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ABSTRACT

This dissertation presents an archacological investigation into prehistoric Maya social
and political organization. I took as a general problem the typological placement of
ancient Maya society in cultural evolutionary schemes. The specific issue was
whether prehistoric Yucatec Maya government was a segmentary or unitary state. To
apply ethnohistorical data directly to the prehistoric problem, [ chose to investigate a
late prehistoric archaeological site: Mayapan, Yucatian, México. [ proposed four
hypotheses relating settlement patterns and artifact style and function to social groups
and the kinship system. At Mayapan, | mapped several areas of residential settlement.
The settlement pattern consisted of a nested hierarchy of self-similar units. Dwellings
clustered into house groups; two or more house groups sometimes clustered within a
houselot; two or more houselots sometimes aggregated to create a clustelr of houselots.
The Mayapén settlement pattern exhibits fractal geometry: it is statistically self-similar
and has a fractional dimension. The fractal settlement pattern neatly matches those
models of Maya social structure, like Evon Vogt's, that\ propose a self-similar
hierarchical nesting of social units. To collect artifact samples from different social
groups, I excavated and made surface collections in three clusters of houselots and in
one large houselot that contained two house groups. The style of the ceramics
exhibited spatial patterning, both within and among clusters of houselots.

Correspondence analysis differentiated the clusters of houselots statistically using the



frequencies of ceramic varieties. Stylistic ceramic modes, like lip forms, also
exhibited statistically significant variation among clusters of houselots. Analysis of
the lithic artifacts suggested that economic functions and activities varied among
houselots or clusters of houselots. Evaluation of the hypotheses implied that clusters
of houselots represented important social groups. Ethnohistorical analysis indicated
that the Yucatec Maya possessed patrilineal, patrilocal lineages that formed the basis
of the political system. I found persuasive evidence for the existence of matrilines
that not only helped regulate marriage patterns, but also had economic functions. The
research indicated that Late Postclassic Mayapan government was more segmentary

than unitary, but that those categories were inadequate to describe the variability

inherent in early states.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The Maya, as usual, offer an interesting case.
Service, Origins of the State and Civilization

The Problem
Generalities

The most fundamental problems in social anthropology, from a historical
perspective, are the nature of social solidarity, the forms it takes in different societies,
and its evolution through time. The study of solidarity in anthropology is analogous to
the study of fundamental particles and forces in physics: both problems are logically
and historically primitive in their disciplines. As the nature of matter, energy and
space are primordial questions in physics, so the mechanisms of solidarity are in
anthropology.

This work is a case study in the mechanisms of solidarity. I have attempted to
analyze and describe the social and political organization of the prehistoric community
that lived at Mayapén during what is called the Late Postclassic period, from ca. A.D.
1250 to 1450. Mayapén is a large Maya archaeological site located approximately 40
km south-southeast of Mérida, the modern capital of the state of Yucatin (Fig. 1).

The reconstruction of ancient social relations at Mayapén was made using information
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Drawn by Lynn Berg. (After Morley et al. 1983)



from historical documents, ethnