frequently perches on top of the Lily Pad Headdress, Schele did not
distinguish the specific Lily Pad Headdress assemblage from other lily pad
arrangements frequently found In Mava headdresses. 5She dealt primarily with three

examples from Machaquila, F"ELEH.EEI

In the previous year, 1978, the first Early Classic example of the overall

headdress and also the earliest then known example of the Shell Wing Dragon had

80. Schele 1979:Fig. 17b-d. She is aware of the other examples and has covered
them in an wunpublished paper.
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Se=a publizhed (Hellmuth 1978:141) (Fig.80,c). But this was incidental to using the

Seece to illustrate an early Quadripartite Badge headdress. On this cache vessel
W an even better rendition of both the Lily Pad Headdress and also the Shell
Wse Dragon. The Early Classic portrayal of the fully developed Lily Pad Headdress

81

Somster s preserved on a stuccoed-and-painted bowl. The 5hell Wing Dragon

wl come in the next section; at present the description stays with the llly pad.

Because water flowers are so common in Mava art in general and on
Seaddresses in particular, the term "Water Lily Headdress® would not be
meaningful. A descriptive title should emphasize the pad. "Lily Pad Headdress"
%23 chosen for this reason. The full assemblage includes several parts, though it
can be abbreviated down to a simple bumpy outlined pad. Usually, a mere flower
or a mere pad is not enough, not even together. It is the flower tied in a thick
Wm0t across the pad and a fish nibbling at the flower that forms the constellation.
Ihe Shell Wing Dragon is a further diagnostic trait, but is often the first part to

b= lefr off when the headdress is abbreviated.

For this headdress there is no question that the Early and Late Classic
sgpecimens are directly related. The Tepeu examples have evolved directly from
the Tzakol prototypes. Thus only one type specimen is really needed, but to be on
the safe side the Merrin Bowl example may serve for the Early Classic ideal and

the Blue Vase for the Late Classic form. The Tuebingen cache vessel and the

S

&l. When Justin and Barbara Kerr kindly let me peruse their informative
photograph archive 1 found the key piece, the Merrin Bowl (Figs.78,a; 91, bottom;
84,d). Subsequent cataloging of all known instances on pottery in private
collections, museums, and also examples on stelag and in inscriptions, especially of

Doz Pilas, helped reveal the full extent and temporal/regional features of the
assemblage.
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Merrin Bowl together provide a fully representative sample. The following leatures

are diagnostic:

l. The main feature s a rounded shape with a bumpy outline. A review of
2ll Maya water scenes shows that water lily pads can be stylized in this way
(Figs.78-80; B82,c-d; 89; 90,c-d; 97; 98,4; 100,a; 136,d; 168; 185; 189). A more
maturalistic form s the lly pad growing from the other monster's head on the
same Merrin Bowl. Thus, two different outlines can decorate the lily pad in Maya
art: widely spaced knobs or continuous scallops. The difference in meaning, if any,
5 not yet known. The surface of a lily pad is normally indicated by widely spaced
diagonal criss-cross lines. The same pattern may be used for turtle carapace
pattern or bat wings. On the Merrin Bowl the headdress pad has no naturalistic
features. Hidden under the pad is the glyphic forehead display unit. The glyph

there is not possible to identifly as it is covered over.
2. A water flower stem is tied across the pad with a thick knot.

3. The flower itself is a cross section view of the water lily. Academic
debate continues over the proper identification of water flowers. Rands' opinion

8=t Nymphaea ampla is the natural referent is generally accepted (Rands 1953).

Jobn Bowles has proposed Dorstenia contrajerva as the model. But Dorstenia is not

& water plant, could not have fish nibbling at It, and has no "flower®™ (Bowles
1974). 1 have studied both water lilies and Dorstenia plants in Peten and Chiapas.®
Only the Mymphaea flower may, sometimes, start blooming underwater and then
rise to the surface. Such underwater blooming is peculiar to certain ecological

s&ttings, such as the Arroyoe Pucte.

4. Mibbling on the flower {(not eating the actual flower as feeding on other
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creatures that are attracted to the flower) is a stylized fish. This fish is not a

monster. The fish has the dorsal flower-fin and a split fin-tail with central
extension. Any kind of fish can be pictured nibbling, and often the fish is
eliminated for the sake of abbreviation. The fish is merely an additional indicator

of watery environment.

5. Perched above or behind the lily pad may be a Shell Wing Dragon
(Fig.82,a-b; 83). On the German cache vessel its wings are clearly seashells
(Fig.17,a). On the Merrin Bowl they have bat-wing edges (but under no condition
are they actually bat wings) (Fig.80,b}. The creature itself looks like a sprout,
though other examples show the actwal dragon is a slug, a fish, a bird, a snake, or

g composite of these, Frequently the Shell Wing Dragon is absent.

Diagnostic Traits of the Monster ltself

The pad headdress may top humans, gods, Uinal Monsters, and long-snouted
monsters. A certain type of long-snouted monster, though, appears to be the
actual bady of the headdress creature. This creature has the following attribuces

inumeration is continued from the headdress).

B. Snout may have latch-shaped beak, mimicking that of the Principal Bird
Deity, though the overall creature is clearly a water snake (when seen in full

figure form).

7. Lower jaw may be absent (this is common for a diverse number of

mythical characters.)

8. Mouth area may be filled with large crossed bands. Crossed bands may
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pccur elsewhere on the headdress.

9. Headdress may have one or more diagonal frames sticking out. The Shell
Wing Dragon may perch on one. The diagonal frames may have sky band symbols

inside, and may sprout at the end (especially at Seibal, Late Classic stelae).

10. Body may be the Surface of the Underwaterworld (Merrin Bowl for Tzakol
period (Fig.78,a); Fig.78,b-¢c for Tepeu period) or a regular snake body. The
Surface of the Underwaterworld will have its appropriate symbols on top, mostly

stylized shell sections.

1l. Fish may be near, or nibbling on, the body. These [ish remind the viewer

that the snake is in a waterscape.

The Lily Pad Headdress -- with or without its monster body -- can be easily
recognized by examining the illustrations. On all of the few full figure
representations the body of the pad headdress creature is of a8 snake, as at
Uaxactun. On the Merrin Bowl the snake is feathered, on the Belgian Blued Vase
the feathers issue from an evolved and elaborated flower-fin. This is a special
elaboration of the piscine fin-flower that serves for snakes. On the early
personified Tun of the Leiden Plague (Fig.80,g) the creature has a definite fish fin
and a vaguely fish-like tail. The "snout" is vaguely beak-like -- see lid handle of
Fig.25,c. On the Merrin Bowl the snout is of indeterminate genus; on the Uaxactun
Tripod the snout is decidedly bird-like. Since the Pictun, Baktun, and Katun
periods of the Mayan calendar are all depicted as birds, a bird image is not out of
keeping for the Tun. The next lower calendrical segment, the Uinal or 20 day
period, Is a frog/toad. Kin is a carnivore when not the Sun God face (note the

animal head with Kin forehead on the Rio Azul wooden bowl fragment) (Fig.170,a).
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S50 the year and longer periods are personified as birds, lesser divisions are other

creatures.

Lily Pad Headdress Monster on the Uaxactun Tripod

The Uaxactun Tripod shows a snake body, fish fins on both top and bottom,
water flower tied across an indeterminate headdress, and latch shaped bird beak.
If the Maya artist had continued and added a nibbling fish and water lily crinkle
cross-hatching to the headdress, the creature would have been recognizable. The
challenge of iconography is to recognize the beasts when they are abbreviated --
and on this tripod, even to see that there iz a monster blended into the scene at
all. Since it is wrapped around the main water band of the Surface of the
Underwaterworld, he is certainly an inhabitant of this cosmological niche. His
intimate relation to the Surface of the Underwaterworld is further emphasized on

the Merrin Bowl.

Lily Pad Headdress Monster on the Merrin Bowl

On the Merrin Bowl, beneath the overlay of the feathers, the body of the
creature is composed of two parallel undulations: a thin snake's body surmounted by
a thick water band decorated with ...000.... The thin snake's body is independent,
demonstrated by its continuity after the water band stops. The f[ish at the tail
nibbles on the snake rather than on the water band. All these creatures are
understood by the Maya painter and his contemporary audience to be set within the
underworld water. [f the fish are not a sufficient indicator of this, then the
nearby water lily sprouting monster head should be, as that head Iz always

immersed in water.
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The additional thick band that parallels the thin serpent is recognizable as the

main band of the Surface of the Underwaterworld by the ...0o00... pattern of “water
dots" (Hellmuth 1982/84). Within the wide curve of the undulation is an encircled
curl. Comparable curls in similar monster undulations occur in the Proto-Classic
(Abaj Takalik Stela 4, Fig.54) through time to the Late Classic "blood-letting vision
serpent” of Yaxchilan Lintel 15, At the 1983 Palenque Mesa Redonda, Schele traced
this bloodletting serpent all the way back to the Proto-Classic Hauberg Stela
(Fig.7T3,b) this |:|~;3]:n-|'1~rl.|9'2 Bloodletting imagery is not featured on the Lily Pad

Headdress Monster or related to the Merrin Bowl.

Research on darkware bowls coeval with the painted Kerr bowl establishes
that undulating water bands with curls in the undulations are the early Maya
rendition of the Surface of the Underwaterworld (Hellmuth 1982/84). The curls
within bumpy-outlined cartouches that decorate the body of the Kerr Lily Pad
Headdress Monster are probable early antecedents for the decorations associated
with Late Classic renditions of the Surface of the Underwaterworld (Hellmuth Photo
Archive). The creature's body is a composite, since the thin snake body and the
thick water band are not merged, they are merely adjoined. The overall beast
could be viewed as a personification of the Surface of the Underwaterworld. There
could hardly be a more effective manner for the Mava artist to indicate to the
viewer the close association between the Lily Pad Headdress and the Surface of

the Underwaterworld than to merge them into a composite unit.

I L .

82. | do not know whether Schele cites the Abaj Takallk stela as an example even
earlier than the Hauberg Stela. John Graham's final report on Abaj Takalik has not

yvetr appeared.
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The name Shell Wing Dragon has come up in several instances in connection

with the Lily Pad Headdress. Since this dragon appears directly associated with the
Surface of the Underwaterworld on the Merrin Bowl, and as additional examples are
available to study today which were not previously known, the following section

will review this multi-faceted creature.
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SHELL WING DRAGOMN

Schele gave the name "Shell Wing Dragon" to a headdress sccessory based on

‘emamples at Palenque and Machaquila (Fig.83). Her initial references included the
Wrsgon in its form as a hieroglyph on the Dos Pilas Hieroglyphic stairs (Schele
WST%-Fig.17 and p.65) She suggests its presence marks the wearers as "supernaturals”
Secauze at Palenque the wearers are deceased. Elsewhere the dragon iz worn by

seidently living dynastic rulers.

This creature is not yet known for the traditional corpus of Tikal or Uaxactun
@ has not been otherwise discussed in any of the Maya iconographic treatises of
= 1960's through today. The examples on Seibal Stelae 8 and 11 (Maler
P808a:P1.7 and 9; Hellmuth 1978b:76) seem to have been overlooked. Three
smecimens on pottery had been published before Schele's article, though without
recognition at that time. The first possible specimen iz on the badly eroded Lily
Fad Headdress worn by a seated noble on Grolier No. 43. This portion is
correctly rendered in the modern line drawing. A second specimen is illustrated
& Robicsek (Robicsek 1975:Fig.287). The third specimen is the first known Tzakol
example (Fig.17,a). Two three-dimensional renderings on lid handles for tetrapods
@re particularly Interesting (Fig.87-88). The Shell Wing Dragon first appears in
Trakol 2 (estimating that black tetrapods are of that early date), continues in
Tzakol 3 (on stuccoed and painted examples, Fig.85,a), and bridges the hiatus to
continue on Tepeu 1 and Tepeu 2 pottery. A single possible variant appears in the

Sost Classic Dresden Codex (Fig.194,a).
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The Shell Wing Dragon is found principally in association with the Lily Pad

Seaddress Monster (Figs.80; 82,a-b). On the Tuebingen cache vessel, the Shell Wing
Sragon is associated with GI, certainly a denizen of the netherworld waters

= 12.17,a). The Early Classic "Bowl of the Nine God Glyphs" includes a Shell Wing
Seagon atop 8 Lily Pad Headdress (Fig.80,a). The portrait panel in front is a GI;
=== portrait panel behind is Ah Kin, who adorns a crossed-bands eve monster with
wrocketed nose in Rio Azul Tomb | murals, where giant Surface of the
Laderwaterworld undulations are on both sidewalls. In the Late Classic, the dragon
may perch on the diagonal band that is part of the Lily Pad Headdress

assemblage,

The dragon may be a bird, a snake, a generalized reptile, slug-like -- or a
composite of these entities. Schele's term dragon is definitely appropriate for such
& monstrous mixture. The creature often has fangs, and an ear-like tuft
tsomething most real snakes lack). It usually has the feet of a bird and certainly
nes wings, These wings are in fact normally bivalve shells, probably specifically a
spondylus (Fig.84) (Coe personal communication, 1985). When the feet are carefully

rendered they are of a raptorial bird -- not webbed.

SHELL WINGED DEITY FACES

A sub-series of the dragon leatures a deity head as the "body" out of which
sprouts a serpent-like or avian neck with itz own head (either of a water bird or of
a snake) (Figs.85 and 86). On this creature the bird legs are appended to the neck
or jaw of the deity head. The shell serves two simultansous functions, as earring
sccessory and as vestigial "wings" -- though the wing function is only known by

gnalogy to the more fully avian renditions.
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A perplexing feature of this shell-winged deity head iz that the main head can

S any one of a variety of otherwise different gods. The stuccoed Tzakol example
Sows a probable God N {Flg.EE,a}.EE The three-dimensional heads are not readily
wentifiable. The Late Classic heads vary from a Kinich Ahau to a Gl-like head
with crested supraorbital plate. An interesting -- and unpublished -- specimen is on
&psibit in the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, in attractively incised shell,
grobably Late Classic (Fig.86,b). This potential for interchangeability is dramatized
&% the four different sets of "wings" found on the stuccoed Tzakol specimen.
These wing devices are the same as four of the designs floating on the Tikal Burial
&2 murals and the comparable text on a late Tzakol 3early Tepeu | cache

84

Bd/plate. Does the set of four "wing" variants indicate four different colored

cardinal directional gods (M. Miller, personal communication, April 1984)7

It seems that the Shell Wing Dragon is both an entity in itsell and also a
=wthical heraldic device whose presence as headdress alters or otherwise describes
some particular aspect of the god-head that it adorns. A transformational phase
=0 a reptilian- bird form is also likely. A later section suggests that the
Frincipal Bird Deity is a vehicle for metamorphosis for God D, perhaps the Shell
Wing Dragon enables God N, GI, amd Ah Kin to metamorphose into a bird form.
The reazons behind thiz are lost in time. Whatever the eventual answers, the
greviously unknown Shell Wing Dragons in museums and private collections have

certainly allowed entree into aspects of Mava iconography and cosmology that were

— e

&3. Though such an aged face could also be of God L, or less likely, of God D.
God N fits best with the shell accessories.

&4. Hellmuth 19836b. Such a plece is best dated as Tzakol 4, transitional between
early and late form, coler, and subject matter.
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not noticed when studies were restricted to the traditional corpus.

Three Tzakel vessels with the Surface of the Underwaterworld led into Early
Classic cosmology: the Uaxactun Tripod, the Kerr Rollout (the Merrin Bowl), and
the Tikal Burial 160 stwccoed wooden bowl. The Uaxactun tripod has introduced
the Xoc Monster, reptile dragons, and the Lily Pad Headdress. The lily pad has
brought in the Shell Wing Dragon. Mow the Merrin Bowl and the Tikal bowl show
the rest of the strange characters which are dire::tlr_ associated with the Surface of

the Underwaterworld.
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TUBULAR HEADDRESS MONSTER

One monster head of the Classic Maya period is consistently found in a
majority of the inmhabited Surface of the Underwaterworld renditions. This head is
typified by a headdress of wavering forms that look sometimes like feathers
(Fig.91) and sometimes like sea anemone, columnar coral, tubular sea sponge or
tubular roots (Fig.89; 90). The Maya fishermen and shell divers of Caribbean reefs
would have been intimately familiar with the first three. They most likely would
have classified the sea anemone as a "plant™ rather than the invertebrate "animal”
it is in the Linnean system. Before deciding on the identification of the headdress,
it helps to review the history of discovery of this standardized monster.

Frequently depicted he is one of the easiest ones to recognize, vet has not figured

very much in current iconography.

The first major example was discovered by Thomas Gann during his pot
hunting "excavations® in Mound 16 (Fig.95) "about 2 miles due north of the last
described mound, close to the north bank of the Rio Hondo, within the territory of
Quintana Roo" [Gann ]EI']E:I'I:IIEZI,JE|5 Gann suggested the creature was God K, but in
1918 writing in the backwaters of Belize one cannot blame Gann for this mistake,
since even in the 1980's the Tikal museum exhibit tag still confuses God K of
Burial 195 with Chac. The next discovery of a comparable creature was by the

Carnegie Institution of Washington, at Kaminaljuyu, within what is now modern

B85, Gann, a medical doctor stationed in Belize, did not particularly worry about
obtaining excavation permits. He wandered digging at will even over the borders
into Mexico and Guatemala.
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Guatemala City, Kidder tackled the iconography of that vase (Fig.91,a). He
immediately recognized that the Kaminaljuyu head was the same as the one on the
Rio Hondo bowl of Gann (K]S 1946:Fig.98,d and p. 226). Unfortunately Kidder
developed a term, "Profile Serpent Head X.," or for short, Serpent X (ibid. p. 223
Under this name he subsumed his Figs.97-98, what today we would catalog
separately as: serpent face-wing, head of Principal Bird Deity, Curl Formed
Monster, Sea Anemone Headdress Monster, as well as other creatures not even
named vet. For the headdress of the monster Kidder used Kublerian restraing:
"from which rise six round-ended projections and from whose upper corners spring
long stems terminating in leaves" (ibid., p. 226). Kidder was at least forthright
about his lack of adequate comparative material: "Here again we regret our
ignorance of Maya religious symbolism." That such Ignorance is still demonstrated
today in iconography is a result of what Schele calls lack of visual acuity plus a

lack of sufficient zeal In seeking and presenting fresh comparative evidence,

Three decades passed before another monster of this species was discovered
(W.Coe 1965:30). Another full decade passed before anyone attempted to study the
scene. Then, with three fully detailed examples of the monster head, Coggins says
of the headdress: "...there are five feathers, or looped cloths. The stems of plants
sprout from each side of these top elements, terminating in waterlily blossoms"
(Cogging 1975,1:226). Coggins was well aware of the other specimens in the
traditional corpus: Gann's Rio Hondo bowl, the Kaminaljuyu bowl, and the Late
Classic Blom Plate (ibid., p.229-231). At this point Coggins is the first to rescue
from the 19th century corpus a specimen which Kidder and Gann both overlooked
-- namely the Palenque Palace, House D stucco decorated piers (Fig.98,d). Today

we can add the Altun Ha example, published by Pendergast (1979:pl.17; Hellmuth
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1962-84; Coggins 198%:Fig.41; MAYA 1985:No.120)). four years after Coggins's thesis,

the outstanding remndition on the Merrin Bowl, the rendition on the Lost Incised
Vessel (Fig.94,c), a remarkable sculptural rendering as lid handle (Fig.91,b; 92}, and
renditions elsewhere (Figs.93; 96-97). Most importantly of all is a Late Classic

incised portrait of thiz creature (Fig.89; 90,a-b) {Schele 1979c:Fig.26b).

The Headdress as Mimic of Sea Anemone

In discussing a remarkable incised Late Classic vase (Fig.89; 90,a-b), Mary
O'Boyle and Lang Reid commented that they had seen sea anemones comparable to
the tubular form of the headdress when they were diving in the Caribbean Sea off
the Quintana Koo coast. On the basis of this vase and their observation, the name
Sea Anemone Monster seemed appropriate. At least this name is easy to
remember. As long as it is considered a nonsense name it will not interfere with
further search for the headdress's natural referent. Coe has felt that most
representations of the headdress show feathers (Coe, personal communication, 1981),
the conclusion also of Coggins. Neither, though, knew then of the incised rendering
which iz the most columnar sponge or anemone-like (Fig.90). Also, still more
examples in private collections show such headdresses where the "plumes" are
intended to be tubular, with definite three dimensionality and specifically a rounded
top with a hole in it (Fig.94,c) (the mouth of the sponge, coral column or sea
anemone or the growing section of a tubular root). At most a feather is punned
but is demonstrably not the principal reading. Some artists show a feathery
variant, more artists selected the tubular variant -- a feather is a flat object,

hardly cylindrical.

In view of the conzensus initially favoring the feather suggestion, | consulted

- 153 -




with divers of Caiman Expeditions who yearly dive the Caribbean. | showed them

plctures of all available monster headdresses of this class, told them that
archaeologlsts called the headdress "feathers.” They considered thiz idea puzzling
since they agreed the headdress looked very much like sea anemones, Caribbean
sponge columns, and lecal columnar kinds of coral formations. All of these would
have been visible to Maya fishermen and shell divers. Whether this appearance is

coincidental (if the primary natural model is a tubular root) has to be decided.

The Peten artist would not hawve first hand familiarity with the living marine
model from the far away Caribbean Sea. And since he added fresh water water
lilies anyway, it is not surprising that he made the tubes look leaf-like. Since
many long leaves occur in feather shapes, and since palm frond and corn fronds
appear the same shape as feathers (Clarance Massiah, personal communication,
1975), the Peten artist would have punned these. Mimicry is a standard feature of
Tzakol art. But what remains sea-anemone like is the close grouping and the
undulating parallelism that results from the action of waves. Sea anéemones grow

86 The identification of this monster's

in shallow water and show such movement.
headdress iz multi-referential, with a marine "plant™ as a potential model. The
incised Tepeu vase (Fig.89) certainly does not show feathers. It Is on the basis of

this as type specimen that the nickname Sea Anemone Monster is appropriate.

86. As part of my dissertation research | took diving lessons in Quintana Roo,
Mexico so 1 could see firsthand what the Maya divers had found. From the surface
you can see sea anemone clusters clearly waving., For the coral and columnar
sponge you have to go just a few meters deep, an easy free dive with no air tanks
needed.
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The Headdress as Tubular Root of Water Lilv Plant

A sub-series of water lily monster has tubular "roots" on their heads

(Figs.97-98). The stalks of plants -- probably water plants -- clearly grow directly

from these roots. Roots introduce an interesting linguistic pun, since xoc is also
the Yucatec Maya word that means tubular root. The tubular "root" aspect is
pertinent because the headdress of the "anemone" is in large part a massive root
structure for the sprouting water lily plant, This root structure is attached to the
head of the monster. In other instances all this grows from a skeletal monster
head, sometimes humanoid skull. The concept of regeneration in the netherworld
pond from a skull, combined with the plant's narcotic potential has never been fully
investigated. While it is not the tradition in European art history to utilize native
word lists, for Mesoamerican art history it has been a tradition since Seler in the
19th century. Water lily plants are featured on the long Tikal fragment, on the
Merrin Bowl, and on several of the Late Classic scenes with the Anemone

Headdress Monster,

From Momenclatura Etnobotanica Maya (Barrera M. et al. 1978). Schele has
already obtained a list of the Yucarec Mayan terms for water lily (Schele
1879¢c:12): nukuch naab, nicte'ha, xikin chaak, lol ha, sak naab. | have found
additional terms in Martinez's monumental book on Mexican plant terms (Martinez

1979:1133): hoja de sol (Escarcega region), lab, lol-ha, Sak-chab, and Sol de agua.

The Barrera Yist lalso from his general Yucatec dictionary) provides imporiant
linguistic clues. Even more tantalizing though is the Martinez term for water lily:
hoja de sol and Sol de agua. Sol is the common word for "sun® In Spanish, so we
get "leaf of the sun" and "sun of the water," both plausible since these plants grow
in full sun. But, in Yucatec Maya sol means "skin, peel (of a fruit), scales of a

snake or fish, or lizard, iguana, bark of a tree, and even shell of a turtle" {Barrera
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Vasquez 1980:736). Mow it happens that in Maya art that water lily pads are

decorated with the same surface texture symbol -- cross hachure -- as turtle
carapaces, bat wings, and certain Etz'nab day signs. In Maya art criss-crossed lines
can stand for: the color black, snake szcales, fish scales. These concepts are
clearly united in the Mava culture. The Yucatec word Box stands also for tree
bark, shell, skin, the color black and is the name for an ocean fish, bagre (ibid.,
p.65). Stalks associated with water lily plants rising from Kan cartouche heads
often have cross hachure decoration (Photo Archive). It appears that such
cross-hachure, and the textured skin/scaleg/black can be glossed Im Mayva as either
sol or box. Epigraphers can work out the details. [ also suggest that Martinez has
gathered a mixed Spanish- Mayan term for water lily, and that sol is Mayan rather
than Spanish. His terms would thus translate: hoja de sol = leaf of scale texture,
certainly appropriate for the lily pad. And sol de agua = scaly skin of the water,
certainly appropriate for ponds or lake shores which are totally carpeted with the
patterned lily pads (Lundell 1937) (Fig.98 this dissertation). Indeed the mass of 1

pads looks like a skin or film on top of the water.

Sak chab leads to the dictionary entry for chab (Barrera Vasquez 1980:120).

Chab includes the meaning criar algo de nada, que es propio de Dios. Ah chab,

creador. Since the water lilies traditionally sprout from a fleshless skull, that s

certainly creating something from nothing. Further linguistic, ethno-botanical,

epigraphic, and iconographic research on water lilies and associated monsters lead
directly to some of the mental concepts behind the bizarre cosmology of the
ancient Maya. As Miller and Schele have both independently warned Mayanists,

without being "literate" in the Mayan language one cannot hope to advance.

Potential readings for the various standardized parts of the water lily
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monsters are so complicated that | will stick with the term Tubular Headdress

Monster as a nickname that at least is easy to remember. The term "Water Lily
Monster®™ does not allow differentiating this creature from the Tun patron (Lily Pad
Headdress Monster) -- a totally separate individual within the same mythical

waterscape, This is one case where splitting is necessary over lumping.

The Tubular Headdress Monster

Mo example of the Tubular Headdress Monster's body has vet been found. It
might have reptilian andfor piscine attributes. Schele has proposed that
long-snouted heads are merely a device to personify the headdress. [ certainly
agree with her that a headdress is what differentlates some creatures, but the
faces may also have Indlvidual identities If we find the Mayva key to their
classification. Accepting Schele's model does mot change the present situation
anyway, as it is precisely the headdress which is under discussion. Whether it
expresses the essence of the monster or whether it is only adjectival is not vet
known. One thing iz certain, whatever his name, the anemone-like tubular
headdress is firmly associated with the netherworld waters. On the Blom Plate
(Fig.96}, the Gann Bowl (Fig.95), the Kaminaljuyvu tripod, the Lost Incised Vase, and
the Tikal stuccoed bowl this head is directly in the water layer (Fig.94). On the
Merrin Bowl the Tubular Headdress Monster is sandwiched between personifications
of the mythical waters (Fig.94). His watery essence is further emphasized on the
Tepeu 1 bevel-based P55 Bowl by nibbling [ish {Fig.90,c-d) and on all bowls by
water flowers. Water lilies do not grow in salt water nor in fast flowing muddy
streams such as the Rio de la Pasion or the Rio Usumacinta. There the completely

different spider lily flourishes. [If some underwater growth in association with
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water lilles equaled the wavy "feather-anemone-tube-root®™ headdress, then the

natural models would be all from fresh water environment. Mixing fresh and salt
water imagery is traditional for the Mayva though, since the Xoc Monster ls
ultimately a marine creature, as is the conch shell and the spondylus that adorn
the Mava Underworld or costume its inhabitants. Gl is certainly a water related

creature, His earring is a bivalve shell, probably a marine species.

Deification

The tubular headdressed creature is not a patron of any calendrical segment
nor of any numeral. Thus it has escaped being deified by Thompson. Seler was not
particularly famililar with this creature, since its occurrences at Palengue are
camouflaged and the examples on pottery were unearthed after his main
investigations. The Gann Bowl was not dug up until after Spinden’s 1909 Ph.D.
dissertation so again, the monster never entered the basic iconographic references.
Until 1975 only four examples were in the traditional corpus (Gann, Kaminaljuyu,
Blom Plate, and Tikal, plus the weak Palenque specimen). Today four additional
examples are in the Photo Archive, a 100% increase over the previous six decades.

Mo compelling reason for deifying this creature stands out. [t is a composite

monster, an elaboration of the basic long-snouted base unit adorned with the
E-upranrbital plate glyph and its headdress, plus water lilies. This monster lives in |
the same environment as the Lily Pad Headdress Monster, The Uaxactun bowl does

not have an Anemons Headdress Monster because no one artist ever has the space

to present the entire Underwaterworld population in a single scens. The Tikal

Burial 160 rollout is the closest to a full dramatis personae. The Usaxactun

environmental niche is the same as on all other vessels that (llustrate the ...000...
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water band signifying the presence of the Surface of the Underwaterworld. I rank

the Tubular Headdress monster in the same status as its associates: a mythical

monster, actually as much a state of being (state of transformation from death to
sprouting lifel. A model of transformation should be compared and contrasted with
Schele’s model of personification. Transformation includes personification but goes

beyond. The where will need to be worked out.

It is presumptucus or at least premature to try to get into the heads of 5th
century Maya to decide whether they viewed a particular image as beneficient or
harmful. That is a separate study in religion and philosophy. Classification and
comparisons, however, are necessary as a first step. Through these processes this
paper now reviews the human-like personalities associated with the Tubular
Headdress Monster within or near the Surface of the Underwaterworld. Humanoids
cccur on the Lost Incised Vase, on the Blom Plate, on the Gann Bowl, and on the

Tikal bowl,
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Chapter 4

HUMANOIDS IN THE UNDERWATERWORLD

More than ten cylindrical tripods and basal-flange bowls picture only the
uninhabited layers of the Surface of the Underwaterworld (Hellmuth 1982-84). The
Raminaljuyu tripod, Kerr Rollowt, Uaxactun tripod and other vessels add only
monsters. The Tikal Burial 160 stucco painted bowl is the first securely Early
Classic dated portrayal that includes human figures tFig.HH.c;dL The "Lost Incised
Vase" is one of the few other early scenes to feature humans directly within the
surface of the Underwaterworld (Fig.99.b).

The Lost Incised \I’mm

Incising is a technique used in the Preclassic and then continued from Tzakol
I times into Tepew Z, and especially popular during Tepeu 1. Tzakol vases tend
more to be gouged or carved rather than incised, though the distinction is often
more semantic than technical. The subject matter of this lost vessel is acceptable
for either Tzakol 3 or Tepeu 1 dating. Certainly Tzakol | and 2 renditions will be
found, if this iz not itzelf of that early a date. The shape of the vase is unique,
50 this cannot vet date the piece. The style Iz enigmatic, equally acceptable for
Tzakol 3 as for Tepeu 1. The handling of feather masses is the easiest indicator of
style-date, but on this vase too few feather ends are prezent. Double nose beads

of tear shape are normally giveaways of a Tzakol costume, but no nose jewelry is

-

87. | photographed this incised vase eight years ago and do not know where it is
today — hence the name.
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worn. In any event, this lost vessel is Early Classic in spirit and close encugh in

time to be considered.3® The loss of grave lot provenance has cost this scientific

information. The lconography can be salvaged, however, and when more is known
about the Tzakol and Tepeu style and technique it will eventually be possible to
give this vessel a narrowly defined date. Only once Maya pottery specialists have

a chance to see it, can they contribute suggestions as to a date classification.

On the vessel, two Tubular Headdress Monsters are visible, One faces left
and has a clearly detailed Kin glyph in its supraorbital plate display unit. The
other faces right and has the curls (only) of the more usual Uinal-like design as
does the monster of other paintings (Fig.97). Two include a le-like infix (Fig.90,
bottom; 92). The glyph on the Merrin Bowl monsters may originally have been a
conflation of the le with a Uinal-like arrangement. Comparable monsters elsewhere

have Kan (Fig.90, top).

The headdress worn by the incised monsters has only three erect tubes. To
show that these tubes have a round cross-section {(and are not flat and thin like a
feather or leaf), the artist bends them owver to reveal their top surface. The top
oval of each tube is decorated with wide crinkle lines, the same as on waterlily
pads, turtle carapaces, and the day sign, Etz'nab. The artist thus indicates that lily
pads will sprout from these tubular "roots."” All meanings relate to water, though a

feather design is potentially punnable by the circlets of decreasing size, a mimicry

BE. If this vase iz a 6th century AD, artifact, it iz a perfect candidate for a
"Tzakol 4 phase".

89. "Dress Shirt" is a nickname given by Robert Smith to designs popular on Tepeu

2 pottery at Uaxactun, based on the similarity of these vertical row of circles to
buttons of a dress shirt worn with dinner jacket or tuxedo (1955,1).
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of the "dress shirt®™ decoration typical of Maya feather rendul::uns,ag

The creature's nose in this one vase is a composite of several Maya monster
classes, including the bumpy bordered decoration at the end, sometimes an indicator
of a crocodile tree monster (Fig.165-166). The decorations above the nose defy
analysis at the moment, The creature has a lower jaw with beard decorated by
three rows of circlets, Triple rows of circlets are diagnostic of a Tzakol seyle
beard. Whether this is a contemporary fashion on this vase or an anachronism
depends on the solution of the vessel's enigmatic date. Hanging from the extended
upper jaw 15 a mass of plumes. These details are as eccentric as is the vessel's

shape, though in mo way do | consider the vase a ﬁ:tr:g,war:.-',F""':II

This veszzel has an elaborate rendition of the Surface of the Underwaterworld
including stacks in addition to double yokes. No encircled curls are included. The

main band is composed of diagonal units, a heritage from the Preclassic at Abaj

Takalik (Stela 4) and lzapa, found on a Tikal Burial 48 Tzakol 3 cylindrical tripod,
and later often a feature on Tepeu bowls (Fig.100,b; 101,a). Along the top of the
vase iz an additional segmented band of undetermined meaning, as it is not known
from any other vessel. The stacks and double yokes are enough to indicate that
the scene is set somewhere in the Layers of the Underwaterworld. The presence of
the Anemone Headdress Monsters relates this scene to all the others with the same
monster. In simplest terms this vessel i5 a variation on the theme of the Tikal

Burial 160 fragment (Fig.99), but is not a copy.

Of iconographic as well as religious interest is the presence of two human-like

e

90. This vase has three small, round feet, but is not in the cylindrical tripod class.
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Seures standing alongside lor intended to be immersed waist deep) in the

setherworld layer. Both individuals have the same large, thick cloth knot trailing
S=hind their headdress. Each person has patches on their body {of differing
gesignz), The shell affix in particular is craditionally termed a god t':'mnrhlrng.l:-'IE Of
eeese two humanoids, one stands between the two monsters as they face each
@eher. This man has patches with "waterlily pad" scalloped outlines and a bound
Sank of hair. Elsewhere these are indicators of the Headband Partner who
pesembles personified Numeral Nine. In other renditions the patches have feline
gelage marks inside and represent feline s’.]-:il.'a.E"2 The pointed extremities on the
patch outlines are the parts where the animal hide was pegged down to dry when
seing salted and cured. The same "upholstery® marks are visible on feline skins
t8=t cover thrones. Certain hieroglyphs at Palengue with feline pelt segments also
Save similar tabs, even with peg holes. On this incised vase, though, the
upholstery tabs are merged into a continugus lily pad edge pattern, This is not
infrequent on other renditions which surely show the Headband Partners, Coe
dubbed comparable characters elsewhere Headband Gods, though he had few Early
Classic examples to work with. The divine nature of these beings is probable but
it iz equally appropriate to discuss them as culture heros. They are certainly

standardized fixtures in ancient Maya mythology.

Im Maya mythical scenes, each Individual fulfilled a certain role pertinent to
the zelected subject matter of the composition. Characters are not mixed on

pots/haphazardly or for decorative reasons. Since definite Headband "Gods" are in

91. No thorough study has ever documented their actual divinity.

92, Lounsbury interprets the markings as of a snake (persomal communication,
January 1984.) 1 find most of the markings feline-like, but some could be reptilian.
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the Underwaterworld with the Principal Young Lord (Figs.100 and 101) it is possible

that the two vouthful men on the Lost Incised Vase are early renderings of
comparable partners; the P.Y.L. is not required to identify the Hero Twins. On two
other veszels with diagonal cosmograms, the Hero Twins in traditional outfits are
clearly recognizable. Coggins has already noticed that diagonally decorated bottom
layers are place indicators in early times and at Teotihuacan (Coggins 1975,1:197ff).
The Headband Partners appear with one another consistently enough so0 that when
one is presenpt with another idealized attendant nearby, the additional youth can by
statistical analogy be suggested most likely to be the other partner; here, the
character who would normally have large, isolated black body 5]3{.115.93 The series
of illustrations of Figs.100-101 demonstrates that when one finds Personified
Mumeral Mine, then hiz partner iz usually also present. Associations and setting can
help as much in ldencifyving mythical personmalities a3 can costume, body features,
acceszories, and headdress. In the present case the second character's headdress is
covered by the incision of the rim band. Thus it is not known whether he had a
headband or bound hank of hair, both expected. All that is visible is the identical
fat cloth tie trailing behind, Documentation for the presence of both attendants

even when their bodies are not differentiated comes from the Blom Plate (Fig.102).

Humanoids on the Blom Plate

This large polychrome plate was painted during Tepeu | times in a Late
Classic manner but shows a scene based directly on popular Tzakol 3 imagery. A

Tubular Headdress Monster is present, just as on the Lost Incised Vase (Fig.99.c).

e

93, The two men function almost always as attendants and partners, especially in
the company of God D or the Principal Young Lord.
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The blowgun hunters on the Blom Plate each wear the same costume and both have
identical large, isolated black spots. At first glance they would be interpreted as
two renditions of a similar type. But by analogy with other scenes it is known
that mormally only one large spotted character at a time is present. Such a large
spotted character has a partner, characterized by feline pelage with tabs. That is
precisely what the seats under the Blom hunters shows, and it is the decorations of
these seats that reveal the identities. The Ik glyph throne marks the real Spotted
Attendant and the seat with feline pelage is for personified Mumeral Mine, The
Blom Headband IZ"Eﬂ'tnle:r:rEl“1 are in close association with a Surface of the

Underwaterworld motif with snake heads attached to either end.

On the Blom Plate a regal bird monster perches on top of an Anemone
Headdress Monster. The twins aim their blowguns at the bird, A majestic Principal
Bird Deity is also shot by a three-dimensional blowgun hunter on the lid handles of

the Rio Azul double chambered eylindrical tripod (Hellmuth 1985a:100).%

In all lectures and discussions of the relation between the Popol Vuh and

Classic Maya art, the episode of the blowgun hunters has always been labeled as

94. The partners do not always actually have a headband. The name was coined
from examples that happened to have the headband. Codex Style examples and
others hardly ever have the headband. Its presence or absence does not affect the
basic identity as long as other features are present or absent.

95, The F.LA.A.R. Photo Archive also has a photograph of the interior of a
polychrome basal flange bowl where a Principal Bird Deity (Fig.132,b) iz in the
tree. A monkey is there also. In front is a man [but with no blowgun aimed at
the bird) as well as a scorpion. The presence of a scorpion on a Codex Style vase
showing a blowgun being aimed at a perching Principal Bird Deity (R+H 1982:Vessel
109, p.B3) suggests that the scorpion on the basal flange painting is a visual clue
that in fact & blowgun episode is intended; the artist is showing a pre-shooting
momient.

96. All page references are to the Edmonson translation in English, MARL
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Vuqub Kagix (7 Parrot) being the one who was shot IIp..']EJIHIE Since the Principal

Bird Deity on the Blom Plate and on the Rio Azul double-chambered cylindrical
tripod (where also a bird is being shot by a blowgun hunter) is a raptorial species
and mot a parrot, | have wondered how can the 7 Parrot or 7 Macaw name be
appropriate. The answer to this enigma comes from further into the Popol Vuh, in
an entirely differemt episode. The less known Popol Vuh blowgun instance -- and
with a bird other than Vuqub Kagix -- has not been cited in reference to the Blom
Plate or similar scenes. | describe this overlooked Popol Yuh episode in the

chapter on Principal Bird Delties.

On the Rio Azul double tripod sidewall is a Curl Formed Monster. This
monster is a denizen of the Surface of the Underwaterworld and indeed is formed
out of re-<combined segments of the Surface of the Underwaterworld (Hellmuth
1982/84). A possible atelier mate of the Rio Azul double tripod, the Boston (single
chambered) Tripod (Thomson 1971:Mo.66) has an abbreviation of the Surface of the
Underwaterworld around its top (double yoke alternating with encircled curl). The
Denver Bowl (Fig.48) demonstrates that the Curl Formed Monster's habitat is
immersed in the Surface of the Underwaterworld, The blowgun hunter is related to
the Surface of the Underwaterworld by analogy with other scenes. Likewise, the
Principal Bird Deity itself can appear directly in the Surface of the

Underwaterworld (Hellmuth 1985a:front cover and frontispiece),

The Blom Plate reiterates that one proper environment for the Headband
Partners is in association with the Surface of the Underwaterworld and Anemone
Headdress Monsters. This assoclation can be used as analogy to document again
that the two personages on the Lost Incised Vase are possibly an early form of the

Headband Partners.
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The Lost Vessel is a key transition piece, as it shows the probable Headband
Sartners fully within the Surface of the Underwaterworld and in direct association
with two Anemone Headdress monsters, who are prime indicators of the presence of
=e Surface of the Underwaterworld. MNext, the Tikal Burial 160 vessel presents the
sarfece of the Underwaterworld scene with more humanoids than any other vet

Pownd.

Humanoids on the Tikal Burial 160 Painting

University of Pennsylvania excavators found a stuccoed-and-painted bowl
fragment in Burial 160 which shows several Sea Anemone Headdress Monsters, a
long Surface of the Underwaterworld band, and a host of mythical inhabitants
(Figs.105,a). Although excavated in the 1960's, the scene was not fully analyzed

until Coggins' 1975 Ph.D. dissertation. She says of the humanoid characters on this
painting:

The f(irst remaining figure on the left has sun-deity eves, a
moustache and forehead plaque with a8 u-element on it. He raises his
lefr hand, as if to catch the drops coming from the sky....

Ir Post Classic times the Mava conceived of the earth, and their
world, as being divided into four horizontal quarters and directions.
This was alzo believed to be true of the sky and the Underworld.
Subsidiary forms of deities, or their spirits, reigned over each guarter,
thus there would be rain spirits associated with each cardinal
direction...

The next two figures, which have red skin and wear jade
bracelets, as do all but one of the figures on the frieze, are alike in
their identifying features. Both wear tied armbands, have curling
fillets at the corners of their mouths and nose beads and earplugs with
a star-shaped design, and trefoil element below. They both also have
glyphs on top of their heads. These consist of Cauac (7), an affix,
and what may be a Ben Ich above. One figure looks upward and
brandizshes a fish that may be the mythological Xoc, which is
commonly associated with funerary inscriptions. The facing figure
gestures with one hand and points toward the sky with the other....
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The next figure (G) is like the first, with the addition of a

beaded emblematic element at the top of the forehead plague. The

figure holds a snake looped in his hand.... Inside the loop of the

serpent's body there iz an Akbal glyph.... The snake's tail curls to the

mouth of figure G while its head is held in the hand of the next

figure. This is the only figure in the frieze which represents a

human, instead of a supernatural being.... Behind the human figure

there is another night sun deity with a headband, a hook-eye, and a 8

Ben Ich "Cauac"” atop his head.... The last remaining figure is another

head band deity, without glyphic emblem. Below his limp upraised

left hand there is a beaded headdress finial, like that worn by the

snake-holding deity and belonging to the next figure which is lost.

below it there 1s a "serpent wing." This is a bird wing with the upper

jaw.... (Coggins 1975,1:224-228)
Knowledge of full figure, anthropomorphic deities or spirits of the Early Classic
was limited in 1975, Also, several popular misconceptions were present, namely that
any fish is a "mythical Xoc", too free use of Thompson's "night sun" terms, and a
continuation of the Seler-Spinden-Thompson idea that rectangular eyeballs were
"erossed eyes" |crossed wvision, not cross-shaped) and hence characteristic of the Sun
God, Today the rectangular eye is recognized as merely one of two major "god"
eves (Quirarte 1978; Termer 19539). Although thiz nomenclature is present in the
literature, neither eye shape nor spots on the body has vet been systematically
proven to bestow divinity. Ironically, Coggins does not say that the face with "sun
god eves" ls the sun god, rather for her this it a rain deity. No demonstration,

though, has been advanced that the stacks are rain.

The following re-investigation of these Tikal characters takes Into account
that full figure renditions of these gods are still practically unkmown for the Early
Classic, For Tzakol comparisons only face forms of deities as hieroglyphs {bodiless)

are available. Virtwally all identification for this vase's humanoids must be by

analogy with Late Classic scenes. The present knowledge is so fragile that the

discovery of a single additional Tzakol period multi-person scene could change all
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this.

Coggins adeguately describes the fully human figure (H) because without a
headdress, with the pectoral effaced and no belt medallion visible, it is impossible
to identify him specifically at present. He could be a dead noble introduced into
the scene. A human in the company of headband characters could also be the
Principal Young Lord, but without his diagnostic headdress or double dome forehead
this personage can not certainly be placed in this Tikal scene. He is present only

once on Tzakol pottery found so far (Hellmuth 1985a).

The Headbanded Characters on the Tikal Bowl

Coe had published his discovery of the Headband Gods, and had specifically
indicated that a pair, or twins, existed, two years before Coggins' dissertation
iM.Coe 1973:Grolier No.37). Headbanded characters are sufficiently rare that the
presence of that band alone is usually sufficient to pin down the identity of a
character. There Is still another overlooked Early Classic example for comparison,
at Kaminaljuyu, part of the traditional corpus since 1946 (K ]S:Fig.205,c) (Fig.103).
Thiz lone Eap-:-runznw headbanded representative has not been cited in other
discussions of the Headband Gods. Tzakol lconography has never been as fully
studied as has that of the Tepeu period with its richly decorated polychromes. The
Kaminaljuyu attendant even has the large spots that potentially distinguish him as
the Spotted Partner (Numeral Nine with feline pelage patches would be his
partner). Headband use in the Early Classic has not yet been cataloged, such as

on the Tikal black cache wvessel (W.Coe 1965:30; Kubler 1969:Fig.33). It is not yet

87. Highland ceramic phase approximately equivalent to Tzakol 3 of Peten.
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known whether a headband alone cannot always certify a Headband "God" unless

the correct clues are present: body patches, large spots, a God D nearby, or a

Principal Young Lord nearby.

The Tikal Burial 160 headbanded faces lack bodies, so we have no way of
seeing whether they had small dots enclosed in jaguar hide with stretch tab pattern
or in scalloped pattern (either one acceptable for Numeral Nine), or whether they
had large, lsolated black spots on their limbs (indicative of the Spotted Attendant).
The final possibility would be a repetition of one basic body type with only props
to distinguish which partner was intended, as with the blowgun twins on the Blom
Plate. So far, no other representation, Early or Late Classic, highland or lowland,
haz the Cauac glyph on top. It is theoretically possible that this glyph alters the
personality of the headbanded youth, since the mouth curl or barbel (depending on
whether it comes {rom Inside or alongside the mouth; tiny reproduction scale of
the published drawing does not allow the distinction to be made) is not typical of

the Headband Gods as we know them from Late Classic ceramics.

Similarly unexpected for a headband character is the pattern of regularly
spaced small black dots closely surrounding the mouth. More typical would be a
triangle of circlets on the cheek [also used on unrelated cache vessel characters],
fewer and larger black dots (indicator of the Spotted Partner), or pelage pattern of
black dots but bounded with strecch t2b outline around the mouth. Finally, the
Headband Partners tend to have idealized young lord faces rather than the "god”
faces of the Tikal scene. With all this tradition against the faces being of normal
headband gods, I would classify these characters as provislonally unidentified uncil
additional fgural scenes from the Early Classic become avallable. Proper Early

Classic Headband partners are visible on Yaxchilan Lintel 48 (Fig.99,a-b).
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Tikal Personages A, G, and L

Personages A and G have the same almost Roman-nosed, crossed-eve face.
Coggins Is correct that tradition ascribes these faces to gods. Whether this
avinity could be maintained under closer scrutiny is untested. The characters
certainly appear supernatural since the entire environmental setting Is unreal and
almost certainly an area entered during life after death and in the meantime
tshabited by monsters and spirits. Personage L, an incomplete individual, has the
same headdress as does G. Personage A lacks this yax suprafix but the absence is
=ost likely due (o lack of space -- G and L must bend over to show theirs.
Coggins correctly pointed out that this shape occurs as a glyph in the Tikal Burial
&8 tomb murals. The same form is a favored headdress in Tzakol times (Fligs.105;
207; 108), on a Burial 48 monster (W.Coe 1965:28), and especially of the Principal
Sird Deity, for example the winged bird dancers of Kaminaljuyu (Fig.124) and God
D (Fig.125). On the Deletaille Tripod the headdress decoration mimics a bird's
se=zk, LCpigraphers consistently read it as Yax (Lounsbury personal communication
i985; Schele, personal communication, 1984), as well as "first," "prime," "blue," or

-

green.”

A and G cannot be identified by context because no comparable scene has a
Buman except the Lost Incised Vase or the Gann Bowl of 100 or 200 years later.
A comparative study of associations will not help either because only a single
Trakol scene has a Figure G-like personage -- a shell disk (Fig.106). Akbal jugs are
gnown from Tepeu | and Tepeu 2 Dance after Decapitation scenes and an
important Tepeu | bowl shows snakes coming out of a jar held by the Headband

rartners (Fig.101), but on the Tikal painting it is not the headband personage
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holding the snake-Akbal jug (Hellmuth 1983:Fig.1). This impasse is what drives me

to seek, photograph and study unknown Maya pottery in private collections because

the answers are waiting on another artifact somewhere.

The serpent face-wing near Figure L suggests the presence of a missing
personality further over, an enigma to be discussed in the following chapter. The
forehead area (it is not actually a headdress, it is a replacement of the forehead)
of L consistzs of three layers: on the bottom is a comb-U-comb set of affixes, next
is a stylized oOo vertebra set, on top s a finfal with a bead. Just over this wing
iz the rest of the headdress asz worn by G, 50 G may have the potential to enter a
winged state. G and L have the same headdress. G and A have the same face
and comparable forehead affixes [the same affixes as L, but we do not see his
facel. The possibility thus exists that A, G, and L. were the same face type, and
that originally there were four. The scene on the preserved fragment is clearly

incomplete.

Tikal A and G's face is a stock, blank, generalized "deity" face. By adding
forehead units or facial adornments the personality iz changed. The same situation
holds for the series of elderly deities, God D, God L, and God N (though A and G
are clearly not of this family, but of the Sun God family). There are situations
when God L and God N are completely identical in body and face and
differentiable only by headdress, attendants, or props (Hellmuth in press B). Here at
Tikal the same difficulty appears for figures A and G, except that all the hints are
lacking that would allow differentiating them. Most likely A and G are identical,
just as E, [ and K are triplets. With only one full-bodied rendition of figures A
and G existing elsewhere in either the traditional corpus or in private collections,

no one has yet noticed this personmality or given him a mame. In the interim the
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face can be studied from hieroglyphic portraits, one of which has been readily

available since 1955 but not cited.

The Tikal face A may be the same as glyph ]J1 on a blackware pedestal base
bowl from Uaxactun [(RS5:Fig.8,2 and h; Yomiuri 1977:No.69). The same face appears
on a comparable blackware bowl in the Pearlman Collection, glyph Fl1 (Coe
1982:Peariman Mo.32). Coe's comment, "since comparable texts are not present at
Uaxactun" (p. 68) can be amended In the case of this glyph. Pearlman glyph FIl is

also the same as on two more or less contemporary slate mirror backings traded in
pre-Columbian times from Peten to Costa Rica (Stone 1964:Fig.2; Stone
197T:Fig.84). Also, Uaxactun glyph G1 shares features with Pearlman glyph HI

(latter has cross-hachured facel,

Lin Crocker's detailed line drawings have salvaged Tzakol period inscriptions
that discuss the same historical individuals and mythical patrons as does Pearlman
No.32, so it is possible to expand Coe's analysis. When three texts (Pearlman,
tripod, Crocker lid, Fig.105) are placed together their similarity is self-evident.
The lid text is essentially a precis of the sidewall text and both together are an
elaboration of the long Pearlman text. Rather than digress into Tzakol dynastic
inscriptions, here the subject is the glyph's iconography and its relation to Tikal
and Uaxactun artwork. The Crocker tripod drawing shows a Tikal related "god
face™ at B3 and DI1; the lid has this glyph just before the bird. The bird's beak is
the same as the headdress Yax finial. Is this finial a dried bird's beak or a
wooden or cloth model? Several Peten birds have bumps one third of the way

down their beak, yet this form has traditionally been read as }-ux.gﬂ By the Late

98. Lounsbury, personal communication; Schele, personal communication,
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Classic at Palengque it had been conflated with a cross section of a conch shell for

both the bird and for God D. Birds are common in Early Classic symbolism. Birds
were buried In the tombs of the lords of Kaminaljuyu and of Tikal during this time
period. On the Crocker lid drawing the comb-U-comb affix iz in front of the face
rather than on top (perfectly acceptable change in glyphic writing). The U appears
to be replaced by a simple shape. An irregular I:.:ua.rh-&l is visible. These glyphic

beads are certainly similar to the heads of A and G on the Tikal painting.

Another hieroglyphic text, published since 1976 (Banque 1976:No.194) shares
the "deity face" study glyph with the Pearlman bowl, the Uaxactun tripod, and the
Crocker drawings (Fig.105). A face similar to the "Tikal god face" is a glyph on
the side panel. The lid handle of this tripod shows the same stocky god face but
with a completely different headdress (the Lily Pad Headdress in simplified form).
The mouth of the face on the lid handle is treated with the mouth curl or barbel

lit i5s hard to tell which is mouwth and which is sunken cheek). On the lid

inscription the headdress on the glyph lacks the postfix and a Kin sun/day sign

9 Both

occurs on the side. How the Kin changes the meaning ls not yvet known.
texts deal with the same subject, because they share many glyphs, Schele has
pointed out a comparable situation in Palenque inscriptions == repetitious rephrasing

of essentially the same statement several times in an inscription.

The difficulty of giving an acceptable name to Personage A of the Tikal
rollout is that the distinguishing features of a rectangular god eye and thres part

[orehead replacement are all just stock body parts. Essentially the identical

99. These may all be personified Kins, some with, some omitting, the actual Kin
infix on the cheek.
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seaddress Is worn by a totally different individual (@ monster] on a Uaxactun

plaque (Fig.105,b). Underneath all his costume, "Curl Snout," overhead on Tikal

zela 31, has the central U-element (Fig.105,f). Even a Principal Bird Deity has the
same forehead replacement (Flg.107,b). In the hieroglyphic texts, some of the [aces
Bave a Kin infix on their cheek (and thus are presumably related to a Kin
personality] whereas otherwize identical faces do not. Qutside the Rio Azul Tomb
I murals (Fig.163) the Surface of the Underwaterworld is not otherwise, yet, a
known locus for the Sun God, despite the Austin Tetrapod (Fig.36-37). In in a
personal communication Coe suggests the Austin boatman might be the paddler
whose glyph is Kin {thereby the one who is usually aged and with perforator
ghrough hizs nose; hiz companlon in that more usual guize is the |.G.U.-related

#kbal paddler (Figs.177; 188,b)).

One final example of this generic god face glyph is on a little bowl
ghotographed more than a decade ago (D.0O.269-Neg.10). The inscription is
comparable to that of the Usaxactun, Pearlman, and all the Crocker drawings.

While an acceptable name [s not yvet available for this glyph, iconography has at
teazt shown the personage on the Tikal bowl to be similar to a face glyph found on
contemporary inscriptions both on ceramics and stelae. Additional examples on
Peten stelae of the same period show that whether a title or a personal name [or
simultaneously both), thiz entity was widely known and plctured during the Early
Classic. The Tikal painting is at present the only rendering of the face together
with a body and located within an interactive setting. For the serpent face-wing
pear the enigmatic Tikal Bu. 160 stucoo painted personages much more comparative

gdata are available,
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Chapter 5

SERPENT FACE-WING AND THE FPRINCIPAL BIRD DEITY

Serpent Face-Wing on the Tikal Painting

The Tikal Burial 160 painted bowl fragment shows an isolated serpent
face-wing in the Surface of the Underwaterworld (Figs.109,a). This same wing s
simultaneously a profile serpent face. The feathers double as teeth. The wing
bone structure doubles as the snout and structure of the serpent monster face.
These wings are detachable and can be worn as costume. The serpent face-wing
has been the subject of major articles by Quirarte, Bardawil, and most recently by
Parsons (Quirarte 1973; Bardawil 1976; Parsons 1983), Coggins 15 well aware of the
serpent face-wing at Tikal (Coggins 1975,1:228). Evidence from previously
unpublished pottery in private collections suggests that several related creatures
may wear the wing. This paper will first describe the serpent face-wing by Itself,
since it is essential to recognize this accessory before we can recognize the

Principal Bird Delty.

Serpent Face-Wing on Bird-Swallowing-Fish Lids

A major context for serpent face-wings is on pottery vessel lids that are
modeled to represent a water bird swallowing a fish (Figs.11; 118-120). The wings
may be incised (gouged, grooved, scraped) or rendered in raised relief (Fig.34). An
example in raised relief iz in the Brooklyn Art Museum (MAYA 1985:Mo.26). These

vessels tend to have four peccary heads as supports. Examining the bird wings, the
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Birst step s to determine whether the serpent face is to be read rightside up

trelative to its position as the bird's wing) or upside down, whereby the drawing
must be inverted to help recognize the reptile face features worked into the wing
giructure. Some serpent face-wings are more naturalistic than other, more stylized
wersions, Some include all possible monster parts and adornments, while others are

ghbreviated to the bare essentials.

The San Francisco (de Young Museum) serpent face-wing is bl-directional, that
%, two creatures can be visualized, each one facing in a different direction
Fig.119,b). As a wing it faces right, towards the back of the lid handle bird. This
cirection is recognizable on the basis of the prominent shark tooth. Such a tooth
i2 often in the front center of the mouth., This particular monster has a
tau~-zhaped tooth, a rounded tooth, saw teeth, and a curl at the "back." The
projecting feather mass doubles as additional fangs. The creature’s eye is a curl;
the supraorbital plate a trough. The creature has two snouts formed by long

feathers or wing structure. The upper one has a curl nose (missing the expected

mose tubes or beads).

At the rear of the face the back of the mouth turns into a vestigial lower
2w, [t has ticks to indicate gum scale. The overall latch form can also double
2s the beak of a visage facing left. A spare curl serves as the beak's nostril.
Even though the overall entity is a serpent face-wing, it has a subtle partial pun
25 the Principal Bird Deity himself -- a creature who will be discussed in the next
section. Curls and step teeth can also decorate the Surface of the
Underwaterworld so0 an interconnection exists. A simplified but essentially
comparable double-facing serpent face-wing with a latch beak at the back is

painted on a New Orleans Art Museum lid (Fig.119,a).
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A similar monster is on a peccary supported tetrapod (Fig.88). In this case,

the face does mot appear within a wing and is not associated with a8 modeled bird.
This monster's latch beak faces in the same direction as the monster's snout and
doubles as a front fang, Such curled front fangs that double as a latch beak pun

are on Curl Formed Monsters.

The Mava emphasize that the serpent face-wings may be associated with the
Surface of the Underwaterworld on one bird-swallowing-fish bowl (Fig.39,a).
Virtually all water birds that serve as lid handles on Tzakol basal flange and
tetrapod bowls have serpent face-wings (parrots and other tree species may also
wear this wing). But on the blackware basal flange vessel under discussion the
actual Surface of the Underwaterworld is personified on the sidewall (Fig.11,b). On
one other vessel a continuous yoke borders the circumference of the lid indicating
that the inner contents are within the Underwaterworld. All these lid birds swallow
fish. Fish naturally occur in water. Further documentation that the bird's
mythical habitat is the Surface of the Underwaterworld is found on a rare white

toned polychrome sidewall (Fig.47).

The birds themselves are certainly not the Principal Bird Deity (that deity is
raptorial and has a latch shaped beak). These lid birds are cormorants, duck-like
mixtures, or other composites. The beak is usually too short and wide for that of
a heron. In only three known cases is a lid hendle a Principal Bird Delty: the
double tripod in the Metropolitan Museum, Rockefeller Collection (Fig.133,b), the
Rio Azul double tripod, and a basal flange bowl lid in the Bowers Museum (Fig.142)

-= and he never holds a fish in hiz mouth.

A second visual demonstration that the bird-swallowing-fish motif during the
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Early Classic is conceptualized as taking place within, or even under, the mythical

watery area is found on a large orange profile-carved cache vessel/incensario
(Fig.20,b). The bird-swallowing-fish on this vessel is the organic extension of the

100 Rows of water dots in front of the headdress

Quadripartite Badge headdress.
indicate that everything is taking place in water. All this is depicted on top of a
possible GI head. Chapter 3 has already established that GI's habitat includes the
Surface of the Underwaterworld. The standard Early Classic headdress for GI and

Gl-impersonators is a bird-swallowing-fish Quadripartite Badge. Even Tikal Stela 2's
dynastic portrait has the ruler in this Euiﬁe,]m These water environments for the

serpent face-wing elsewhere explain the wing's presence in the Tikal bow]l water

band.

Of the Tikal bowl wing Coggins writes: "serpent wing.! This is a bird wing
with the upper jaw of the Celestial Serpent upon it" (Coggins 1975,1:228). She cites
the Kaminaljuyu report, where in that early era {1946) the serpent face-wing was
lumped into the concoction, Serpent X. But is the Tikal serpent really "Celestial?"
In light of these watery relationships for the serpent face-wing, an alternative
opinion might be proposed. Kan means snake in Mayan, and ka'an means sky, thus

102

setting up a pun as well as ambiguity. The Mava show serpents with flgh fins,

shark and crocodile dentition, etc., hardly celestial imagery. While Maya serpents

do In fact float in the sky (Coe 1982:Pearlman Mo.58, character 3; R+H 1982:p.34,

100, In this assemblage the bird is not necessarily a personification of the badge.
The bird is simply conflated onto the badge.

101. Hellmuth 1982a. Tikal Stela | did also, but the headdress is partially broken
off.

102. Schele 1980, personal communication in reference to the Belgian Tripod
serpents.
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Vessel 553), they are more often fish than fowl, and even when composite reptiles

are avian, they are often nestled in the Underworld swamp as is the Curl Formed
Monster which has a snout that mimics that of the Principal Bird Deity. More

likely the serpent is neither absolutely celestial nor solely underworld. 4

The Tikal painted serpent face-wing has led to a review of the wing on water
birds. Due to the uwbiquity of this special wing from Preclassic through Post
Classic on a special mythical personality, this next section studies the traditicnal
association of the wing -- on the Principal Bird Deity. After this discussion the

isolated wing on the Tikal bowl can be more easily identified.
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PRINCIPAL BIRD DEITY

The Principal Bird Deity is a large, mythical, raptorial bird. "Principal Bird
Deity" (Bardawil), "Serpent Bird" (Maudslay), and "Serpent Wing Deity" (Parsons) are
the same creature in different terms (Bardawil 1976; Maudslay 1889-1902,V:8 and 9;
Parsons 1983). Some writers use the popularized name, "Moan" or "Muan Bird."
Since the Moan is traditionally considered a mythical, owl-related creature, this
word should only be used when an owl is clearly rendered. An owl-like example is
the bird on a lintel of Tikal Temple IV. Even in such instances, "Moan Bird" still
should be avoided, since this title is as misconstrued in popular writings as Itzamna
and Chac. Bardawil's term brings out the supreme importance of this creature. Not
only was it the prime avian creature in Maya mythology, it was one of the five
principal creatures in Maya mythology and art, in all media, especially sculptures

and pottery.

Since Bardawil has adequately reviewed the creature in the traditional corpus,

and as Quirarte, Parsons, and Norman have shown examples of this creature in the

103

Pre- and Proto-Classic sculpture, this section features the Principal Bird Deity

in the Early Classic and as it is related to the Surface of the Underwaterworld

(Norman 1976). Late Classic specimens are pertinent here for two reasons: first,

----------

103. Several Kaminaljuye sculptures {including but mot only, Zoomorphic Alwar 12
and Monument 42) that have been given the traditional attribution as "feline" or
zoomorphic may in fact be variants of a fat-snouted bird monster. The "ropes®
held in their mouth {Monument 42, and for Palo Gordo, Piedra Santa {Parsons
1981:figs. 17 and 18) may mimic the twisted snake.
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geveral Tepeu | renderings of the Principal Bird Deity are clearly in an Early

Classic style and content, and second, in the Late Classic interesting theoclogical
and zoological additions and subtractions take place to the Principal Bird Deity
azsemblage. Whether these different bird monsters are four world directional
variants of a quadruplicate deity (like our Trinity but in four parts as typical for
Mezpamerica), or merely a sharing of the wing in an adjectival sense is not vet
known. Bardawil suggests an Underworld/death variant (the Moanfowl) and a
serpent faced variant (Bardawil 1976:204-206) But he wrote hiz article before the
portraits onm pottery were avallable to study. Other research has been on the
creature in his pre-Maya form {at lzapa, at Kaminaljuyu, or even earlier, among
the Olmec). Mot only is the bird 8 major and popular creature, he is perhaps as old

g5 Mesoamerica.

This bird monster is absent in the Post Classic Dresden codex, but present in
the Paris codex, page 4 (Fig.192,a-b). The Principal Bird Deity is above all a
patron of the netherworld and of the ruling dynasty. Since the preserved codices
are in part astronomical, they do not have as much of the dynastic portraiture or

specific funerary imagery that would be likely to include the Principal Bird Deity.

The Early Classic Principal Bird Deity

Bardawil had no Tzakol period depictions of the Principal Bird Deity to work
a decade ago. He had only the Preclassic-FProtoclassic lzapa birdmen, the

Kaminaljuyu painted birdmen of the Esperanza |:|ua':i+:|-LIIII:|"I and the Late Classic

104, The highland temporal equivalent to the lowland Trakol.

105. lan Graham suggests (personal communication) that the single "I®

more accurate than Gann's "Yalloch."

spelling is
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Copan, Quirigua, and Palengue specimens. He did not include the examples on

Ht:-lrl:u:l|-"|"E|.h,'u::ih”]'5 dancer '.'a..'ies-mﬁ Photography in private collections In this

mtervening decade has made it possible to salvage a record of two Early Classic
Thquizate area Escuintla (Pacific plain) Principal Bird Deities as well as at least
five Peten examples, In Escuintla these birds are Mayoid In rendition, not
Teotihuacanoid (Fig.118). A Veracruz region, Rio Blanco style, mold impressed bowl
im a private collection has a bird with serpent face-wing (Hellmuth Phote Archive).
This same bowl shares features with mold made Tiquisate tripods. lan Graham and
Merle Greene Robertson have salvaged a record of the seldom cited Tres Islas stela
ghat pictures an early Principal Bird Deity in lts Izapa derived position in the
seavens dominating the scene from above (lan Graham archive, Peabody Museum,
Harvard University: Greene, Rands and J.Graham 1972:p.208,P1.97). The outstrecched
wings emphasize the expression of raptorial strength. This impressive image is
found on several vessels; Early Classic Peten potters excelled in rendering the

Frincipal Bird Deity in blackware.

One basal flange bowl lid pictures a Principal Bird Deity neatly arranged
across the lid IFig.IEE:I.Im His serpent face-wings are rendered in modeled detail.
DOne wing has an Akbal-like infix zignifying night or darkness; his other wing has a

kin glyph, sun and light (Figs.128). The bird holds a twisted snake in its mouth

o

106, Bardawil was a medical student at the time he wrote this seminar paper; he
did mot continue this Maya avocation.

107. In the center is & spindly limbed personage. Aged, emaciated God N is the
only known individual in Maya mythology to have such thin arms and legs. The
Placeres stucco relief (Fig.182,a) and a Tepeu | bowl (R+H 1982:Fig.32) both reveal
the spindly guise of God N. Interestingly, in both of these God N scenes a
“pyramid” step design is present nearby.
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(Fig.133,a). The snake is a double-headed creature, with a recurved snmout -- a
108

potential Zip Monster. This Recurved Snout Monster has a shark's fang, an
Ahau-step tooth (out front), and Ahau-step earring pendant, and in general shares
accessories with inhabitants of and adornments onm the Surface of the

Underwaterworld,

Characteristics of the Tzakol Principal Bird Deity

1,a. BEAK is slightly recurved, hooked in what | nickname a latch or bottle
opener shape. The beak iz generally of the same thickness right up to the blunt
end, rather than tapering to a point as in a rare instance (Coe 1978:Princeton
Mo.18). The beak may be angular rather than naturalistic. A lower "jaw" is present
and wsually is mot at all beak-like, but instead jaw-like. As typical with Maya art,

every concelvable varlation and exception to the rule exists.

1,b. BEAK IN FRONT VIEW. Schele has warned that in order to understand
Maya creatures writers must teach themselves to recognize the creations in both
front view and profile view (Schele 1976/79). The Tzakol rendering of the Principal
Bird Deity snout in front view is best illustrated by first examining
three-dimensional specimens from the front (Fig.140; 142,b; 143). These are readily
identifiable as Principal Bird Deities. Then estimate how such a snout would likely
be rendered in profile view, remembering it is not pointed az a real bird's beak.
This is a composite monster, not an actual bird. In summery for l,a and 1,b, The

beak may be BLUNT AND SQUARED in side view, FAT OR WIDE in front view.

108. A dozen black, gouged Peten cylindrical tripods show the abbreviated head of
the same Recurved Snout Monster, a relative of the Curl Formed Monster
{Hellmuth 1982/84).
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2, NOSTRIL and MNOSEBEADS, In those cases where a nostril opening is

present it rises from the beak near its juncture with the face or mid-way along the
beak., Such a nostril is usually a standardized, species-interchangeable curl (that is,
a stock Tzakol nose used on all kinds of different creatures). The nose may have
nose tubes, best known for reptile monsters., MNose tubes are generally adorned at
the end by a bead. Nose tubes come in a set of two, though in a profile view

only one may be rendered by the artist.

3. DENTITION varies from none, to a curl-ball-curl assemblage or variant. No
one kind of dentition seems standardized for the Principal Bird Deity. Most of the
teeth sported by these monsters are also found on other contemporaneous beasts,
especially on the Curl Formed Monster. Of course sharing between the bird and the
Curl Formed Monster may be expected since the latter reptile monster often has a

large curl in its mouth that doubles as, or puns, the latch beak of a Principal Bird

Deity.

4. MOUTH CURL. When worn by & bird, I do not interpret this as a fish
barbel. It would be necessary to review all Preclassic monsters to see what the
model may have been then, since the bird and reptile composites of Tzakol Peten
are derived from Kaminaljuyu prototypes which in turn are derived from the
piedmont which im turn have a long history. The Tzakol Maya artist may well
have had little idea of the evolutionary history behind the features he was
rendering. He followed a model handed down from the earlier generation, altered

only enough to sult changing cultural situations.

5. HEADDRESS "FINIAL." The Kaminaljuyu vessel, the Kerr bird, the Palengue

bone, the Duke cache bowl, the repainted basal flange bowl, and examples in
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private collections all have a jewel sticking up from their heads (Figs.107-109; 124).

It is marked with a "nen" infix, occurs on the Tikal Burial 48 murals, and is
traditionally read as yax (blue-green or precious). Tzakol period finials look like
bird beaks. In the Late Classic they become more curved and have more than one
bump. Im this shape they mimic the cross-section of a conch shell. The finial
obviously had special meaning to the Early Classic Maya. The finial is so often
atop the Tzakol-Esperanza Principal Bird Deities that it is almost their trademark
after their beak, but other personages could wear the finial also, motably God D

(Figs.107,d; 108).

6. HEADDRESS AFFIX SET. The Kerr Collection orange bowl presents a
Tzakol Principal Bird deity with an elongated bone-Ahau and circle with spiral
radial lines In its headdress. The Kerr carved bowl also has a "crab claw"
decoration on top of the earring, something unique to this interesting presentation
(Fig.74). The Uaxactun clay plaque (Fig.105,b) has & headdress affix set which
includes a ticked side affix, a larger central affix, then uvsually a repeated ticked
side affix or a curl. The bird's affix set can be compared with those on the Tikal
humanoids of the Burial 160 fragmentary painting. This affix assemblage is not by
any means limited to the Principal Bird Deity but may be worn by Sum God-like

faces,

7. "HORNS" are thick feather-like forms projecting from the top corners of
the head [above the earringl. Such horms are most noticeable on the black grave
lot lid (Fig.127; 128; 143) and continue being used on occasion into the Late
Classic, as on the Tikal, Temple IV, Lintel 3. Owls and other birds have head tufts
which could have served as a natural model. [t is the "horns" that suggest the lid

handle face of Fig.143,c is related to the Principal Bird Dwity, This is an unlikely
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parrot or macaw, and thus an unconvincing 7 Parrot of Popol Vuh fame.

8. RECTANGULAR GOD EYE is one of the two most common god eyes. The
Swpn God uses the identical eve. So far students have not worked out the actual
meaning of the eve form and markings, nor the rules determining when one eye is
gzed and when the other iz not., Quirarte has made an interesting suggestion that
may work in those situations he discussed, but his model has yet to be applied in

109

situatlons which have come to light in the last decade (Quirarte 1978). Some

bird monsters have a curl eye, a human-like eye, or other eye types.

9, BEARD is a common but not universal feature of the Tzakol Principal Bird
Deity. The beard wsually has three sets of beads (Fig.131,a). Such beards are
twvpical of the Early Classic in general and are not diagnostic of any one god or

mOnsher.,

10. DOUBLE YOKE NECKLACE/PENDANT hung from large round or oval
beads may be worn. A second, trough-shaped necklace with diagonal "nen" marking
may also be present, or the two pendants may be conflated. Not enough full
figure renderings of the rest of the contemporaneous pantheon are available to
know whether other personalities also share one or both of these necklace pendant
Ehap!-!ﬁ.”u On the grave lot of three blackware basal flange bowls, the complete

Principal Bird Deity and the conflated fish-monster creature both wear essentlally

LT R LT

109, | have found about five additional (unpublished) examples that conform to his
model, but an equal or greater number that do not.

110. On the Tikal Burial 48 tripod with birds singing on either side of a cave
entrance cartouche, the curl formed creature inside wears a double yoke necklace.

111. The beads on the bird's necklace are decorative and do not distract from the
direct relationship between the fish and the full bird.
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identical double yoke necklaces.

11. It may have Kin INFIX IN OME WING and Akbal infix in the other

{Figs.114).

12, The bird may carry a SNAKE IM ITS BEAK; often the snake has two

identical heads.

With fewer than a dozen specimens of the Tzakol-Esperanza Principal Bird
Deity to work with, no list of features will be complete or take into consideration
all porential exceptions. Bird iconography has, though, advanced considerably since
the 1970's, as then scholars had only the Kaminaljuyu and the Zaculeu portrayals

for an Early Classic corpus.

The bird is created out of stock parts, interchangeable with the
contemporanecus "pantheon.” Proskouriakoff has suggested that such combinations of
stock features cannot be gods (Proskouriakoff 1978). But combination of stock

features is the Tzakol Mava/manner of portraiture, whether god or man,

The Principal Bird Deity in Front View

Most extant Preclassic and Early Classic renditions of the Principal Bird Deity
plcture it in side view. The profile beak facilitates recognition. Four
three-dimensional portraits (Fig.140; 141; 142) the unillustrated double tripod lid, a
polychrome ceramic rendition of the Principal Bird DEi[‘_-',lm two rare raised reliefs

(Fig.128), and a seldom discussed container of the May Collection in the 5t. Louis

e

112. Private collection, Europe, an effigy bowl which has not yet been
photographed.
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Art Museum (Parsons 1980:MN0.292), allow learning about the monster's front view

form. An early carved shell section (Fig.145) is a possible related face. On the
seashell it was not possible to show the snout sticking out in the form of a beak.

The zame problem occurs on the Altun Ha jade head.

These frontal representations make it clear that the Principal Bird Deity's
gppearance iz different In front view than in the usual side view. In side view the
avian nature of the beak is clearly visible (even on the Tikal Structure 5D-33-3rd
stucco masks). In front view the beak is flattened into a wide spout because a
longer beak sticking out would break off. Recognition that this wide snout is
actually a beak suggests that the traditional identifications of a Tikal North

Acropolis stucco mask and the Altun Ha jade "Sun God" head can be modified.

Tourists visiting Tikal have been told that the stucco mask on the buried

> A comparison of the

terrace of 5tr.5D-33 is Chac -- the long nosed rain gﬂﬂ:ﬁ.“
Morth Acropolis snout -- in both its fromt view and side view - with other snouts,

may necessitate revising the popular misnomer (Fig.147).

Elsewhere at Tikal, the frontal feline-like face on Tikal Altar 19 (Fig.147,b)
shares with Principal Bird Deities on pottery the headdress, wide snout and the
nearby associations of a two-headed recurved snout snake. Such a snake is clearly
the prey of the Principal Bird Deity. Neither Joyce Bailey, Flora Clancy, nor
Christopher Jones used pottery consistently as comparative material in their
writings on the monuments of Tikal; they limited their discussion to traditional

stone monuments but Jomes helps with a date for the Altar 19 imagery, 5.18.0.0.0

.

113. The same visitors are again misled with the equally erronepus Chac label for
the turquoise God K idols in the Tikal museum.
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to 9.0.0.0.0, which corresponds to Tzakol 2. Independently Robert Smith dated black

bazal flange bowls to this same time period.

The fuller corpus of comparative material also aids in clarifying the
identification of two other fat smouted creatures: one on a Uaxactun plaque, the
other a jade head from Altun Ha (Fig.146). Both have the eye and beaded beard of
the Principal Bird Deity. MNeither feature is diagnostic solely of a bird monster,
however. The acrobatic monster on the Belgian Tripod also has a thick snout and
rectangular eye (and is in & descending posture) but without wings or Yax is not
yet acceptable as the Principal Bird Deity (Fig.148,b). Additional comparative
examples are needed before the Altun Ha and Uaxactun faces can be positively
identified, but in the meantime the Kinich Ahau designation for the former should
be quietly rescinded. Pendergast was correct when he wondered why there was no

Kin sign on the Altun Ha face.

The Altun Ha jade head is Early Classic in date {Mary Miller, personal
communication, 1982). The distinctly Tzakol features are the double yoke under
each eye, the previously mentioned rectangular eye, especially the triple beaded
beard (each of the three sets is of two beads), and the curl=ball=curl dentition.
Also specifically Early Classic on the Altun Ha face is the geometric Ahau-like
decoration on the forehead and the beaded sprouts or "hair?" over the otherwise

smooth head, 114

A sprouting Ahau headdress is found on a jade plaque In an
unpublished private collection and occasionally on other Early Classic artifacts.

Since 1 have not photographed private collections in Belize nor worked with Belize

114, A late Tzakal 3 Principal Bird Delty from Peten in the Duke University Art
Museum has an Ahau -- as tail joint, from which issue feathers (Fig.131,b).
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=aterial elsewhere, | do not know whether these features are typical of this

sastern area. One feature though is well understood; the rectangular eye is what
caused the Sun God misnomer because Thompson fixed this eye type as an indicator

of Ah Kin. One feature alone is usually insufficient to identify a complex mythical
personage. It is the overall assemblage and associatlons that permit educated

TUESSES,

Three or four different Tzakol monsters can have rectangular eyes or
curl-ball-curl dentition. The approximately contemporary Uaxactun plaque shares
enough features with the Altun Ha jade head to allow comparizon, as the face on
the plaque also has curl-ball-curl dentition, a rectangular eye, and a mouth curl
Itz snout comes down below the upper lip -- perhaps to faintly mimic a
latch-shaped beak. The crucial feature of similarity is the bump in the center of
the lower lip. This bump Iz prominently rendered on the Altun Ha face and
suggested on the Uaxactun face. Is this an abbreviation of the upcurved lower

beak?! 13

On definite Principal Bird Deities the lower jaw is relatively human with
the avian beak aspect being emphasized mostly in the snout/upper lip. To visualize
the Uaxactun face fully, the obtrusive pendant that hangs down in front and
obscures the actual profile needs to be subtracted from the view (Fig.146). The
Uaxactun face haz one beaded "sprout" comparable to the set on the Altun Ha. The
Uaxactun face has the comb-U-comb affix set sometimes found on the headdress of
8 bird monster, as on the Becan tripod and on a definite Principal Bird Deity of
the Kerr Collection orange bowl (Fig.107,b; 126). It seems that both the Uaxactun

plaque and the Altun Ha jadeite share some features with each other and with the

115. Parsons suggests a dragon rather than necessarily an avian creature. Personal
communication, 1985,
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Principal Bird Deity.

The shell, the Uaxactun plague, and the Altun Ha jade face show that In front
view the snout goes all the way across the mouth. This is the Maya convention
for indicating the Principal Bird Deity's latch shaped beak during the Early Classic.
The monster's beak is much wider, unlike any real bird beak, The snout alone on

the Altun Ha head is enough to suggest an attribution other than mlar.“ﬁ

These analyses reveal a convention of Maya art, that a side photograph of a
three-dimensional carving will never be the same az a profile Maya view. In a
Maya side view, the features are deliberately re-arranged by the artist to bring in
aspects of the front of the face which would aid in its recognition, Thus the side
view drawing or photograph of the Belize jadeite head gives only a close
resemblance to the Uaxactun face. The Altun Ha face looks less like a Sun God in
this new perspective. A previously unpublished carved shell (Fig.145; 146) shows
how these fat snouted faces are totally distinct from a real Sun God (who has a

Roman, humanoid nose).

A study of the Principal Bird Deity's face provides a second demonstration
that the Maya faces are a representation of the front of the head and heads are
abbreviated (actually concentrated) representations of the whole entity. The bird
monster certainly appears often encugh as a full figure to allow recognition when

rendered in face form. In fact the black grave lot specimen (Fig.127; 128) shows

—————— .

116. To confound the Sun God {ssue a fat snouted animal on the Rio Azul wooden
bowl has a Kin infix (Fig.170,a), suggesting the possibility of an animal form of Ah
Kin. Schele has already documented that animal forms can co-exist with human
land skeletal and infantile) forms for the Jaguar God of the Underworld (Schele
1979a).
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the Principal Bird deity simultaneously as an isolated face and as a full figure.

Due to the shape of lid and for compositional emphasis the artist has made the
face into one sculpture, the wings another, and the tail a fourth part. No body is
ever shown, since there is no need for it. Covering over the wings and tail --
leaving only the face -- presents thefsame/image as on a black tripod lid (Fig.133;
140) -- showing only a head. [Its eye, headdress, and beard are the same as worn
by other Principal Bird Deities. Since the snout has no latch or hook, without wings
it is mot fully a bird, but it certainly is a facial abbreviation of an important
monster immersed in the Surface of the Underwaterworld. On one lid the artist
shows the head, wings and tail, 30 the Snake Bird is present. On another lid the
artist shows only the head. The absence of the body is unlikely to mean that the

creature is no longer there.

Association of the Bird Deity with the Twisted Snake

One of the responsibilities of the Principal Bird Deity is to hold a thin snake
in its jaws (Fig.135-137). The long, cord-like snake (cord and snake are the same
word in Mayan] twists just below the mouth. The use of this motif in Late Classic
art is directly inherited from Early Classic Peten traditions. On a Tzakol period
carved slate mirror back in a private collection is a further example of such a
itwisted cord-snake held in the jaws of the Principal Bird Deity (Fig.134). A further
rendition of the Twisted Snake is on the Principal Bird Deity lid of the blackware
grave lot (Fig.127). In this scene the snake is adorned with a recurved snout. An
identical monster is on one of the three Ludwig Collection black cache vessels
(Bolz 1976:Abb.L and LI) and on Tikal Altar 19 (Fig.147). The iconography of snakes

has ramifications in all aspects of Mayva cosmology, from metamorphosis to a
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physical structure as on the Belgian Tripu-li.”

The front of Caracol Stela 5 shows that in Belize the tradition of the
Principal Bird Deity with twisted snake continued into the Late Classic
TF:E_IE?,ELL”H This 9.9.0.0.0 monument (Coffman, Reents, and Stone nd; Beetz and
Satterthwaite 1981:27-28) -- like Palenque examples and the Tikal Burial 72 -- was
created just a few generations into the late era, when Tzakol traditions were
revered and strongly upheld at Caracol and specifically resurrected at Palenque.
The bird twisted=-cord snake image continues further into the Late Classic on
Piedras Megras accession stelae, 11 [eroded), 14, and 25 (Maler 1901:Pl. XX,l1;
XX, 2 XX and elsewhere, In these situations the bird perches on a sky band --
far from the Underwaterworld. Since the art of Palenque begins its highest
development arcund A.D. 600, this is only 3-4 generations after Tzakol 3 ended,
when Tzakol r.r:udJl.;uns and Tzakol works of art were still widely known. The Maya
did not stop using, appreéciating, or creating Tzakol style art precisely in 550 A.D.
lor whatever particular transition date is selected by the particular ceramic
specialist). The Early Classic style did not end at the same moment all over the
Mava realm any more than did Gothic architecture in Europe. A Tikal Burial 72
bowl with the Principal Bird Deity in an Early Classic content (costume) though
with slightly Late Classic feathers on a definitely Tepeu 1 bowl shows again how
the Principal Bird Deity in particular went through the stela hiatus with

117, Spinden found snakes an important part of Maya art. Currently snake
symbolism has become so popularized == as in the tourist books of Diaz Bolio for
Yucatan -—— that serpents have not recently been adequately discussed in an
academic [ramework.

----------

118, If the bird were perched atop a cactus plant, then the origin of the Nahuatl
and Mexican national symbol would go back to the Maya and Izapa before them.
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imperceptible change and even still kept the twisted snake im ts mouth

(Fig. 136,a-b),

The bird deity's catch -- the snake monster -- is a denizen of the netherworld
waters and possibly sky also. "Swamp Bird" rather than any celestial title would be
an equally appropriate name for the Principal Bird Deity. The association between
the bird and the water may be that the sky bird hunts the swamp snake. Future
discoveries will provide more information on the actors of this myth episode,
Encugh data are present -- two seis of independent evidence that both serpent
face-wing bird types can operate in or near the netherworld: the fishing water bird

and the raptorial Principal Bird Deity.

Unanswered questions remain. |5 the Akbal snake on the Tikal rollout a
naturalistic rendering of the Principal Bird Deity's eventual prey? Does a
Headband partner shoot at the bird monster in order to protect the snake? Akbal
snakes are possibly related to Akbal jugs and one wing of the bird has an
Akbal-like glyph. On a Tepeu 1 bowl headbanded partners (Fig.101) are certainly
associated with Akbal jug smakes. The Akbal relationship to the jug appears in
other Tepeu 1 and Tepeu 2 scenes [Margaret Young, Yale University seminar
paper). Actually, the snake-in-the-mouth of the raptorial bird may relate to a

gection in the Popol Vuh.

In all lectures and discussions of the relation between the Popol Yuh and
Classic Maya art, the episode of the blowgun hunters has always labeled Vuqub

119

Kagix as being the one who was shot [(p.36) Since the Principal Bird Deity on

119, Page references are to the Edmonson translation in English.
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the Blom Plate and on the Rio Azul double-chambered cylindrical tripod {where also

a bird is being shot by a blowgun hunter, Hellmuth 1985a:100) is a raptorial species
and not a parrot, the 7 Parrot or 7 Macaw name does not seem appropriate. The
answer to this enigma comes from much further Into the Popol Vuh, In an entirely

different episode.

The key to the identification of the bird which is shot by the voung hunter
comes from pages 104-107. The second clue comes from a carved shell which shows
a bird "holding" a snake; a toad is nearby (Fig.135b) (Mayer 1985). The third clue is
that both the birds on the black double cylindrical tripods have snakes coming from
their mouths. The Popol Vuh specifically mentions a snake being vomited by the
hawk -- and the Blom Plate shows a bird Indeed vomiting, though it is inexplicably
a secondary, skeletalized water bird doing the actual act. Monetheless the bird is
vomiting, and the hawks in several scenes have snakes clearly in their mouth. The
"Maver Shell” definitely associates the woad directly with this moment. Could it be
that the blowgun incidents in Classic Maya art are against Hawk, not 7 Parrot. Is
the bird presenting the snake messenger in his mouth? Perhaps royal art was an
inappropriate place for the portrayval of actual vomiting; all the Maya viewers
would know what the snake was doing in the mouth area. Considering that over
1000 vears separate the Early Classic renditions and the Ximenez's transcription of
the Popol Vuh there is no reason to anticipate direct equivalency anyway. But the
point has been made with the Mayer Shell. Another episode in the Popol Vuh has a
parallel in Classic Maya funerary art. Possibly this episode has already been
considered in the animation of the Popol Vuh by Patricia Amlin, but the bird was
named 7 Parrot in personal communications with all Mayanists who discuss the

blowgun scene,
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Since the snake appears in the mouth of raptorial birds in the accession motif

on Maya stelae it would be of importance to figure out its meaning. Prior to
noticing the Popol Vuh relationship, | had worked more on the Zip Monster-Sky
Band relationships of the snake, a direction which should not be given up. Coe has
pointed owt that the Popol Yuh is only a small surviving part of the rich Classic
Maya myths. The potential for advancing further into Maya cosmology are limited
only by the gquantity and quality of study pieces that are available for

photography.

Mow that serpent face-wings and Principal Bird Deity iconography and
associations have been itemized, it iz easier to discuss the bodiless serpent

face-wing on the fragmentary Surface of the Underwaterworld Tikal bowl rollout,

Disembodied Serpent Face-Wing on the Tikal Fragmentary Bowl

The discussion of supernatural birds arose from the presence of a disembodied
serpent face-wing on the Tikal Burial 160 rollout. During the Early Classic by this
wing may be worn by:

Bird-swallowing-fish.

Principal Bird Deity.

¥irtually any bird in a myth episode.

Human transformations of the Principal Bird Deity.
God D,

Generic character with Comb-U-comb affix headdress.

PG o bl e

Possibility 1 may be eliminated because the bird-swallowing-fish with serpent
face-wing is normally restricted to lids of basal flange bowls. Quadripartite Badge
Birds (swallowing fish) may be underwater, but these birds do not have serpent
face-wings. Birds-swallowing-fish do not wear headdresses, especially not the

assemblage over the serpent face-wing as on the Tikal painting. It is the Principal
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Bird Deity, God D, or humanoid transformations with the bird monster, who wear

such headdresses,

A Principal Bird Deity can perch on something rising out of the Surface of
the Underwaterworld (on the Blom Plate, Fig.102). The image of Fig.143, bottom
(Hellmuth 1985a:front cover) suggests that he can physically be within, alongside, or
under the Surface of the Underwaterworld. Possibility 3, another mythical bird,
cannot be ruled out, but is unlikely since humanoids are the dominant participants
in the particular myth episode of the Tikal bowl. This leaves a God D (possibility
5) or another wing-costumed humanoid -- Comb-U-Comb [6) == as the most likely
the missing wearer of the wing prop. Humans and gods receive wings through
biological metamorphosis (possibility 4). The wings may be physically part of the
composite creation or worn as a costume accessory. Metamorphosis into avian
forms may be the reason behind the serpent face-wing attachment for the missing
character on the Tikal bowl. Thus a divine bird or a winged anthropomorphic
composite are the best candidates for the missing body on the Tikal Burial 160
bowl. Something like the characters on a Kaminaljuyu painting are plausible

(Fig. 124).

Principal Bird Deity Transformations

A small, carved brown bowl establishes that mythical characters can conflate
with or metamorphose imto the Principal Bird Deity by donning his wings and
jewelry (Fig.149). On the bowl's three panels s a visual record also of the potential
of the serpent face-wing to be attached to more than one mythical character. In
one panel a "normal" Principal Bird Deity has a long-snouted visage in place of the

usual latch beak., It has no God K display unit or torch through the forehead (in

- 198 -



fact no Palenque type God K-Serpent Bird has yet been found for the Early

Classic).

The other two panels show humanolds with the IL tattoo on their cheek.
Their personalities have not yet been identified though the winged humanoid on the
impressive Proto-Classic Diker Bowl may be related (Fig.116). Whoever these
characters are, they have just received the power and means of flight, as does a
larva when it metamorphoses into a winged insect. The Maya, though, may have
associated wings with far more powerful forces than mere biological
metamorphosis. A full grown harpy eagle is an appropriately fierce model for a
giant, mythical, raptorial bird. The owl need not be the sole model. The Popol

Vuh records how important a variety of bird characters were to the Quiche.

This carved bowl shows that the wings may be worn as costume props for
impersonators or as growth structure for mythical characters. Kubler has worked
with problems of such addition and subtraction of features at Teotihuacan and
recognizes this trait in Mayva art. This feature is deeply ingrained in Maya
convention and its use in the Mayva area of course I8 Independent of its use at

Teotihuacan, where in any event the grammar of art is different.

A forerunner to the Peten bowl mythology is found at lzapa, where a

"Principal Bird Deity" is a giant costume worn by a human character. The
Preclassic Olmec Oxtotitlan Cave murals provide an even earlier prototype
(Fig.111). Such an Individual iz typically termed a "god impersonator” implying that
he is completely human and only dons the costume of a god for a particular
moment. Certainly instances of this could be found throughout the art of many

times and places within Mesoamerica. | would like to add another dimension (for
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the Classic Maya), of a god impersonator being sometimes one god impersonating --

or transforming momentarily or metamorphically -- into another god or into a
higher or lower state of being. Among the Maya the concept of deity
metamorphosis is particularly pertinent with the Jaguar God of the Underworld (a
definite Inhabitant of the Surface of the Underwaterworld) and of God D (a

netherworld overlord of the Headband Partners).

After the brown Tzakol bowl a second set of transformation portraits s a
series of Tepeu | bowls that plcture winged, jaguar-pawed, sometimes partially
skeletalized creations, especially on Red Band Tepeu 1 vases, such as on Grolier 35
(Fig.151,b), but also on four others not known at that time (Fig.151,a). Coe had
good reason to be perplexed by these "grotesque gods" (Coe 1973:Grolier MNo.35).
The whole time there was actually another identical creature, on another Fed Band
Tepeu 1 vase E\’Eﬂ.im On the Mellon Vase the winged monster is enthroned,
establishing a high rank for him. On the Grolier 35 vase he carries what Coe
correctly identifies as the Jaguar God of the Underworld in a cartouche -- the

cartouche is the shape of the cave entrance to the Underworld.

Is it possible that the winged jaguar-like monsters are going to transport the
J.G. UL through the Underworld? Vases are only now available which show major
personalities of the netherworld that were not in Thompson's schema. They are
introduced by Coe but in 1973 there was no way to work them into a model of the
pantheon that he had carefully begun to develop, with headband gods, God L, the

Jaguar God of the Underworld, Cauac Monster, and the rest. The winged

120. In the Museum of Primitive Art, now transferred to the Metropolitan Museum
of Art, New York and in print at least since 1969 (].Jones 1969.)
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characters were seen, noted, yet not understood since no other examples were

widely enough known to show a pattern. Extensive photography in museums and
private collections has expanded the comparative corpus -- such as four similar
partially skeletalized feline monsters with serpent face-wings on a Tepeu 1 bowl in
the Duke University Art Museum (Hellmuth Photo Archive). On a Late Classic
polychrome vase of dynamic complexity are two feline beasts (not skeletalized as
on Red Rim style vases) perched high in a tree (Fig.150,a-b) majestically
overlooking groups of Interacting gods and mythical creatures. Mew discoveries
allow a vision into a world so bizarre that our rules of reality do not provide a
ready model, Restrictions of human nature and animal potential are breached in
the Maya cosmos. Maya studies have reached where no potsherd will suffice for
an answer. Not even grave lot and provenance have provided the kind of data to

facilitate breakthroughs.

The traditional corpus actually had an example of feline-avian metamorphosis
all along -- Piedras Negras Stela 5, Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York. Here a
*Principal Bird Deity"™ with a clearly distinguishable Jaguar God of the Underworld
face and earring occurs nearby a normal Jaguar God of the Underworld (Fig.152).
Their faces are identical. Comparable feline spotted-Principal Bird Deities appear

on a Codex style vase and on a related plate {T‘"ig+l53:l,121

The third set of scenes which document potential avian metamorphosis deal

with God D. In 1978 | waz able to find God D in the Classic period on polychrome

121. Some "Principal Bird Deities" have God K faces. Yet no one éver proposed
that these were actually God K, With their wings they were always presumed to be
simply a Serpent Bird who happened to share a God K face. Is it not possible that
it Is a God K who happens to have wings?
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funerary vases and bowls, thus breaking the impasse whereby God D of codex

appearance was cited as an example of a codex period god not existent in the
Classic period. God D can wear a serpent face-wing on his back. In some
renditions the wing seems only a prop rather than a functional wing (Fig.125) but
two unpublished vases picture God D in the company of actual birds or a bird god
(Fig.154). On this Late Classic vase the god-like bird wears a God D headdress and
has an aged, human, God D-like face. | tentatively interpret this sceme as
indicating the death of God D and his apotheosis as a supernatural bird. He
recelves homage in both hiz "human" and his avian forms. The relationship of God
D with a Principal Bird Deity goes back to the Early Classic, since the same
cylindrical tripod which shows a handsome bird god (Fig.131, top) has a God D with

feather prop on the other side.

Another vase pictures an emaciated God D resting on a supernaturally floating
serpent (Fig.150,a). A naturalistic bird is on either side of him. Underneath are
detailed portraits of God D's attendants, most likely the Headband Partners
(Personified Mumeral Nine on the left, Spotted Attendant on the right). In this
remarkable Peten vase painting the elderly God D' face has already begun the
transformation into a bird -- notice the beak -- and he wears wings (in this case
with no serpent faces; the reptilian Imagery is underneath him). Clearly the
Principal Bird Deity is a more complicated personality than has been suspected

before.,

The traditional corpus is weak in transformation scenes, though a Tepeu 1
dated stuccoed plate from Tikal Burial 195 (Fig.108) shows an aspect of God
D-serpent wing composites, This Late Classic personage (wearing a completely

Early Classic headdress of finial (partially eroded) over a oDo stylized vertebrae
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cross-set) has one serpent face-wing attached to his back and another in front of

him acting almost as a support to the bowl with the triple celted head. Another
Tepeu | l:u.:n.lv.'hm2 shows several God D's; detached serpent face wings are
elsewhere in this complex scene. A Tepeu | bowl shows two portraits of God D
unequivocally with wings -- a complete set of serpent face-wings, one attached to

each arm (Fig.154).

Metamorphosis in the Maya seénse implies that one creaturé can acquire traits
of another through physical transformation or costume addition. The end product
usually retains some physical features and/or costume elements of the original
species. In fact the entire body of the original species may be retained, adding
during metamorphosis only specific physical changes, either as accessories such as
wings, or organic such as ventral scales, or black spots. Metamorphosis may be
distinguished from conflation. A conflation is a form of artistic license, an
expedient, to show two different glyphs or personifications within a limited space.
In a conflation the two different original personalities can still be distinguished
through the overlay. The conflated result may not reflect any physical change in

either of the original parts.

After metamorphosis -- for the suggested model -- the end product is a single,
new species, more than the sum of the two (or more) constituent parts. Since the
nature and potential of the basic personalities of the Maya cosmos are not yet
fully understood, the metamorphic end products are correspondingly enigmatic.

And, true to the Maya habit, exceptions will be present to any rule.

(R e p——

122, Private collection, Canada.

- 203 -



For human dancers, rulers, and other historical individuals on monuments,

murals, and ceramics, costume may be used to suggest metamorphosis. Costumed
or masked humans (god impersonators) are as useful to study as are actual gods,

since Mava cult drama is an expression of Maya religious beliefs.

Maya artists tended to portray the metamorphosing personalities only in
certain stages of the process. It is not yet clear how long transformation took, an
instant, or a gradual process such as aging, or a pericdic process such as a snake
shedding its skin or an individual giving birth. The Maya must have seen butterfly
and moth larvae getting wings and flying away, but Olmec and lzapa art suggests
that the ideas were already codified in supernatural references before the Maya
borrowed them. One of these supernatural aspects must be associated with the

serpent face-wing on the Tikal Burial 160 bowl.

On this Tikal scene, the potential wearer of the wing is either missing (off
the extant fragment), or is figure L. Since personage L on the Tikal bowl is
leaning over backwards (as is G, whose headdress is also turned 90 degrees to make
it horizontal, because if he stood stralght up there would not be space in the
restricted composition to show the headdress), if a set of two wings were on his
back, one might be placed a little to the left as we see here. Also, even though
all other characters are behind the water band, to show something on their back it

would have to be placed in front of the water band.

The Tikal Burial 1680 humancids A, G, and L wear the same headdress affixes
as a possible Principal Bird Deity face on the Uaxactun plague, on the avian
monster on the Becan tripod and as the Principal Bird Deity on the Kerr Collection

carved bowl. The affix headdress raises the question of whether they can
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transform into the Principal Bird Deity, or at least inte a winged phase. Somebody

was wearing a serpent face-wing on the Tikal rollout, and it was not necessarily an |
actual Principal Bird Deity. Are perhaps A and G pre-wing transformations? Under

this hypothetical model, personality A-G has the potential to undergo metamorphosis

and turn into a serpent face-winged creature. | do not say this is what happened,

| only propose this as a possibility in Maya mythology based on the scenes

illustraced in this section.

If the serpent face-wing were not present, it would appear that personage L
was a third representation of A-G in the same manner that the headband
characters are shown several times., The serpent-sack Akbal may have been the
center of the long scene, which means that there was space probably for a fourth
Anemone Headdress Monster and a fourth A-G-L character. The wing though
complicates the situation unless the myth episode presents a stock facial character
in several guises -- including winged, headbanded, etc. In actuality, the enigma of
the disembodied serpent face-wing on the Tikal painted fragment can be solved
only by finding a contemporary rendering that shows the wings attached to or
associated with a figural character of the A-G-L family face type. The shell disk
reveals what that character looked like in full body form (Fig.110). A Yax finial
should be added to his head andfor to the Principal Bird Deity on his back. A God
D or a Principal Bird Deity remain possibilities, although a winged version of the
A-G-L family face type is more likely, (that is, the character on the shell disk)
since God D is not yvet elsewhere known to be physically immersed in the water

lavers.

Thiz section completes the survey of the Tikal painted fragment and leads

into the final chapter, the Surface of the Underwaterworld in the Rio Azul painted
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tomb. Flanking the Long Count date and dynastic statement hieroglyphs are

remarkable paintings of Early Classic Maya monsters. The Ah Kin face introduces
a current controversy over the proper patron of Gl of the triad, Kin or the
Jaguar God of the Underworld. Both the Kinich Ahau and the Jaguar God of the
Underworld are denizens of the Surface of the Underwaterworld. Also, the ]Jaguar
God of the Underworld metamorphose into a winged state, may have his portrait
framed by the quartrefoil Cave Entrance to the Underworld, is one of the paddlers
of the Principal Young Lord across the netherworld waters, and is overall a popular

character in the cast of Maya mythical personalities.
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Chapter 6

THE SUN GOD AND JAGUAR GOD OF THE UNDERWORLD

The first three quarters of the dissertation worked from the Uaxactun Tripod,
the Kerr rollout of the stuccoed Merrin Bowl, and the long Tikal Burial 160 painted
Er_agmmn. This closing section on the Surface of the Underwaterworld inhabitants
discusses the most unexpected renditlon of the Surface of the Underwaterworld --
the Rio Azul painted tomb. Here the undulating water bands are painted on the
two long sides of an underground burial chamber (Figs.46 and 163). On the adjoining
wall are remarkable paintings of Early Classic Maya monsters. On top of one pile
is Ah Kin. The Kin leads into a current controversy over the proper patron of GIII

123 This theme in Maya art

of the triad, Kin or the Jaguar God of the Underworld.
history Is pertinent to this dissertation since both the J.G.U. and Ah Kin are

associated with the Surface of the Underwaterworld.

"THE SUN GOD"

God G of the codices is a personage whose cheek or head is decorated with a
Kin sign. This G designation is part of the Schellhas alphabetical series and has no
relationship to the Triad's G-series (GI, GII, GIll), except that by coincidence Berlin
coded as Gl what turned out later to be related to Schellhas's God G. To ease
the confusion, this paper avoids using the God G designation and calls him the Kin
God, the Sun God, or Kinich Ahau, or Ah Kin. Kin means sun and day in Mayan.

The letter "G" is reserved for the Triad.

——————————

123. Abbreviated as J.G.U., or simply JGU.
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At the same time that Schellhas and Fewkes were creating the initial

nomenclature for Maya gods Seler made good use of material in private collections

124 Seler

to illustrate the 19th century, academic concept of the Maya sun god.
used the large eye and filed fronmt tooth of the Classic period representations o
characterize the Sun God -- a definition that was followed faithfully by Spinden,
Morley, Thompson and Proskouriakoff and is still firmly fixed in iconography

125

today. In Seler's day (1880-1920) it was already recognized that Goodman's

2 : 126
personification of the numeral four was the Sun God.

A generation later Spinden classified gods on the basis of their facial
characteristics and adornments, following Fewkes. Spinden created a "Roman Nosed
God" which unfortunately mixed together what are separated today as the Jaguar
God of the Underworld, God D, the Sun God, the Loincloth Apron Face, and other
humanolds. Spindeén was not in his time able to separate God D from the Sun God.
He did a good job nonetheless, since it took until 1978 before God D could be

recognized in the Classic period.

In the past 20 years scholars easily separated out the Jaguar God of the

Underworld from Spinden's concoction, but the Loincloth Apron Face, in its skyband

N Er T ey

124. Seler, Yol. 1Il, pp. 612-613. Seler published every private collection he could
find in Mexico and Guatemala.

125, Unfortunately, while all Sun Gods may have a filed (Tau-shaped or pointed
(shark's) tooth), not all gods with prominent front teeth are the Sun God. Prominent
front teeth are characteristic of a class of deities in general. The large eye is no
longer an acceptable -- sole -- criteria for the Sun God either. Large eyes are
the perogative of a variable host of Maya deities.

126. Some gods serve as face variant hieroglyph for a variety of numerals, days,
months, or other calendrical aspects.
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and tree trunk form, got stuck with a Sun God tag until 1981. By this date

cataloging of funerary pottery had advanced to the point where I could identify the
Loincloth Apron Face (abbreviated, LLAF.) as a completely separate character. The
Loincloth Apron Face appears on the Palenque sarcophagus, on the sanctuary panel
of the Temple of the Foliated Cross, and elsewhere {Hellmuth 1986a). The
Loincloth Apron Face is related to the Surface of the Underwaterworld in the Late
Classic, where it appears on the tree trunk which sprouts from Gl's head on the
Codex Style plate of Fig.19,8. On an unpublished Late Classic Peten vase, the
L.A.F. appears as a decoration in the main side panel and also as a suprafix to the
GI glyph in the PSS. The introducing glyph of the PSS, when in personified form, is
a GI lin normal form it has a turtle affix). A further watery association for the
L.AF. iz on a small Codex Stvle bowl scene with water birds and water lilies
{Hellmuth Photo Archive), The L.ALF, Is mot yet well known in the Early Classic, so
it iz not included in the god dlscussions of these chapters. The L.ALF. -— In
non=-water situations -- appears In sky bands, especially at Palengue, where it has
traditionally been identified as a Sun God. This present discussion will not deal
further with the God D or the Loincloth Apron Face, whose appearance on the
back of toad/frogs and on execution axes on Codex Style pottery had also been
misidentified as God C. The tag, "Sun God," should be carefully restricted to
humanold faces with an assoclated Kin Infix. To return to Spinden's time:
Still another manifestation of the Roman-nosed God is probably

seen in the face form of the kin glyph,... the period glyph

representing one day. If this god is, as we surmise, a god of both

night and day but with the idea of the sun god uppermost, his face

would serve nicely as a sign for the period, one dav.... Sometimes

the kin sign appears on the face, usually the nose is of the Roman

type, a peculiar terraced tooth that is commonly described as filed

projects from the front of the upper jaw, and a flowing beard is often

present. The eye likewise shows similarities to the eye of the (Roman
nosed god, D) we have been studying (Spinden 1913:72).
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Thompson on the Sun God

Thompson entered Kin iconography because of the calendrical implications of f
Kin as day and patron of a number. He paraphrased Seler and Spinden in his
dezcription of the sun deity.

The head of the aged sun god represents the number 4. He has a
large, almost square eye with the pupil set in the top inner corner, so
that he squints... The god of number 4 sometimes wears the kin (sun)
glyph on the side of his face, and often has the upper incisors filed to
a T-shape, as was the custom of the sun god.... There is, accordingly,
irrefutable evidence that the sun is the god of number 4 (Thompson
1950:133).

The characteristic features of the sun god are: a squarish eye
with squarish pupil in the top inner corner and with a loop, often with
two or three circlets attached, which enclozes the eyve on the sides
and bottom; a prominent Roman nose; the central incisors of the
upper jaw filed to the shape of a squat tau; often a fang projecting
from the cormer of the mouth ; and a hollow on the top of the head.

Today lconographers distinguish between the Sun God's eve frame and the same but

with cruller added that signifies the Jaguar God of the Underworld. In 1950 the

characteristics of the day sun and the night sun were not yvet fully differentiated.

Thompson continues:

Gods could change thelr localities and resultant associations. The
sun god was, naturally, a sky god, but at sunset he passed to the
underworld to become one of the lords of nights, and emerged at
dawn with the insignia of death. To depict him during his journey
through he underworld it was necessary to add ateributes, such as
those of the jaguar or black, the color of the underworld, or maize

foliage, Whic‘llh.‘a]m connoted the surface of the world and the
underwaorld."

= =

127. Thompson 1950:11. Thompson's maize foliage theory fortunately never caught
LRl
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Here is the beginning of what two decades later Coe separated out and tagged as

the "Jaguar God of the Underworld." Otherwise the Seler-Spinden "Sun God®
creation has stayed persistently intact because Kinich Ahau was not recognized in
the new corpus of funerary ceramics (Coe 1973:14). Ah Kin is indeed rarely seen
outside of 5te:|ae,|?E The most dramatic representation of a clearly defined Kinich

Ahau in the new corpus is on the murals of Rio Azul, Tomb 1.

Ah Kin on_the Rio Azul Murals

The monumental presence of the undulating bands on the Rio Azul tomb
sidewalls suggests that the room space between the walls may be considered a
portion of the netherworld. Furthermore this chamber is physically underground, is
the burial place of a revered ruler, and was a veritable warehousze of mosalc masks
and deity |:|4c:|:|":rk1il:5.]"EHI When the entire tomb chamber is a section of the
nechesworld, then the monsters therein are residents or patrons of this
netherworld. In an unpublished 1980 Primceton symposium lecture Coe has already
spoken of the underworld aspects of the Classic Maya grave chamber. The
undulating bands on the sidewall suggest that the tomb chamber iz more
specifically in, or alongside, the Surface of the Underwaterworld section of that

netherworld,

A "Sun God" face is conspicuous in the Rio Azul tomb murals. Another kin

128. As suggested earlier, the jadeite "Kinich Ahau" of Altun Ha, Belize is
definitely not the traditional Sun God but is more likely a fat beaked character,
possibly the Principal Bird Deity or another Tzakol monster.

129. lan Graham has provided a suggested list of contents of the tomb based on
fragments salvaged by him and the subszequent Adams project.

Bl
==
1



decorated face is on 8 wooden bowl from the same tomb (Fig.163; 160-162). While

no Ah Kin is on the Tikal Bu. 1680 bowl, the god faces on that bowl are of the
same standardized deity family as is Kinich Ahau -- only a cheek or forehead glyph
infix is lacking to make them actual Kim characters. On the Austin Tetrapod a
paddler with Kin cap is directly on top of the Surface of the Underwaterworld
(Fig.37) suggesting that "sky personalities® will, on occasion, come down onto the
interface with the netherworld. Apparently the Mava visualized the afterncon sun
setting into some watery world which was mysterious to their pre-Galllean

cosmology. The next day they witnessed the wonder of the morning sunrise.

The Kin God on the Rio Azul murals is a characteristic presentation, even
with a Kin affix on both his head and his cheek, plus all the mormal characteristics

elsewhere: filed tooth (here as a shark's tooth, not a tau), large rectangular eye,

and mouth curl, 130

This Kin face sits atop a commonly seen Maya reptilian monster which is
known in several variations: 1st) a creature with crossed-bands-eye, a saurian
monstér which serves as the head of a Crocodile Tree (Figs.165); 2Znd) with star

glyph in the eye, which makes him the the Venus Monster -- the front head of a

long, complicated, often "two faced" heast.ml

130. It is hard to tell whether the mouth curl here is a barbel and/or mouth curl;
in fact there are two curls, but the inner one may be part of a thin curl-ball-curl
assemblage here rendered as a curl-shark tooth-curl, with the other side of course
not visible in a profile presentation.

131. Schele has reported the fact that the monster's rear "face" Is only a plague or
mask set on the tail. That means the creature has only one "fromt"™ -- the Venus
or crossed-bands eve, A fuller representation of the Venus Monster is seen in
Fig.192,c. Normally the "back" face of such a supernatural monster has a
Quadripartite Badge headdress, but in the Rio Azul murals the opposing panel has a
giant Cauac Monster on top of an unidentified bird monster.

- 212 -



Coe coined the "Cauac Monster" nomenclature (1973:98; 107). MNeither Seler,

Spinden, Morley, Thompson, or Proskouriakoff had identified the Cauac Monster as
a speciflic, independent creature even though it appeared often on zoomorphs and as L
base panels of stelae. [t was not until polychrome vases with Cauac Monster
scenes in private collections were studied that the pattern became obvious. Dicey
Taylor and Carylyn Tate took advantage of the new unprovenanced corpus to
continue development of Cauac Monster iconography. Tikal Altar 4 (Fig.172) ond
the Hio Azul murals demonstrate that one cosmological locus of the Cauac Monster
is in association with either the four petalled cave entrance -- the beginning of the
Surface of the Underwaterworld -- or, as in the tomb murals, between the
undulating bands. An unpublished drawing provided by lan Graham of an otherwise
unknown stela fragment shows Cauac Monsters directly associated with Late Classic

layers of the underwaterworld.

A second early association of a Kin portraval and 8 Cauac Monster comes
from the carved wooden bowl of the same Rio Azul tomb (Fig.170,a). A third
Kin-Cauac Monster pairing is on the base panel of Caracol (Belize), Stela 6, back,
(Fig.171,a) dated at 9.8.10.0.0, in the transition period between Early and Late
Classic when Tzakol forms were used archaistically. The face on the left of the
Caracol Cauac panel, has a probable Kin affix on his -u::h1=__li-.’::+E'l32 A fourth
Cauac-Kin relationship in an early context is on Caracol Stela 4, front, where the

base panel Cauac Monster has a codex style Kin within a cave frame on its

headband (Fig.171,¢c). The Cauac Monster may be a patron, protector, or

132. The Caracol stelae drawings are not sufficiently accurate for detailed
iconography.
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personification of the entrance to the underworld.

The Kin glyph on the Rio Azul head is a headdress glyph cluster with [lanking
affixes rather than a decoration on his actual forehead. This headdress Kin is an
interesting mixture of Codex Kin (double line guadrant markers, "=", read by
epigraphers as "nicte,” flower) and classic Kin (wedge shaped quadrant markers "3").
A comparable siteation is on the eve glyphs of the Kohunlich stucco mask
character and in a Quadripartite Badge of a Chama bow] (Coe 1978:Princeton
Mo.13). The Deletaille Tripod has the nicte form of the Kin as giant floating
symbols [(Hellmuth 1978:140; 19B6¢; In press D). On the baszsis of the Rio Azul
painting, the Chama Bow! badge, and the Kohunlich stucce mask, | argue that the

133 The

=form of the guadrant marker Is an acceptable substitute for the | form.
substitution is particularly appropriate, since Schele reads the "Codex Kin®" as nicre,
a sacred flower for the Maya. The original model for the ) kin i3 also a (four

petaled) flower .134

Another Kin Character on the Surface of the Underwaterworld

The Austin Tetrapod clearly pictures the Surface of the Underwaterworld,

complete with stylized fizsh (Fig.36-37). Paddling across the surface of this mythical

=

133. Schele disagrees; personal communication, 1981. She suggests that the Fost
Clazsic codex scribe did not always know what he was painting and often used the
wrong symbols, But, | do not subscribe to any model that substitutibility makes
the two interchangeable forms have the same meaning, so [ do not claim that =
Kin is the same as the ® Kin. | only point out that they are demonstrated as
interchangeable in certain sitwations by the Classic Mayva themselves. Lounsbury
agrees with the allowable substitutibility of T-344 by T-646 based on the precedent
of the flower patron of the 20th Aztec day, personal communication, 1985,

134. Thompson's derivation of this from a five petaled plumerla is typical of his
manipulation of forms to Mt a preconceived idea (1950:142).
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stream is a shallow cance. The youthful paddler has a Kin glyph on top of his

head, The Rio Azul murals and Post Classic codices show that the head is an
acceptable location for this glyph on a Sun God. But this paddier is youthful,
totally human, definitely male, and has none of the eye, tooth, or mouth features
expected for Kinich Ahau. He lacks the lancet through his nose and an aged face

to be the expected form of Kin paddler. He has a fish tied on his back, nothing

yet associated with a Sun deity e1mwhme.”5

Since Schele has demonstrated that mythical personalities may occur in
several, diverse forms, such as skeletal, infant, normal, or zoomorphic, perhaps the
paddler is an idealized young human form of the Kin character. Or else the lid
shows an unidentified planetary paddler who happens to have the Kin on his head.
If this paddler is the Sun God it offers implications for the sun's journey through

the Underworld, because the surface would logically be the first stage -- and last

stage, presumably at sunset, but this needs to be found in figural art, 196 He is
gtill in his Kin form, not yet & J.G.U. form. At what point in the myth does
Kinich Ahau transform into the [J.G.ULT The ].G.U. is often a paddler (Fig.177;
188), but of aged appearance, definitely feline, and not as man-like as the Austin
Paddler. Are the two really transformations of the Sun or separate characters only

accidentally related to the sun by popularized academic nicknames?

O

135. Unless a full figure glyph can be found somewhere with a Kin carrying a
piscine creature. Lounsbury says a single Maya Yucatec dictionary entry (Andrew
Heath de Zapata, Vocabulario de Mayathan) equates the word kin also with planet,
personal communication, January 1985; Coe suggests the paddling partner of the
J.G.U.-Akbal paddler,

136, Parsons reminds me to consider cycles of rebirth after death, personal
communication, 1985,

- 215 -



At present | classify the Kin character and the ].G.U. 8s two separate

personalities on the basis of Lounsbury's reminder that Kin is patron of numeral 4
and variable element for the month Yaxkin, whereas the ].G.U. 1s patron of
numeral 7 and related to the Initial Series variable element Pax as well as paired
with Pax in deity scenes. As faces they can conflate Into one another -- Tikal
Stela 31 documents this -- but I am not vet sure that conflation must mean
transformation (whereby one personality changes sufficiently that he becomes the
other). These problems do not occur on the Rio Azul murals, The Sun God is in
traditional form, albeit in an unexpected almost "underwater™ association,

Portrait_with Kin on Orange Cache l'.'!«t:rlrltﬂimzrs:I:ITIr

Two Early Classic orange cache containers present a deity with a Kin glyph

on the cheek. The most noticeable instance iz on a unigue rectangular cache

container 1F|g.lﬁlh.ma

139

The rectangular cache box has God L and God K on the
front, the Principal Bird Deity facing a rare full figure rendition of the
Triangular Mouth Plague character (Hellmuth 1982a), and on the end under
discussion, Gl of the Triad on the left, and Kinich Ahau, the Sun God, on the

right. For a non-textual situation, this is the only instance on Tzakol pottery

- -

137. Kins in Quadripartite badges do not mean the wearer is a Kinich Ahau. The
Quadripartite Kin is part of a different assemblage. Its true meaning in this
setting is unknown.

138. Probably from Central Peten, as this vessel became known at least 3 vears
before the Rio Azul area was looted. Indeed Robicsek published two figures from
the rectangular box in 1978, which means it was available for study since at least
around 1976,

139. Robicsek 1978:pp. 118-119; figs. 132-133; pls. 101-102, Neither God L nor

God K have other direct relationship with the Surface of the Underwaterworld.
Each side of the box may picture a different netherworld domain
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besides the Bowl of the Nine God Glyphs (Figs.17,f; 160,f; 166,c) where GI and the

Sun God are together. If Ah Kin is Gl -- as Lounsbury proposes -- then the

cache box has the whole triad, GI, GIl (God K), and GIII {(Ah Kin).

Problems in Sun God Theology and lconography

Since "kin" means "day" as well as "sun," how do we know he is god of the
solar disk and not the concept of a day's time? This is a prickly theological

guestion that has not previously been asked,

In Western cosmology, the sun's domain is the sky. But since the sun sets
into the ocean, or into the earth and rises from it the next day, for those that
live out of doors and see this natural phenomenon every day, the sun was not
perhaps so fixed in the heavens, Gl does not present these problems of
cosmological association, since be has fish fins on hiz mouth, Xoc Monster In his
headdress, and shark's tooth as his central perforator. Two Tzakol cache vessels
even present Gl immersed in the Surface of the Underwaterworld. An important
Late Classic plate shows the same for Chac Xib Chac. So Gl is definitely a fishy,
watery character, and perfectly at home with the Surface of the Underwaterworld.

His is the portrait | would have expected In the tomb murals, not the Kin.

But on the rectangular box, Gl and Kinich Ahau are wogether, specifically in
the same panel. Since Gl is self-evidently associated with the Surface of the
Underwaterworld, then under a pattern of associations, the Kin has a definite,
albeit unexplained, relationship with the Surface of the Underwaterworld. | do not
extend this to suggesting that Ah Kin is an "underworld deity" any more than the

Principal Bird Deity is an underworld deity on the other end of the box. What is
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happening is that data from private collections at last allow breaking through the

mode]l pan-Mesoamerican cosmos as developed in the 19th century and seeing actual
presentations of the specifically early Mava cosmos. The environment and

associated characters are differemt than predicred.

In summary on Ah Kin, the two leading epigraphers still debate the precise
relutlonship between the Kin-decorated Sun God, the Jaguar God of the Underworld,
and GIN of the Triad. Lounsbury has done the most thorough modern analysis of
the GIH aspect of Kin, Linda Schele did a thorough review of GIll as being the
Jaguar God of the Underworld. Their original articles are essential reading and
should be consulted., Despite the potential importance of day solar imagery no
thorough study on the Mava sun god, Kinich Ahau, exists since both specialists
tackled only the GIII relationship. As both creatures are present in close
association with the Surface of the Underwaterworld it i necessary to mention the
problems if not at this moment to solve them. Asking the right questions is as
important in this stage of our knowiedge of Maya mythology as providing the
answers. Kubler s correct In that too many “answers"” have been provided in the

past, and not enough questions.
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JAGUAR GOD OF THE UNDERWORLD (].G.L.)

The J.G.U, is most widely known on shields (Fig.1531,b) and, now it has been
found on orange cache containers (Figs.158-159) or as a hieroglyph (Fig.160,b). His
diagnostic characteristics vary, and as usual with Maya personalities, not every
example exhibits all the traits {Hellmuth in press C). Schele demonstrates there
may be zoomorphic, anthropomorphic, young, aged, fleshed, and fleshless variations

of certain Maya mythical characters (1976/79).

One of several popularized names for the standard feline form is the Might
Sun, Thompson is the principal -instigator of that as well as background for the
current term, Jaguar God of the Underworld, though he himsell never used this
particular name; he usually just called it a "Jaguar God" (Thompson
1950:Flg.12,12-15),

..a loop passes under the eyes, and is loosely tied like a cruller,
to use Spinden's expressive description, over the bridge of the nose.
Characteristic, too, is the earplug which is oval and has a flamelike
pendant with one tongue longer then the other. The eyes are square;
the nose {5 Roman. The central incisors of the upper jaw are f[lled
T=shape, There are two or three little circles below the loop under the
aYe,

The deity represented is the jaguar pod as recognized first by
Seler. This is shown by the jaguar paws of the only full-figure
representation of the god of number 7, and by numerous
representations of the god in sculpture and ceramics, which show the
details noted above in combination with the pecullar ear of the jaguar,
or the beard or spotted skin of that animal....

As already pointed out, the jaguar is the god of the underworld,
amnd appears to be merged with the night sun. As a god of the earth
he carries the symbols of his origin, for frequently he wears the lily
of shells, and not infrequently he has the symbol for night as an
aornament of his ear or before his face. He is the Mava equivalent of
Tepeyollot]l (Thompson 1950:134)
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Thompson's "Maya History and Religion" gives a 1970 repeat on the jaguar:

A jaguar god, his features often displayed by an impersonator, is
very prominent in the art of the Classic period, and he appears
frequently on the fronts of incense burners from Chiapas and the
highlands of Guatemala. His most readily recognizable attribures, even
when he serves as the disguise of an impersonator, are a large
conventionalized jaguar ear complete with circular jaguar-hide
markings; a loop passing beneath both eyes and twisted into a design
regsembling our number eight above the bridge of the nose; round eyes
(denoting a god's animal derivation); "whiskers" in the form of a
curving line from level with the nose to the chin, almost certainly
representing the jaguar's whiskers; prominent filed central incisors in
the upper jaw, symbolic of the sun god, or a fang, such as
distinguishes representations of the jaguar, at each corner of the
mouth;... and, at times, the water lily, a well-recognized attribute of
the jaguar (Thompson 1970:292)

This is what is today enshrined in every article and book written on the Maya --
Jaguar as Night Sun. Thompson's cosmology has been fully accepted in this case but
his night sun did not become a prominent fixture in the pantheon wmtil 1973 when
his portrait on polychrome ceramics in private collections allowed Coe to resurrect
his image, and to enshrine his current capitalized name in the literature, Jaguar

God of the Underworld, The reference 1s to Grolier 49, Vase of the Seven Gods,

with God L overseeing two rows of deitles.

"Figure 2 is the Jaguar God of the Underworld, an aged god with
a Roman nose, large eyve, and filed upper incisors, traits he shares
with... others.... Around his mouth are jaguar spots, and a juguar's
ear iz fixed over his own. Behind his headdress... hair flows down in a
long, bound hank....

Many representations of the laguar God of the Underworld show
him with a twisted element over the nose, but this is lacking here and
is not universal, Rather, his distinctive feature is the hank of hair, as
seen on the shield in the Temple of the Sun at Palengue, and on the
front of the waistband of the deity shown om Stela 1 at Copan. The
Jaguar God of the Underworld appears as the paddier on one of the
incised bones from Tikal (Trik 1963, fig.4), and in the act of spearing
a reptilian fish on a remarkable polychrome vase at Dumbarton Oaks.
In infantile form, he is the central personage in the sacrificial scene
of Mo. 45. An association with the day Akbal ("darkness" or "Night")
and war seems well founded since the Akbal gilyph substitutes for the
god's face on war shields shown on Classic Maya monuments. He also
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appears as patron of the month Uo... and of the numeral 7.

Other representations on the monuments include Stelae 1 and 4
at Yaxchilan (where the god's head peers down on the scene below
from & sky band or from a star), and from Piedras MNegras Stela 5, in
which he emerges from the eye of the Cauac monster and is
assoclated with other Underworld figures such as the Death God,
Monkey, and a quetzal-like bird with the head of the Jaguar God of
the Underworld® (Coe 1973:Grolier 107-8).

Coe brings overdue attention to Pledras Negras Stela 5, one of the few stelae that

includes a multitude of characters from ceramics,!40 Although the Tikal canoe
paddier had been known for a decade, in The Maya Scribe, Coe also provided the

first correct lconographic identification.'! In his catalog of the Dumbarton Oaks
collection of Maya funerary ceramics, Coe says of the J.G.U.:

Figure 2 is the Jaguar God of the Underworld, one of the
principal infernal deities, apparently second-in-command to God L. This
(J.G.).} i5 the divinity whose fearsome visage usually appears on
Classic incense burners, and would seem to be the Night Sun during its

passage through darkness and the Underworld. Present here are the

od-eye,” Roman nose, filed frontal incisors or "egg-tooth," jaguar ear
above his own, and bound hank of hair which identify the deity.
God-markings appear on his body... (Coe 1975:20)

Coe has accepted Thompson's definition and correctly added the bound hank of

hair. The teeth can be filed T-shape, or pointed, in which case they are derived

142

from shark's teeth. A bound hank of hair can also be worn by the Headband

140. Today the Stela 5 bird is considered in the Principal Bird Deity family and
not associated with the quetzal,

141, Im 1978 a second J.G.U. canoe paddler was published {Hellmuth
1978:Frontispiece). In 1982 the central passenger in both these canoe scenes was
identified as the Principal Young Lord (Hellmuth 1982c). Based im part on Mathews,
Stuart (1982) and Schele have done the most work on the second cance paddler, the
one with the perforator bone or stingray spine through his nose (Schele 1976/73).

142. Parsons suggests that because the Tau is frequently included in lzapan basal
bands it may have stood for "precious liguid" (personal communication 1985). This
possibility would be an appropriate alternative for the shark tooth, but should be
tested before further use.

- 221 -




Partners, by the Bearded Dragon, and sometimes by Gl and other characters, as

Coe Iz well aware of. So it 15 by no means restricted to the ].G.U, and is not
used by itself to propose a J.G.LU. identification for a particular portrait unless
context, associations, props, and other costume features likewise indicate a Jaguar
God of the Underworld. | want clearly to distinguish between ].G.U. diagnostics (im
143

which Thompson did okay and are not the problem) and J.G.U. associations.

The problem is in the meaning, the activity, the lordship of this personality.

The question of where the ]J.G.U. roams and what he does can be answered in
just the manner Coe uses, finding him on previcusly unknown ceramics or
overlooked stelae, When in these known media bhe is actually portraved or
described as the Sun, as the Night Sun, and as a jaguar, then his name and fame
can be demonstrated. A Late Classic Xoc Monster created out of a carved and
incized seashell is an example of the fresh situational illustrations needed to clarify
LG U, iconography [Fig.157), Whereas ceramics have occupied most of this
dizgertation, funcrary seashells from tombs are as exotically decorated as
ceramics, This Late Classic shell is from Mexico, and shows a Xoc Monster with
vpturned sznout serving as a carrier or cartouche frame for a Jaguar God of the
Underworld. He iz identifiable as such by his cruller, feline ear, feline paw, and
bound hank of hair. Here at last may be the illusive portrait of how the J.G.U. s
carried through the Underworld waters. After all, why does he automatically have

to go through the "earth.” He could equally well enter a cave spring, descending

143. A J.G.U. association that | found in private collections is with the Pax god;
while the association of J.G.U. with the Initial Serles variable element for the
month Pax has been known to epigraphers, the assoclation {as distinct from
conflation) between the two as distinguishable entities has not previously been |
commented upon by iconographers.
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into the underworld part of the way through water. Indeed on some shields

(Fig.151,b) the ].G.U. face is specifically framed by the four lobed “cave-spring
entrance," a frame used elsewhere for frogs (Fig.176) and for God N (Fig.178) who
are demonstrably netherworld and watery creatures, A pertinent example of

J.G.U.'s direct relation to netherworld waters is on a Tzakol lid.

e ———

This little sculpture iz the lid handle of a cylindrical tripod. Other than the
Chacmool-posed Jaguar or Puma Babies of Tikal stelae, this is one of the few
other Tzakol pericd [ull figure represemtations of the Jaguar God of the
Underworld. Full figure humanoids of any description are rare in the Early Classic.
The Importance of the Museo Popol YVuh felineized humanoid is Its situation directly
gurrounded by a clear rendition of the Surface of the Underwaterworld (Fig.155;
156,a). Three other contemporary lids that feature the Surface of the
Underwaterworld show: a naturalistic turtle (Fig.156,b-c), a possible Principal Bird
Deity variant, and -- in a different arrangement -- the frogftoad (Fig.41). The
turtle and frog are certainly creatwres of the Maya mythical waterscape, This lid
series tells us that the J.G.U. is also a denizen whose niche is in, or nearby, the
Surface of the Underwaterworld. Since the Middle American feline is a known
fisher and inhabitant of watery Eil'l-.'H:-i.]q-q a water feline should not be unexpected.
The "Water Lily Jaguar" {another denizen of the Maya netherworld) has long been
known. Confirmation of a watery relationship for the J.G.U. is on on Tikal Stela

31 where the ].G.U.'s cruller has the ...000... markings of a water band.

144. Alvarez del Toro 1977:112; and personal observation of three felines on the
beach of the Rio Usumacinta near Yaxchilan.
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The current situation is thus that both an independent Kin character and an

independent (non-conflated) ].G.U. can both be near the Surface of the
Linderwaterworld. The real uncertainty is when a demonstrable Kin God wears
obvious J.G.U. feline ear and cruller. Who is the composite, a jaguarized Kin, or a
Kin-ized jaguar -- or are both the ]J.G.U. and the Kin God really the same entity,
one being the humanoid daytime form (Kin God) the other the nightime zoomorphic
form (].G.U.)? Other than on Tikal Stela 31 is there any indication of
transformation from the day sun into a night jaguar, a transformation seemingly
required under the Thompsonian schema? Schele and Lounsbury's divergence can be
solved by searching for additional examples so that the nature and role of both
Kinich Ahau and the J.G.U. are better known as individual personalities before
trylng to ascertain which is, or is not, the patron of GIIl. | have brought forth the

Museo Popol Yuh lid to demonstrate a self-evident assoclation of the J.G.LUL with

the Surface of the Underwaterworld, The Rio Azul underwaterworld scene |s
puzzling. What iz the Sun God doing down in a tomb, on top of a
crossed-bands-eye monster and alongside the Surface of the Underwaterworld?
Would mot a J.GU, or Gl be expected in this position? The failure of this

prediction demonstrates that more contextual scenes are needed for comparison.

Mo Jaguar God of the Underworld has yet been identified for the codices. Ah
Kin, though, continues from the Early Classic through into the Post Classic codices,
where Schellhas named him God G. Spinden believed this continuity was not
universal for all the gods, and Kubler specifically brings up this observation and
asks whether the absence of Schellhas gods in Classic art resulted from a
fundamental difference between the Classic and the Post Classic era. This final

gquestion occupies the next chapter and will complete both the theoretical aspects
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(nature spirits or idolatrous gods == or both) and the practical aspects [(specific

iconography of a watery cosmogram) of this dissertation.



Chapter 7

MODELS BASED ON THE TRADITIONAL CORPUS:

THE CODEX GODS AND THE CLASSIC PERIOD SPIRITS

God

=

In Maya studies, lconography is an offshoot of epigraphy, which has been
dedicated to stone monuments and the codices since 19th century beginnings and
still is today. The dependence on the traditional corpus and especially the
monumental sculpture and codex portion of that corpus has been a contributing
factor to the conclusion that the Classic Maya had no pantheon or idols. Stelae,
however, do not present all the gods that the Mava actually revered; most gods
appear only on pottery. For example, god lists from 1910 to 1972 omit God L or
relegate him to an insignificant position in the hierarchy. In 1973 Coe found God
L often and in exalted positions on funerary pottery and thereby was able to

recognize him as one of the principal Underworld lords.

Subsequent independent research confirms the preeminent position of God L.
By 1977 | had identified a God L on a Jonuta panel in the Houston Art
Z".-1u:-;v|:ur|'|.MEI Following up information from Miller that INAH excavations at
Bonampak ca. 1930-8]1 had uncovered a carved panel with a full Medged God L, 1

suggested to her that the lord on Bonampak Stela | may have a God L headdress

I

145. Lecture at the 3rd Palenque Mesa Redonda, 1973, not submitted for
publication. The first published identification of the God L hat was made
independently by Mayer (1980:Cat.15,p. and PL38), Hales has evidence from art
dealers that the panel may be from Palenque (personal communication, 1985).
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the same way Yaxchilan's ruler donned a GI-Chac Xib Chac mask on Stela 11 -- as

an expression of supermatural patronage of the dynasty. The strange floppy hats of
secondary figures on Yaxchilan stela, such as number 19, may also be a reflection

of a God L hat; Stela 20 has both the God L hat {minus the bird, also found this
way on potrery, see Fig.190,a) pluz the God L jaguar hide cape (Maler

19303 PLLXXVII), suggesting some form of God L patronage for an aspect of
Bonampak or wider Selva Lacandona area socio-political group. These occurrences
in the heart of the traditional corpus went unnoticed wntil awareness of God L was
prompted by new [inds, in this case the God L vases published by Coe, plus an
additional eleven unpublished Late Classic God L vases in private collections

[(Hellmuth Photo Archivel.

The bottom third of Dresden 43 pictures a scene with features straight from
Late Classic ceramics (Fig.190,b). The bird resting in a row of [eathers is a Classic
assemblage forming God L's headdress, The tied bale is God L's bundle, a
standardized feature of God L scenes on both Peten and Yucatec ceramics (Photo
Archivel. Are the Classic ceramics fake? This would entail forgers recognizing that
the bale belonged to God L, something not even Thompson recognized (he thought
God L's headdress was decorated with a flying fish (Thompson 1972:45). Nowhere in
Coe's or Robicsek's books are there models for associating God L and the bale, or
even with a disembodied headdress. Those data are in the Photo Archive and have

46 ) : .
14 We do not yet have any conception of what is

never been previously published.
in the bale or why God L carries it (that is not God L paddling the Dresden cance,

he is off stage at this point). MNonetheless, the Dresden Codex provides examples

146. Unpublished Maya vases show that God L's headdress |s removed by Gilant
Bunny, the rabbit companion of the Moon Goddess.
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of direct continuity from the Classic period in general, and from Peten ceramics in

particular.

Classic through Codex Continuity

It has been traditional to compare the Schellhas series of alphabetical
Dresden-Madrid-Paris Codex gods with the Classic peried, find most of them
missing, and then conclude that thus classical religion lacked gods. Such god lists
for the Classic period lack the full dramatis personae, since the "missing" members
were not found until the 1970 Kubler's list cites Spinden, Morley, and Anton,
specifically for sculpture (Kubler 1969:2) where in that decade only A, G, K, N,
and X [(of post-Schellhas nomenclature revisions) were well known, We cannct fault

a monograph that was written eight years before previously unpublished vase
photographs became available and Kubler's most recent publication, 1984a, catches

up with material in private collections.

Regearch from 1973-1986 reveals two points relative to the similaricies and
differences between the Classic (stelae and pottery) and Post Classic {surviving bark
paper codices). First, certain monsters and supernatural characters do indeed occur
in both periods and media; and second, the classical period actually turns out to
have more mythical personages than for the Post Classic codices. Gods which had
not vet been found in the codices until intensive iconography and hieroglyph studies
of 1984-1986 include the two Headband gods, Gl of the Triad, GIll, (Gll appears in
the codices in the form of God K), ).G.U. (as different than a mere jaguar),
Principal Bird Deity (absent from the Dresden and present only rarely in the Paris

(Fig.192)), Pax Patron and relatives, Cauac {(actually present in the codices but so
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. Tubular Headdress Monster,

moc MunstErHB, Holmul Dancer {in the codices only in the God E fnrm”gl.

rare as to have been generally unnoticed (Fig.197)

Mose-Perforator canoe paddler, several personifications of numerals, several of the
personages found im Dance after Decapitation ceremony on pottery, several of the

; . 150 s :
personages in enema rituals on pottery, some personifications of calendrical
elements, and others still being found each year as more private collections become

available to study,

Christopher Donnan reports that after photographing Moche art in the private
collections and museums of the world he gquickly reached the point where his
archive had representations of every myth that the Moche ever rendered on
pottery. Thereafter he seldom searched for new pots. Maya mythology has more
personalities and although pots do repeat well known scenes, lconographers have not
yet found all the stock myth episodes that the Classic lowland Maya actually
produced. There still remain over a thousand unstudied Maya vessels with figural
art or hieroglyphic texts in the unstudied private collections and museum basements
of the world. Gods, standardized characters, and specific monsters which do not

Vet even nameés exist on these vases, plates, and bowls,

mmm e ———

147. Mo Cauvac Monsters were cross-referenced from the codices in either of the
three principal publications on the monster, Coe 1973; Taylor 1979; or Tate 1980.

148. Fish are illustrated in the codices but principally to emphasize a watery
environment. Such natural fish are not the Xoc Monster.

149, Karl Taube has proposed that the Holmul Dancer, the Principal Young Lord,
and God E are all the same; my classification joins the Holmul Dancer with the
P.Y.L. but keeps them in different myth episodes from God E,

150. Such as the grotesque character with net weave costume (not God N in this

case) and other mythical characters who are so recently recognized that they do
not yet even have code names.
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It is no longer acceptable to dismiss a Classic pantheon because they do not

measure up to the codices. The surviving codices are not a statistically valid
sample of all the gods or religion of the Post Classic anyway. The codices were
merely a convenient data base. Schellhas's god list and the Villacorta's codex
monograph made the codices a readily accessible source for Maya religion. But if
grave robbers or archaeologists suddenly dug up even a hundred Post Classic
codices today, it would be painfully clear how little of the full pantheon is in the
surviving codex fragments. Coe and Robicsek have demonstrated that Tepeu vases
are classic period eguivalents of pages of a codex, Today art historians have more
ceramic "pages" than bark paper ones. With the larger corpus of myth episodes

comes a larger number of mythical characters.

A further reason for the statistically incomplete nature of the codex corpus is
that the subject matter of the codices is not comparable to the subject matter of
the traditional corpus -- stone sculpture and Holmul-Uaxactun-Tikal pottery, The
codices should be expected to have characters not present in the Classic period
because the codices are astrologlcal tables -- not dynastic history or funerary
mythology., The Classic period has not yet provided any purely astronomical tables,
rather primarily dynastic portraits (sculptures), funerary pottery, and
commemorative pottery (historical and cult presemtations). Discovery of a Post
Classic bark paper codex dedicated to dances, would undoubtedly reveal half of the
miszing members of the Tepeu | supernatural cast. A Classic period rendering of
Venus astronomical tables would produce the missing Dresden, Madrid, and Paris
codical characters. The difference in media and subject matter between the
Classic and the Post Classic has never been brought up when the difference in cast

has been denegated. The difference is primarily between Classic stelae and Post
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Classic codices rather than a fundamental difference in r-|=_rliggin;ar|,l5

Despite the difference im cast and subject matter, there are similarities that
have likewise not been known when the presumed codex-classic dissimilarigy in
number of shared gods was brought up. An initial demonstration of continuity
between Tzakol, through Tepeu, and into the codices is with the Lily Pad
Headdress, This headdress stands out in the Post Classic Dresden Codex, still
topping a long snouted water snake in Dresden 13a (Fig.193,d). Dresden 36b shows
an even more "classical" rendition of the Lily Pad Headdress Monster, complete

with serpent body.

The Lily Pad Headdress continues from Tzakol 3 into Tepeu 1, Tepeu 2, and

-
is present in Tepeu 3.”2

These representations demonstrate continuity of form
from the 3th through 10th centuries. The Dresden Codex is widely accepted as a
later (ca. 14th-15th century) copy of a 12th century work., There is hardly enough
time for disjunction between the 10th and 12th centuries, especially when the
models for parts of the Dresden are pure Bth century -- and specifically Peten (as

described In the next paragraph).

Dresden 53 top, the skeletalized character seated on a throne of bones,

presents a second "Classic" subject. An 8th century masterpiece in the Museo

Popol Vuh has the same imagery (Fig.195) (Hellmuth 1978:213). The latter's
hieroglyphic inscription includes a reference to Ruler A of Tikal.!>3 The reason the

151. Life and culture in the two periods must have been quite different but the
basics of Maya art continued in many facets.

152. Termimal Claszsic, on a Pabellon-related, carved, molded pedestal base vessel,
Hellmuth Photo Archive,

153. 1 first saw this vase in 1973; it had already been in Jorge Castillo's collection
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Castillo scene looks like the Dresden scene is because they should look the same,

They both do indeed picture the same entity. If anything, It is the Dresden that is
copied, copled from the Peten tradition. Black-white-black or bone thrones are
popular from the Tth century onward. Such paneled furniture appears at Xupa
(Mayer 1981), in Peten-Belize (R+H 1982b:MNovember Mo.11), at Palenque, and
continued through Terminal Classic Tepeu 3 times on carved, mold impressed vases
{(Hellmuth 1978b:174; 175, They are hard to recognize when not painted
black-white-black). Supposedly foreign, "non-Classic" art of modeled carved pottery
in fact includes transmission of highly traditional central Peten images,

FPhotographs of 32 unpublished Pabellon related mold impressed vases and bowls and
four contemporary carved fine orange vessels in the Hellmuth Photo Archive include

even Lily Pad Headdress Monsters and full Holmul Dancer scenes of Tepeu 3 date,

Dresden B%a shows a crocodile tree., Crocodile trees are well known for
Preclassic lzapa. | have found Early Classic examples on the Deletaille Tripod and
in the Late Classic (Hellmuth 1980; one in Re«H 1982a:p.83, Vessel 108). Since
crocodile trees appear even in Post Classic central Mexico, they may have been a
pan-Mesoamerican trait, though, as Kubler warns, their meaning and associations

may have been different in each place or period.

God D¢ Early Classic through the Post Classic Codices

Spinden had amalgamated God D in with the Sun God and all Roman nosed

gods, Since God D deoes not often occur in the Classic period stelae he was not

a number of years. Any text about Ruler A would have been rather a difficult
achlevement for a modern forger since Jones' publication naming these rulers did
not appear in print until 1977 [some one thousand two hundred years after the vase
was painted).
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noticed by Thompson or Morley, Thus it is understandable when Kubler and Coe

both found God D lacking in the Classic cast of characters. Coggins likewise
missed the God D on a Tikal Burial 116 vase., In 1978, pottery in private
collections provided the clues to recognize the actual Classic period God D, God
D is present in the Early Classic Peten-Campeche corpus, riding a peccary
(Fig.107,d). A probable God D -- with his headband attendants -- may be intended
by the Kaminaljuyu artist of two cylindrical tripods (Figs. 103; 109,b-c). Although
hiz Tzakol attributes are more abbreviated than his Late Classic characteristics,
once more Tzakol examples are found it should be possible to recognize God D in
the Preclassic too, though he i3 not usually on stone monuments. For the better
documented Late Classic, the ceramic illustrations speak for themselves. God D is
not only present in the Classic period, he is more frequently depicted than God C,

E, F, G, or M. Also, D seems to pass a number of qualifications for deification.

Lod [0 as an Underwaterworld Denlzen

Whereas no Maya rendering shows God D physically associated with the
Surface of the Underwaterworld, his Late Classic throne room is identified with
abbreviated symbols as being in a netherworld location (Fig.188). Also, his
associates are known inhabitants of the Surface of the Underwaterworld, the
Principal Bird Deity, God N and the Headband Partners. God N appears together
with God D in more than five Late Classic polychrome scenes. God N lives in a

conch shell or turtle shell, both imhabitants of the Mava netherworld waters, God

154, | worked out God D iconography from the Photo Archive in 1978-79 and
presented the data in Coe's Department of Anthropology seminar as part of my
Yale-0.A.5. fellowship in 1981. Coe and Robicsek subsequently revised their
nomenclature for this aged deity.
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M Is himself physically in the Surface of the Underwaterworld on the Gann Bowl

(Fig.95) and within the Cave Entrance to the Underworld on the Tikal Altar 4
scene, complete with framing Cauac Monsters (Fig.183,a). A God-N-like personage
inhabits seashells also in approximately contemporary Teotihuacan murals (Sejourne

1966h:Fig. 143).

The crucial indicators of cosmological location for God D are in the end
panels (Fig. 184 and 188) and sometimes in the hanging symbols within the scene
(Fig.184,a; 186)., End panels are a Late Classic innovation to show the viewer which
part of the cosmogram is inhabited in the adjacent scene. Divider panel and
associated hanging or floating devices (especially on vases of the Red Band Tepeu 1|
style) may also designate state or stage of transformation/regeneration. A variety
of designs were selected to be displayed in the divider panels. One or more
designs, either a half quatrefoil (Figs.186) or stacks (Figs.185, last), are pertinent to
the discussion at hand. Also, God D may sit on top of stacks (Fig.188,a). Coggins
demonstrated that stacks were indicators of the underworld waters ten years ago.
Robicsek produced additional evidence from Codex Style vases and Schele found
comparable symbols on the underworld water surface on the Palenque Temple XIV

sanctuary panel.

The Museo Popol Vuh black background cance scene situates a half-quatrefoil
directly under the sacred canoe (Fig.188,b). Figs.187; 189 illustrate other examples
of either stacks, a wide curl, or half-quatrefoil as being directly under or on top
of the Surface of the Underwaterworld. The presence of identical symbols in the
end panels of the God D scenes suggests to me that the Maya artists are signaling
that the interaction is located in, under, on top of, or near -- or otherwise related

to -- the Late Classic version of the Surface of the Underwaterworld.
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D is a standard participant in Classic myths, even more so than God L, and

only slightly less than God M. In 98 percent of the cases in Late Classic ceramics
(sample of approximately 35 representations) where several different mythical
characters are interacting, D is conspicuously in the superior position. When a
throne iz present it is he who is on the throne. In four instances God N is on the
floor in front of an enthroned God D (incleding an unrecognized case from the
traditional Tikal corpus); in two instances God N is being killed nearby the
enthroned God M. In the sole painting where God L is together with God D, D is
on the throne (L drags his bound bundle towards the throne, Fig.191,a). The only
scene found so far with both God L and Gad D has God D enthroned [Fig.184,a. One
probable and a second definite case shows a God D with serpent face-wings, the
ultimate stage in transformation (Fig.150,a). Overall indications point to an
extremely exalted position of D within the Late Classic Peten hierarchy. In at
least two scenes, a Moon Goddess (clearly defined with conspicuous U-bracket from
under her arm) sits direcely behind D. Unless we are to state the Maya had no

15

moon deity, this lady establishes a divine presence directly next to D. The God

D is not wearing a mask, Is not a ruler wearing a costume, and gives no indication

he is a mere "god impersonator.”

When D's hieroglyph iz on these Tepeu ceramics it is identical to that in the

Dresden Codex. Personage D on Classic polychromes is self-evidently the same as

155. The moon is certainly a natural phenomenon and thus could be offered as
proof for the model that the Maya worshipped only such attributes of nature.
Polvchrome ceramics now provide ample pictorial representations of this character
== for the Classic perlod -- especially in mythical episodes with God D and with
God L. A moon goddess is prominent in most Maya myths as recorded by
ethnographers from 1900 to today. [t would be difficult to maintain the Maya had
no moon goddess in figural portrayal.
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"D" in the Dresden Codex. If deities are accepted for the codex period, then why

are there "no deities in the Classic period?™ From D's associations and status on
Classic polychromes he appears acceptably mythical, supernatural, and hardly a
dynastic ruler. From the Classic period representations alone D exhibits likely
divine status. Semantic and theological arguments can go on endlessly, with no
purpose. D for the Maya is as much 8 god as any number of Greek or Roman
culture heros were gods for those peoples. We can accept the Schellhas-Fewkes
designation of God D. Whether D had the same associations and meaning to the
12th century Mava as he did in earlier Peten is a question for further research.
He was evidently a god for both in whatever way they conceived of their godsz in

either period.

L} is a standardized personage. Every Maya child would have known what he
looked like. D was a specific individual, not a haphazard creation out of separate
parts -- an objection of Proskouriakoff to Maya images in general (1978). God D is
indeed formed out of stock parts: elderly face, large god eyve, elderly body (shared
to varying degrees with God L and God N), double dome head (shared with
P.Y.L.-Holmul Dancer), and certain headdress accessories (sometimes shared with
the Headband Partners) but such body parts are simply how the Maya formed their
figural images, whether human or divine. This is a feature of Maya art as much

as a feature of Maya theology.

D is one of several potential overseers of Gl and of a Spotted Attendant
(Headband God, Hunaphu) killing another deity. D interacts with the Headband
Partners, who serve as his attendants. D subjugates and then has God N
executed. D' throne partner is often the lovely young, big-bosomed Moon

goddess, Whereas D himself is not pictured {vet) having sexual relations with her,
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he is definitely a voyeur in that the buxom lady is being fondled in front of God D

by monkey men on two paintings and fondled by a Pinocchio-like character on
another painting (all Hellmuth Photo Archive). D often interacts with deer in
funerary vase paintings, a trait continued in the Dresden. Maya artists record an
orderly series of figural interactions for D. They were codified, organized, and
obviously widely known. The same situation holds for God L, the Principal Young

Lord, and for other dominant personalities of the Classic period.

Should D be called God D? | see no iconographical or theological reason why
not. That does not mean | equate him with a Christian god; that does not mean |
am 50 christianized that 1 fall into the claim that we westernize the Maya
concepts. Westerners are not the only culture with "gods,” though communist
Russia may be the only culture without them. It should be no more acceptable to
inflict an atheistic model on the Maya as it is to Inflict a Western, Christian
heritage. [ will be the first cne to admit the nature of these Maya entities needs
ta be worked out, However dismissing divinities per se is a negative approach, and

does not contribute to the search for the actual Mesocamerican nature of these

beings.

The Classic Maya Pantheon

At this point | would like to dispel popular and academic misconceptions on

the Maya "pantheon." Thompson stated clearly that:

In considering the nature of Maya gods, we may first rid
ourselves of certain misconceptions by noting that in our field the

term pantheon should not be taken in its strictly Greek sense, The
idea of a general assembly of gods finds no place in Maya theology,

and the visions of the behavior of the very carnal gods of Greece and
Rome that the word conjures up would have been rated by the Maya
as conduct totally unbecoming divine beings.... the Hellenic idea that
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the gods had constant love affairs with mortal flesh... would have
been abhorrent to him (Thompson 1970:198).

Thompson's concept was based in part on 20th century Carnegie Institution
ethnographic surveys of Maya attitudes in small villages in Yucatan, where
Steggerda's data became part of the Maya mythus. But it is the 5th-8th century
Maya whose gods are in question, and it iz polychrome vases that show this lost
world, God D and N assemble, and not only do gods have love affairs -- but also
rape and sex between women and animals are specifically rendered in openness not

expected for the Classic 3»153.'5,[56

The Mava characters very much gathered
together -- the Maya themselves show this on Grolier bowl No.37 and Grolier vase
No.49. November No.l likewise suggests a gathering of god-like characters (R+H
1982b). The semantics of Maya religion may be argued endlessly; Hvidtfelt has
shown how difficult it is even for an accomplished Mahuatl scholar to find a proper

translation for the Aztec concept of god. Anders avoided the impasse in order to

continue with research at hand, he simply titled his book Das Pantheon der Maya,

period. Seler did not work specifically with a pantheon, but he certainly

’ e 157
recognized a majority of the Maya characterizations as "Gottheiten.”

The acceptable arguments are on the nature, extent, organization, ranking, and
particulars of the pantheon, not whether they had one. No one expects the Maya
pantheon was anything like the Greek or Homan pantheon. The Maya pantheon was

a particularly Mescamerican one, but certainly a grouping of supernaturals.

156, God D is a voyeur in two scenes where buxom females are sexually assaulted
by men, monsters, or individuals dressed as monkeys; in other Tth century scenes
rabbits appear to be sexual companions of the moon goddess (Hellmuth Photo
Archive).

157, Coe points out that the use in German academic writings of the word god, is

particularly demonstrative of the near wniversal acceptance of a god-like nature
because of German reputation for care in word use (personal communication).
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Historians of religion can work out the theological details of which were spirits,

demons, devils, fetishes, culture heros, saints, revered ancestors, or other categories
of supernatural. Bruce has initiated thiz for the Lacandon pantheon. The word
"god" alone does not take into account the potential variability in divine nature

within a crowded pantheon for a complex culture with a 2,000 vear history.

Maya gods assemble together in the sacred myths of the Mava people. The
Popol Yuh myth speaks of meetings of the gods of hell. Normally, no one vase is
large enough to present all the members of a single myth. Rarely does a single
Eurcpean painting presemt the entire Christian cast of characters either -- only on
the larger Sistine Chapel frescoes or the accumulated centuries of mosaics of San
Marco in Venice do all a religions mythical personalities appear in a related
setting. Coe proposed that individual vases showed segments of larger myths.
Robicsek demonstrated this for several myths (R+H 1982a). In various working
papers | have sorted out the dramatis persomae of the Principal Young Lord-Holmul
Dancer myth series, the Dance after Death series, the mythology of God D, the
mythology of God L, and herewith present the personalities of the Surface of the
Underwaterworld, One end product of such current research iz the possibility to
create a drawing to show the whole cast of Underwaterworld characters together.
By no means does their presence In this cosmogram mean that they cannot appear
elsewhere also. The Headband Partners are also attendants for God D in other

cosmological niches and the J.G.U. roams through many other myth segments.

But the Surface of the Underwaterworld Is only one segment of the Maya
netherworld. And the Early Classic is only one fourth of Mayva history. Not every
Preclassic god was accepted into Peten cults and several Tzakol gods were not as

well favored by the Late Classic Peten dynasties. The priests and rulers of no one
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site pictured im their art more than a fraction of the whole pantheon. Not a

single portrait of God D is yvet known from Uaxactun, Yaxha, or Palenque -- and
only two from Tikal. No Principal Young Lord scenes have yet been identified for
Belize. Yet these are the two leading personalities of the pan-Maya pantheon of

the Classic period.

The fuller demonstration of our current stage of specialized understanding of
the variows Maya supernatural personalities is best documented in illustrations and
especially in pictorial groupings, These lists and visual presentations are the long
range goal of my personal research interests. The documentation, however, for
such addicional lists far exceeds the space limitations of one dissertation, so these
other god lists must await further opportunities for divulgation {Schele, . Stuart,
and G. Stuare In pressl. A drawing of the dramatis personae of the Surface of the
Underwaterworld would be the best summary of this dissertation research, as a
demonstration of what can be learned from unprovenanced art, and is a sample of
the advances that will continue to be made in Maya art history in this decade.
Such a drawing represenis an entire project all in itself, so cannot yet be included

here,

The "missing” Dresden gods are now found in the non- traditional corpus for
the Peten in general and for Tikal in particular., ¥Yases in private collections
reveal that the lowland Maya did have Schellhas's principal divine personalities, did
practice penls perforation and human sacrifice, did burn copal incense, certainly
had incensarios, and even had portraits that could be considered idols, Certainly
Maya iconography will never again remain based exclusively on the traditional
corpus. Whether one accepts, or campaigns against, private collections does not

alter the basic nature of Maya religion.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Early Classic period of Maya civilization (ca. A.D. 250-550) saw masonry
architecture, hieroglyphic inscriptions, sculptured stone monuments, and an
expressive pottery art style throughout Peren (Guatemala) and adjacent Chiapas,
Tabasco, Campeche, Quintana Roo (Mexico), Belize, and the Copan area of
Honduras. Craftsmen produced outstanding works of clay, jade, shell, wood,
alabaster, bone, stone, and mosaic art to be buried with the elite in tombs;
terraced mounds surmountéd with sacred buildings were erected on top. The tombs
themselves were sometimes painted with murals. The architecture was decorated

with gigantic stucco face masks.

Starting with John Lloyd Stephens and Frederick Catherwood's explorations in
the 1840's that informed the world of a lost civilization in the tropical rain forests
of Mexico, Guatemala, and Honduras, explorers in the next 100 years found enough
carved stone stelae so that by 1950 Tatiana Proskouriakoff had 400 examples to

study for her monumental monograph, A Study of Classic Maya Sculpture (1950:3).

Between the first university excavations at a Maya site, Copan, in 1891, to the
present day an estimated 1,500 whole figurally decorated Maya ceramic vessels
with stratigraphic grave lot data became available to study., The 400 stelae and
1,500 whole ceramic vessels -- together with standard Maya works of art such as
the Bonampak murals, etc. -- are the “traditional corpus," Anders (1963) and
Kubler (1969) provide discussions of this corpus. The citles of this traditional Maya
realm are popularly Palenque, Copan, Yaxchilan, Piedras Negras, Tikal, Uaxactun,
Holmul and increasingly sites in Belize, (see maps, Vol.lI). Until 1973, scholars

created their maps and models of "The Classic Maya" from this traditional corpus.
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Beginning in the 1960's, Peabody Museum scholar lan Graham has worked on

finding, photographing, drawing, and publishing carved stelae that were either
totally unknown to early scholars or which were incompletely recorded (which
means not well enough illustrated for art historians to study), From the traditional
corpus of 400 stelae available to Proskouriakoff, Graham and asscciates have
doubled that number -- and also rescued -- through photographs and drawings --
stone sculptures which had been stolen from Guatemala and Mexico and are in
private collections and museums, such as monuments from Site Q-El Peru (Maver
1985). Independently, Karl Herbert Mayer, of Graz, has utilized photographs of
unprovenanced stone sculptures in four books that contribute data despite lack of

provenance of the pieces (Maver 1978; 1980; 1981; 1984).

In 1973 Michael Coe showed that iconographic and stylistic information could
also be gathered on pottery that was inm private collections. But an academic
dizsagreement had developed over the guestion of the basic nature of Maya figural
presentations, were they gods, or men in strange costumes? Were they personages
in their roval palaces or were they the dead resurrected in an afterlife? Were the

vases revealing the real world or the Underworld?

During the 1960's Proskouriakoff had verbally promulgated her conception that
the Classic perlod Maya had no idols -- and in effect no deities in the normal
sense -- but rather they worshipped only natural |:|nhvErt-|.|-rnr:rmrj.IE'|E In 1978 she
suggested in writing that, "Attempts by modern scholars to reconstruct pantheons

for the Aztec and the Maya have not met with notable success."

158. Personal communications to me, 1964-66, and to other colleagues.
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In 1969, and in a 1970 lecture published in 1973, Kubler suggested that the

pantheons suggested for the Olmec, Maya, and Aztec might be in error. Kubler's

1969 Studies in Classic Maya lconography agreed with aspects of Proskouriakofi's

model as well as adding considerable additional data and his own models to the

situat ion.

In & series of books about funerary Maya ceramics, Coe has strongly proposed
and documented "on the testimony of the pottery, an incredibly varied and complex
set of infernal gods" (Coe 1975:8). "The theme of death and the Underworld runs
throughout the iconography of these objects. The Maya version of Hell was
Xibalba, 'Place of Fright,” which was inhabited by a host of sinister deities, often
macabre and even ':E.rrifg;jngl and presided over by two or possibly three aged

divinities who ruled their realm from elaborate palaces" (Coe 1982:10),

Thus current Mesoamerican art history presents a polarization of views on the

nature of the creatures and characters shown, especially in Maya art.

Discoveries in the last 14 years of funerary ceramic art makes available today
a corpus of material not known when these conflicting theories were developed. In
addition to the estimated 1000 pots published and the additional 1,000 known by
Coe, Robicsek or Quirarte there still exist more than 3,000 "unknown" vessels of

cultural interest.

While it had been traditional to work with ceramics In private collections
gince the 19th century (Maler, Dieseldorff and Seler especially), and while Kidder,
Smith, von Winning, Thompson, and even Proskouriakoff published private
collections, this was done on a small scale and immediately blended in with

institutional finds, The difference today is that a wider spectrum of researchers
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have demonstrated thar academic advances on the ancient Maya could be

substantially improved by utilizing all available works of art, not merely restricting
publications to the traditional corpus, namely sherds with provenance or vases
sanctified by the passage of time [(Gann Collection, Dieseldorff Collection, Blom

Flaie, etc.).

The availability of the several thousand vessels beyond the traditional corpus
in fact allows changes in Kubler's position and additions to Coe's. In particular
these scenes == direct from the 4th=9th centuries -- relate to Proskouriakoff's
hypothesis. Proskouriakoff's model uses l6th century, Yucatec or peripheral Spanish
observations to attempt solving an essentially 5th-8th century, central Peten area,
Classic Maya situation, This dissertation seeks to reach mutually acceptable accord
of these theoretical conflicts through the presentation of fresh data --
ethnohistoric, linguistic, as well as pictorial. In particular, this dissertation shows
that an understanding of the Mava situation is possible from fresh CONtemporaneous
material, whether Early Classic or ethnohistorical, Further contributions can be
added through studyving Olmec precursors and Aztec sequel, bur these are subjects
for icomology more than for iconography, where Coe, Nicholson, and Joralemon have

made contributions,

A more representative corpus facilitated Coe's rescuing from obscurity the
Cauvac Monster and showed the major importance of God L, the Bearded Dragon,
Pax patron, and the Jaguar God of the Underworld. Based in part on concepts of
Barthel, Coe worked out the Primary Standard Sequence, Coe made first
identifications of the Headband "Gods," the first recognition of the full form of GI
of the Triad, and the first post-Thompsonian model for a Maya Underworld. He

proposed a funerary model and suggested the utllity of the Popol YVuh as a
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repository of ancient Maya myths and thelr divine actors.

To review the diverse host of mythical Maya monsters and possible gods, and
at the same time to keep this paper within manageable limits, | selected the
dominant netherworld cosmogram -- the Surface of the Underwaterworld -- and a
focus on its Early Classic development. The Early Classic allows bringing in the
Preclassic origine of Maya religious lcons and then showing the transition between
Early and Late Classic across an enigmatic hiatus period. The underworld waters
theme combines cosmology concurrent with iconography, More importantly, all
these subjects were constantly united by way of their direct relationship to the

Surface of the Underwaterworld.

This ancient Maya cosmogram consists of an undulating band{s) with water
dots. The top of the band is decorated with double yokes and encircled curls,
Frogs, fish, turcles, water birds, iguanas and water lilies document that the
principal component is water. Conch shells, sharks' teeth, a shark monster and sea
anemone-like tube clusters suggest a marine component, understandable since both
the Caribbean Sea and Pacific Ocean border the Maya realms. Six portrayvals of

this mythical waterscape form the heart of my paper,

The documentation of the watery aspect begins with fish., The shark-like Xoc
Monster is a particularly interesting composite. A polychrome tripod from

Uaxactun is the introduction to these monsters, including an early variant of Coe's

Bearded Dragon, who has piscine features in the Early Classic.

The next section treats the Lily Pad Headdress Monster, already published as
the personified Tun glyph and the perscnified Mumeral 13 -- but not previously

recognized in full-bodied form on ceramics. Since the Merrin Bowl has an



outstanding rendition of this monster as a personification of the Surface of the

Underwaterworld itself, special attention is devoted to this creature and to a
headdress accessory of this monster, Schele's Shell Wing Dragon, previously unknown
for the Early Classic. A discovery in a private collection reveals a previously

unrecognized deity family as a transformation of this Shell Wing Dragon.

Six presentations of the Surface of the Underwaterworld feature a

long-snouted monster head from which sprout water lilies (Mymphaea ampla) and

tubular "roots." Ceramic art In private collections not known to other iconographers
demonstrates that the headdress features are definitely tubular in shape with a
round orifice at the top -- this proves they are not always feathers as had been
suggested for the Kaminaljuyu and Tikal examples. Since exotic fish swim nearby,
the tube clusters are an underwater feature. Scuba divers who are familiar with
the Caribbean reefs suggested these underwater forms are sea anemones, coral
tubes, or hard sponge tubes. Textbooks and (Hustrated monographs on Caribbean
sea life document these possibilities. 1 took scuba lessons and investigated the
underwater seascape personally off Quintana Roo in 1983 as research for this

dissertat lon.

But since water lilies grow from or near the tubes, we must consider the
likelihood that the Maya are mimicking artistically enlarged roots. A botanical
survey combined with a linguistic review of Maya terms for water lily suggest
several possible translations for aspects of this complicated monster-plant creation.
Mesoamerican art history requires multi-disciplinary studies which include linguistics,

hieroglyphs, tropical botany, zoology, anthropology, and archaeclogy.

The next chapter tackles all humanolds immersed in the Tikal Burial 160
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painting, plus a previously unknown incised vase where the Maya place Numeral

Mine of the Headband "god" twins. Following the trail of the Headband Gods we
come to the Blom Plate. A three year search rediscovered the lost plate in an
anonymous private collection, where it was possible to take the first extant color
photographs. Although Late Classic in date, this plate's subject matter is pure
Tzakol. This dissertation documents the site where this plate was found by a

bulldozer operator in the 1940's,

The Tikal Burial 160 painting has a serpent face-wing that leads into the
fascinating mythology of God D and the Principal Bird Deity. While this bird is
well known for Preclassic lzapa and Late Classic Palenque, the present paper brings
out unknown cases of his presence throughout the Early Classic. This creature turns
out to be the pre-eminent mythical-sacred personality of the Classic Maya and
therefore the dissertatiom devotes a concomitant amount of space to his
elucidation. This research leads to the discovery from previously unknown pots
that Maya gods can metamorphose from one personality intc another, often winged
state. GCod D especlally undergoes this nagual-like transformation. The dissertation
goes further and suggest that when a "human" wears a god mask (a problem noted
by Proskouriakoff, Kubler, and Franz), that a humanoid figural allograph of one
category may be transforming into, or conflating with an additional entity to form
a higher state or multiple referent entity. The implications of transformational
ability for the Maya "pantheon" are very exciting. Ample line drawings document

this change in the iconographic model,

The section on humanoids of the Surface of the Underwaterworld closes with
an introduction to the still unresolved problem of the standard Sun God, Kinich

Ahau, and the suggested Night Sun, the Jaguar God of the Underworld, (J.G.U.). A
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three-dimensional Tzakol ceramic statuette of the .G surrcunded by a rendition

of the Surface of the Underwaterworld establishes the ].G.U.'s relationship with the

watery netherworld,

God G (Ah Kin, Sun God) is prominent in both the Early Classic and In the
Post Classic codices. This god offers an introduction to the final component of
the traditional beliel that most of the Schellhas alphabetical gods were not present
in the Classic period and that consequently the Classic Maya had a different
religious system. [t turns out that the "missing” gods were either on little known
monuments or on funerary artifacts -- rather than in the traditional corpus of
stelae and rim sherds. God DY God L, and the Lily Pad Headdress Monster are
samples of a larger pattern of Classic-Post Classic religious continuity -- though
naturally the socio-political situation was altered by the trauma of the 5th century

collapse.

Proskouriakoff had expressed in conversations that: "the Classic Maya had no
idols, not even deities in the normal sense; the Spanish quoted the Maya
proclaiming they worshipped only natural phenomenon, such as wind and
mountains,” (paraphrase based on my remembrance of several 1964, 1966 personal
discussions with Proskouriakoff while | was a student at Harvard). In print she has
stated that human faces with grotesque features are not necessarily gods
(1874:152), In the first full monograph dedicated to the iconography of the Maya
since Spinden, Kubler in 1969 also warns of the problems of naming figures as gods
without proper scrutiny. In a 1978 article Proskouriakoff goes further. She says
the Catholic friars misinterpreted Maya native beliefs in a8 Graeco-Roman model.
She finds Sir Eric Thompson was notably unseccessful in working out Maya gods.

She concludes that studies in Mesoamerican religion were wrongly focused on the
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identifications of gods, that we are asking the wrong questions, that iconography

and catalog of Mayva gods left much to be desired, and that it was Incorrect to
interpret Olmec and Mava zoomorphs as gods. She continued with a rebuttal of
current Olmec iconography and then finished by saying that "Maya texts are best
studied in the context of mundane events and conditions ss revealed by

archaeology. Maya theology in itself gives us few grounds for reconstruction...”

(1978:116).

Scholars today agree with Proskouriakoff in no longer accepting Thompson's
ltzamna hypothesis, but it is premature to dismiss all defty research just because
Thompson misinterpreted Mava religion and could not properly distinguish the gods.
In additlon, Proskouriakoff's ideas about Spanish ignorance of native religion does
not acknowledge the in situ experience that many of these friars received. They
may be bigoted from a 20th century viewpoint, but many were studious individuals,
such as Fray Andres de Avendano, who taught himself to read the Mavan
hieroglyphs., Based on my 1970'% research in the Archivo General de Indias (Seville)
and in the Archivo General de Centro America (Guatemala City), | beg to differ
with Proskouriakoff's foray into the field of ethnohistory. Avendano's, Margil de
lesus's, and Landa's eyewitness observations of Maya gods certain warrant being
studied. It was not the Spanish who twisted the truth, it was the clever Maya

witnesses,

The 16th century Mava's claim to the Spanish inguisitors that "we had no
human sacrifice before the Itza Introduced it recently" is demonstrably a falsehood
and imapplicable for the Classic period of Peten in any event. The Mavya's claim
that "we have no ldols before introduced by the Itza recently®™ was a comparable

native ploy to escape the deadly wrath of the Spanish zealots. Incense burners or
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Classic Maya, and these personifications took on a divine, idolatrous nature. Maya

religion per se s a separate dizsertation in ltself; this presenmt paper is dedicated to
iconography. The incursion into religion was to establish the basic tenets with
which to recognize divine worship: copal incense, bloodletting, and idols -- among

other aspects.

Any perusal of books and articles published from 1973 through 1985 would
reveal that a major gulf has developed in Mava writings between those who resgrict
themselves to the standard Copan-Tikal-Yaxchilan-Palengue sculptures and
Holmul-Uaxactun-Tikal sherds as opposed to those who have sought out picrorial
scenes beyond the traditional corpus.  In Moche ceramics, Elizabeth Benson and
Christopher Donnan have showed the advances possible by breaking out of the
limited sherd corpus {Benson 1972; Donnan 1976, 1978). They thereby achieved
particularly interesting results in the study of Moche deities, Mavya studies have
the opportunity to catch up with South American studies == but rim sherds alone
will never lead into a knowledge of cosmology and lconography of ane of the

leading advanced civilizations of the ancient world.

The lack of previous studies of the Early Classic has made this present
dizsertation a stimulating intellectual exercize into the unknown. The avallability
of unpublished figural ceramics has provided an educational corpus forming a
factual basis for offering a clearer picture of the actual nature of Maya religious
cults. By uszsing the Mayas own portraits of their mythical characters rather than
establishing models and then fitting the material thereon, we can reach deep into
the heart of Maya cosmology. The Maya show in their art a world more bizarre

and challenging than imagined.
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GLOSSARY

Most of the Maya monsters are described and illustrared in the text, The
index (in Yolume 2) provides the page numbers; numbers in bold face type are the
most pertinent. Additional information on terms are avallable in the glossary of
Muriel Porter Weaver's textbook (1981:525-535) or in Curt Muser's complete glossary
for pre-Columbian art and archaeology (1978). For Maya architecture, H. Stanley

Loten and David Pendergast have prepared a definitive illustrated glossary (1984).

ABA] TAKALIK, an important Preclassic site in the piedmont area of
Guatemala (maps, Volume II). The early stelae here are the direct ancestors of
those ar Tikal. Also at Abaj Takalik are monumental sculptures of OQlmec style.
The relationship between these Olmec sculptures and the subsequent early
proto=-Maya art has not yet been worked out. Chart 1, p22, 36, 99, 100, 145,

Fig.54.

AHALl, day name in the Maya calendar. An Ahau looks like a simplified,
frontal face, sometimes like a stylized monkey face. Early Classic Ahaus have the
forehead area narrower than the mouth half of the face. Early Ahaus can be
joined into & bone shape or into a tooth shape, Ahaus often form an upside down
pendant on earrings or pendants (Fig.163) especlally on Early Classic pottery. Ahauw

means "lord" and Is often used as a title.

BAJO, Spanish for seasonal swamp. This word is used in the Peten to mean
the areas that are filled with water or at least mud during the rainy season,
Then, during the dry season these same areas are completely dry. 5cholars have

debated as to whether some bajo areas were once shallow lakes during the Maya
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era. All bajos are today filled with trees and from the air look like scrub forest,

glving the mistaken impression to the tourist that the entire area is an
homogeneous jungle. More than 30% of the Peten is bajo. Most Maya sites (such

as Tikal, Yaxha, etc.] are ringed by bajos.

BASAL. FLANGE BOWL is named after the protruding ridge or band of clay
around the lower portion of certain Early Classic bowls dating to the Tzakeol 1 and
especially Tzakol 2 and 3 periods (Figs.11b, 47, 93, 120, 123). These bowls are the

ancestors of Late Classic plates (which often still have a vestigial flange).

BRAZIER is that part of an incense burner which holds the hot coals

necessary to get the copal incense to release the desired sweetr smelling smoke,

CACHE, an Americanization of an originally French word, means in Maya
studies a sacred offering which iz buried never to be retrieved. 3Such offerings are
generally put on the sacred, central axis of a temple or palace, but may also be in
many other locations, such as under a stela. Peten stela caches usually have only
eccentric obsidians and/or flints. Caches do not tend to have human skeletal

material. When they do they are automatically termed burials.

CACHE YESSEL is simply the pot found in the cache hole. Often a cache
offering is a single vessel with sacred objects inside. By coincidence, the term
cache wvessel has been used for the large Early Classic orange-red pots from Peten
of enigmatic function which have no chimney, and hence cannot assuredly be
termed an Incense burner. These cache vessels are not restricted to interment in
caches, but may also be in burials with deceased dignitaries. Looters rob science
of this information. The grave robbers to not usually save the offerings inside

these vessels. The only object | have ever found still inside a cache vessel by the
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time | saw the vessel in the USA was a stingray spine inside one in a Morth

Carolina museum. At Uaxactun, C.LLW. archaeologists found unburnt offerings of
copal incense balls in an orange "cache vessels®. In such case the contents of the
vessel is the "cache offering" since this particular type of vessel itself may well be
inside a tomb which is stocked with all kinds of other pots. "Cache vessel" is thus
not a good term, since at least some of these pots were found in burlals, but 1 do
not like to call such non-chimney vessels "Incensarios” because they lack facility
for incense burning, namely a chimney, although of course you could burn incense
in them merely by taking off the lid. Joralemon favors an incense burning
function for these vessels based on burn or smoke or incense residue that he has
observed on vessels of the orangeware class (pp.22, 80, 81, Figs.Ba, 9a-d, 10, 12,

14, 15, 17, 31-34, 63-65, 80, 132a, 158-159.

CAMPECHE, a State in the Estados Unidos de Mexico. Campeche is adjacent
to southern Yucatan., Most of the Chenes and Rio Bec style Maya ruins are in this
state, Campeche borders on its south with Peten and to the east with Quintana
Roo. In the 4th-9th century the Maya political boundaries were not the same as
today's Peten-Campeche border. Since few university or museum digs have been In
this remote area, it is not yet known how far north "Peten style" ceramics
extended. Current excavations at Calakmul by Folan et al. may shed light on this
situation. When In this paper | attribute a vessel to "Peten" there is always a
likelihood that it could come from far southern Campeche, as El Mirador is just
about 8 km from the border and Rio Azul Is not that far from the border either.
Pottery which came out during the vears 1960-T0 (which iz before | began to
photograph ceramics) may likely be from southerm Campeche if in Peten style,

since grave robbing did mot begin to be a serious problem in Peten untll stelae

- 254 -



removal was prohlbited In the 1970%,

CARNEGIE INSTITUTION OF WASHINGTOM, a non-profit, private ressarch
institute which supported excavations in Maya archaeology between 1920 and 1950's.
The institute's director in the 40's or '50% phased out Mava studies in the favor of
hard sciences. For a while the Carnegie's historical research division was located
in Cambridge near Harvard University, and the Peabody Museum inherited both all
the Carnegle Maya files and also most of its staff (such as Proskouriakoff). One
advantage of the Carnegie system was that researchers had full time employment
with funds assured for both research and publication. They had no teaching duties
to take time away from dirt archaeology. As a result of this ideal situation, the
Carnegie had an excellent and unsurpassed record for discovery publication of their
finds. Mo institute ever replaced the C.LW., with Its endowment maintaining a

staflf and research center.

CAUAC MONSTER is best defined by Coe's various publications and in an
article by Tayler and a M.A. thesis by Tare. Adams made up out of thin air his
personal name "Lightning Beast™ for what everyone else knows as the Cauac
Monster in the tomb murals of Rio Azul. Under the accepted academic rules of
nomenclature Adams' designation should be discarded. Besides, many other Cauac
Monsters do not have that eye form. And epigraphers have established that at
least one reading for the Cauac glyph is tum or stone. That is why Cauac serves
as a seat or the cave entrance to the Underworld. (pp.94, 213, 234, Fig.169-175,

197.}

CHAC is the popularized name commonly used by newspaper writers, tour

guides, and many Mayanists to designate any Mava creature with a long nose.
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Actually, virtually no Maya character has a long nose, it is the snout which is

long. The nose is usually a small snail-shaped curl near the eves. Whereas all
Chacs may have long snouts, not all long-snouted gods are Chac. Only Chac Xib
Chac, a variant or relative of Gl, is properly designated by this word, Use of the
word Chac in an article or publication is an indication that the author is repeating

the Thompson-Morley model. (pp.33, 37, 151, 18%9.)

CHAC XIB CHAC, zoomorphic form of Gl and with shell diadem headdress

instead of Quadripartite Badge. See also GL (pp.56, 87, 93, 99, 217, 227, Fig.7, 21.)

CONFLATION, a term used by Schele and other epigraphers to describe a
situation in which the Maya scribe has blended two hieroglyphs together to create
a single hieroglyph. In this process a percentage of the features of each of the
two glyphs are abbreviated. A composite monster may alse be a conflatlon,
although in composites the distinct features of two or more species may not be

blended, they may rather just be tacked onto one another,

COSMOLOGY, world view (man's place in the mysterious universe). We have
a Christian, biblical cosmology. A COSMOGRAM is a picture which graphically
expressed one's cosmology. A cosmogram usually only shows a small portion of the

cosmos though,

CURL FORMED MOMSTER iz a face created out of the curls which also

decorate the Surface of the Underwaterworld. (pp.6, 103, 131, 166, 185, Fig.48a.)

DELETAILLE TRIPOD), the largest darkware cylindrical tripod yvet found at a
Peten (or Campeche or Belize) site. The entire circumference is filled with

mythical characters, reptile monsters, and fantastic iconography (Fig.165). This
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tripod is im a private collection in Belgium, One view of this exceptional vessel is

in Hellmuth 1978. This tripod has passed a thermoluminescence test, has passed all
epigrapher's scrutiny (those epigraphers who are familiar with the non-traditional
corpus), and has passed all iconographer's scrutiny (those iconographers who are
familiar with more than merely the traditional Holmul-Uaxactun-Tikal corpus). The

vesse] is self-evidently authentic.

EARLY CLASSIC: ceramic specialists divide the Classic period into the Early
Classic (approx. A.D. 250-600) and Late Classic (600-900), that is, up until the
collapse). Parson's proposal for a Middle Classic period is a useful concept for the
piedmont, and iz a helpful consideration In Maya studies to remind us of
Teotihuacan influence, but Is not a necessary subdivision for Peten ceramics. This
dissertation uses the normal syvstem, Early Classic-Late Classic and does not
interject a Middle Classic. This is only jargon anyway, as no data are available for
the Tzakol-Tepeu transition generation since excavations at neither Tikal nor
Uaxactun produced enough of the rare transitional styles. Huagueros have found
the missing links, but this material has not been assimilated by those who create

ceramic charts.

ESCUINTLA, a Department of Guatemala, between Guatemala City and the
Pacific Ocean., This piedmont area was never a stronghold of Mavan speakers yet
during the Preclassic epoch sites such as El Baul were places where pre-Peten
stelae with early hieroglyphic inscriptions were erected, Escuintla was on the route
south from Mexico Into lower Central America, so it was visited by Olmec
merchants, then Teotihuacan merchants, then by Toltec influence, and finally by
the Aztecsz, TIQUISATE iz a small town within the department. See map in

Escuintla Hoards. Sitez in the Tiguizate area were outposts of Teotihuacan influence
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(Fig.118).

GI, a deity who lives in watery areas. He has a seashell earring, barbel or
fin on his cheek, bony eyebrows, and often a fish-like mouth. He is frequently
depicted on Early Classic Peten cache vessels and as a hieroglyph, in mythical
genealogies in the inscriptions of Palenque. He tends to have a Quadripartite Badge
Headdress (pp.56, 82-85, B6-88, 94-96, 99-100, 104, 120, 149, 179, 209, 217, 222,
228, 235, 236, Figs.1-10, 12, 19-20, 22, 25, 33, 34, 63-65, 161). When he has a
zoomorphic face and a shell diadem headdress he is now designated as CHAC XIB

CHAC,

Gll, a hieroglyph which is part of the Palengue Triad. After Heinrich Berlin
discovered the triad of glyphs, later investigators established that this particular
glyph was a form of God K, the god of the manikin scepter. (pp.20, 85, 136, 198,
228.)

GII, the third of the Triad characters. Lounsbury has established that GII is
the Sun God, Linda Schele suggests the Jaguar God of the Underworld. (pp.84-85,

218, 228.)

GOD C, appears usually as a face only, with vaguely monkey-like features. In
the codices God C appears as a full figured individual. In Codex Style Pottery the

weapons held by Chac Xib Chac are often confused with the Loincloth Apron Face.

GOD D, one of several elderly gods including God N and God L. God D is
now recognized as ltzamna (pp.38, 43, 149, 197-198, 200, 202, 208, 233-236,

Figs.21, 107-109, 150, 153, 154, 175, 184, 1881, 198.)

GOD M usually resides in a seashell, snail shell, turtleshell, or rarely a spider
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web (pp.54, 149, 183, 233, Figs.21, 27, 45, 128, 179-180, 183, 184b, 185, 189).

Thompson called God N "Bacab." In Maya myths God N is executed In front of the

throne of God D

GOD L is a high ranking elderly god who often is associated with females,
Despite his high rank he is subservient to CGod D in the scle scene where the two
are together, God L has his headdress taken off by the Giant Bunny companion of
the Moon Goddess and is thereby humbled. (pp.59, 149, Z16, 220, 226, 236, 239,
Fig.190-191.)

HOLMUL I, a ceramic phase in the Holmul ceramic sequence. Holmul, a
Maya site in Peten, was excavated by Merwin, who died before he published his
findings. WVaillant used Merwin's field notes for his Ph.D. dissertation and
subseguent publication on the Holmul excavations. This was the first major
publication on the pottery of the Peten, Holmul's tombs were rich in Proto-Classic
and in Early Classic pottery. The first phase of ceramics at Holmul included
pottery with breast shaped supports. The precise dating of such mammiform pots
and their relationship to Tzakol | pottery is still argued by specialists. A dozen or
more mammiform pots have been found In Belize; only one or two were found at
Tikal and practically nonme at Uaxactun, Grave robbers have found about 20, The
Holmul ceramic sequence has been replaced by that of Uaxactun, the standard by

which most other site's ceramics are judged.

HOLMUL DANCER is my name based on a Late Classic vase and plate from
the site of Holmul which are similar to over 20 others found by grave robbers.
This dancer wears an elaborate backrack which consists of a sky band hut topped

by a bird monster (pp.229, 236, 239, Fig.70). Under the hut is a Cauac Monster
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from which hangs a Loincloth Apron Face. When the dancer has the backrack off,

then he is designated as the Principal Young Lord. Taube proposes both are the

Maize God (God E in the Schellhas alphabetical system).

IDAEH, Instituto de Antropologia e Historia (de Guatemala), the government
institute, under the Ministry of Education, that is entrusted with the protection of
the cultural patrimony of the country, especially its archaeological patrimony.

IDAEH also cares for most of the archaeological museums within the country.

INAH, Instituto Macional de Antropologia e Historia (de Mexico) is Mexicao's
governmental department in charge of historical and pre-Columbian heritage and
museums. INAH also publishes the findings of its staff archaeologists in one of the

best Latin American archaeological publication programs.

INCEMSARIO, Spanizsh for incense burner. Brazero is essentially the same
thing, though technically only the bottom part which holds the coals. For the

burning of copal incense.

ITZAMMA, Thompson worked up his personal concept of a monotheistic Maya
religion with an iguana house character as sole all-encompassing god. This is
entirely a creation of Thompson himself, not of the Maya (pp.37, 43, 46, 59). The
Mava god correctly named Itzamna is what Schellhas had earlier tagged as God D,

based on phonetic reading of his hieroglyph by Flﬂ}'d. Lounsbury and others.

KAMINAL JUYU, modern name for the ancient city which is now surrounded by
modern Guatemala City. Kaminaljuyu received various Preclassic styles from the
pot-bellied culture, from Izapa and Abaj Takalik and the enigmatic pot-bellied

culture, and developed an ecléctic style which was responsible in large part for the
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development of the early Mava style. After the 3rd century, Kaminaljuyu received

Teotihuacan influence as did the Tiguisate, Ezcuintla area, and transmitted these
influences to Mava sites in the Peten. After the 6th century Kaminaljuyu was no
longer a mediator or originator of Maya style. (pp.5, Chart 1, 19-20, 69, 99, 108,
152, 169, 171, 181, 182, 233, Figs.16, 67, 91a, 24a, 103, 121, 124, 125.)

KIM, means "sun" or "day", is a hieroglyph often found In costumes as well as
in texts, AH KIM is one designation for the Sun God, God G of the Schellhas

alphabetical series (pp.41, 58, 189, 182, 207, 224, Fig.24, 160, 161-163.

LACANDOM, az de Vos points out, this group of modern Maya uses the
designation "Carib" for themselves. Historians, though, have dubbed them the
Lacandon, after the totally different group that lived in the same remote Chiapas
area in the 16th-17Tth century, Thus there are two groups of Lacandones, the
original Cholel speaking descendants of the ancient Maya (exterminated by the
Spanish conquest] and the Yucatec speaking peoples who moved into this area from
down the Usumacinta and from people fleeing Spanish oppression in adjacent
Campeche. Thus the current day "Lacandones® are neither Lacandones in, fact nor
certainly not descendants of the builders of Palenque, Bonampak, or Yaxchilan as
fancifully claimed in guidebooks. The complete history of both groups are detailed

by publications by Hellmuth and de Vos.

LATE CLASSIC: between about ADL5530 and 900, is when polychrome bowls
and then polychrome vases come into vogue in Peten. Most of Michael Coe's books
and virtually all of Robicsek's material has been on the spectacular Late Classic

artistic achievements on ceramics.

LOINCLOTH APRON FACE is the head of a monstrous image seen primarily
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on the loincloth apron of dynastic rulers, on the backrack of Holmul Dancers and

certain Tikal lords (who are not Holmul Dancers), in sky bands, on the backs of
certain frog-toads, faces which sprout from certain Cauac Monsters, and which are
sometimes shown on sacrificial bludgeons carried by Chac Xib Chac on Codex Style
pottery. The Loincloth Apron Face is usuwally labelled as the Sun God (a name

which is unacceptable) or confused with God C (pp.87, 208.

MAMON, an early ceramic phase, of the Preclassic (thus well before Tzakol 1)

See ceramic chart.

MAMMIFORM, means a breast shaped support for pottery of the Holmul | and

Tzakol | time periods., Such pots usually have four SUppOrts.

MANCHE was a town in Verapaz occupied by Chol or Cholti speaking Maya
(pp.38, 61, 67, 68-73.

MESOAMERICA, is the area of high civilizations of Mexico and Central
America. The equivalent area in South America is dubbed the "Andean area,”
Mesoamerica includes most of Mexico, all of Belize, Guatemala, El Salvador, and
Honduras, The precise borders at north and south (Costa Rica) are debated by
specialists. Basically, Mesoamerica is that area inhabited by or directly influenced
by the Olmecs, or the Mayva, or the Toltecs, or the Aztecs. MNaturally this area

includes many other civilizations, such as West Coast area, Oaxaca, etc.

MAGUAL, a person who has the power to change into an animal, often
confused with TOMAL, the animal spirit companion that one receives based on one's
birthday associations. Both are described by Foster [1944), Villa Rojas ( 1963),

Stratmeyer and Stratmeyer (1977), and others,
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OLMEC a precocious Preclassic people whose precise place of origin {5 not

yet ascertained. Their major sites are best known in Tabasco (La Venta) and
Veracruz (Tres Zapotes, etc.), but Olmec settlements are also along the lower
Usumacinta River, throughout Chiapas, and INAH archaeologists have recently found
a major Olmec site in Guerrere. The Olmecs originated many of the gods which

the Mava later inherited (pp.9, 33, 59, 60, 69, 99, Fig.111}).

PALENQUE TRIAD, see TRIAD

PETEN the Department which occupies the northern third of Guatemala.

PISCIME means fish-like,

POPOL VUH, the sacred history book of the highland Quiche Maya of
Guatemala. Although Spinden suggested the Popol Yuh as a model for ancient Maya
religion, the first one to propose an all-encompassing model was Michael Coe,
There he found the Hero Twins, who are now certified as being om Classic Maya
pottery by both epigraphy and icomography in addition to that of Coe (pp.33, 70,

165, 195-196, 239). Also a museum of the same name in Guatemala City.

PRE-COLUMBIAN means simply before Columbus. While the term means also
anything before Pizarro in South America, the term Pre-Columbian is applied most

frequently to Mesocamerica.

PRIMARY STANDARD SEQUENCE is a standardized sequence of hieroglyphs
which appears mainly around the rims of Late Classic Maya funerary ceramics of
the central lowlands (pp.7, 25, 112, 113, 117, 157, 209, Fig.22). The sequence was
noticed by Thomas Barthel and worked out first in print by Michael Coe.

Subsequently Stephen Houston, Mikeolal Grube, and David Stuart have worked out
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other aspects of this text. Increasingly, examples of Early Classic PS5equences are

being found. 1 propose that a Preclassic inscription on a jade artifact at

Dumbarton Oaks may be an even earlier prototype.

PRINCIPAL YOUNG LORD is the Holmul Dancer before he has donned his
special fancy backrack. Taube suggests that both are the Maize God. It appears
that most Maya rulers saw themselves in the guise of this character (Figs.73b, 100,

187). The Principal Young Lord is the occupant of the sacred cance of the incised

bones of Tikal Burial 116,

QUADRIPARTITE BADGE discussed by Kubler (1969) under Seler's name of
triadic sign, and re-named Quadripartite Badge by Merle Greene Robertson. Most
people now use her nomenclature. The badge consists of a large Kin hieroglyph, a
seashell, a bloodletting perforator, and crossed-bands. Early Classic renditions vary
somewhat from Late Classic ones, namely that the former blends features of a bird
around the decoration, The Badge functions usually &8s a headdress (pp.93, 99, 100,
116, 119, 179, 212, 215, Fig.5-10, 34). Palenque artists borrowed this badge from
Early Classic prototypes and then adapted it to thelr particular dynastic and

cosmological necessities.

RECURVED SNOUT MONSTER is the name for a creature's face appearing
especially on Tzakol cylindrical tripods and basal flange bowls. He may be a form

of the Zip Monster. (pp.6, 184, Fig.134.)

SCHELLHAS, a German scholar writing between 1880-1904. He prepared the
first complete nomenclature and classification system for Maya gods (based on the
three codices). As he was not sure of their original Mayan name, he carefully

gave them alphabetical designations. Although subsequent scholars have pointed out
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a few minor mistakes in grouping various images together, in fact his naming

system functions quite well still today. See God C, God I etc. in this glossary.
SQUIGGLE EYE MONSTER, see Hellmuth 1982,

SUPRAORBITAL PLATE, the eyebrow of Mava monsters, especially Xoc

Monsters and reptilian creatures,

TOMAL, animal spirit companion whose species is predetermined based on one's

birthday; usually confused with nagual.

TRIAD, the PALENQUE TRIAD was discovered in the inscriptions at Palengue
by Heinrich Berlin, a Mexican-0Oerman epigrapher, At that time he was not sure
whether they were gods or what, s0 he nickmamed them Gl, GlII, GIII. Subsequent
scholars determined that GIl was a variant of God K of the Schellhas system and
that GIII was a sun related character. Gl is simply GI; he had not earlier been
known. David Kelley has also worked on the Triad. The triad existed outside of
Palengque and reference to the Palenque Triad does not necessarily mean that ome
is referring to the site of Palenque. The Triad members can appear and act
independently, especially GI. Linda Schele has written an excellent article on the

gods behind the Triad glyphs.

TZAKOL, a ceramic period subdivided into Tzakol I, 2 and 3. This iz the span
of the Early Classic time, The sequence goes: Preclassic, Early Classic [Tzakol),
Late Classic (Tepeu 1, 2, 3}, then Post Classic and was developed by Robert Smith
for Uaxactun. This central Peten sequence is the yardstick for all subsequent sites'
ceramics. But it is traditional for the ceramicist of each site to give completely

separate names to the phases of his site's pottery, since obviously the history of
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each site did not necessarily parallel that of Uaxactun in every detail. [ find it

easier just to use the Usxactun sequence for material in private collections,

VENUS MOMSTER, a composite beast which may have a Venus star glvph in
itz eye., Itz body may be the sky band; its rear may have a Quadripartite Badge
Headdress monster. Several examples are known from Palenque, Copan, and on the

thrones of Piedras MNegras stelae.

XOC is the Mayan word for fish, Thompson discovered that this glyph is used
by the Mava for the concept of countling), The XOC MOMSTER is a fish beast
with upraised snout, shark's tooth, and scroll eye that curls down from the top.
While all Xocs are fish, not all Xocs are Xoc Monsters (pp.95, 111-129, 131, 217,
222, 229, Figs.25, 63-T2, T7). Jones has recently proposed that the early English

word shark is a British seaman's rendering of the Maya word xoc.

ZIP MONSTER is a creature decorating the headdresses of young lords on
Maya ceramics. Coe used this nomenclature in 1973 based on the similarity of this
monster with that used as the Long Count Introducing Glyph's patron for the month
Zip. No one haz yet done a study of the Zip family, 30 we do not kmow whether
the Zip Monster is actually the same as the patron of the month Zip. For examples
on Early Classic pottery [ prefer the term Recurved Snout Monster until the
calendrical relationship can be better established. 5Such a study must include every

known Early Classic hiercglyphic rendition of Zip.
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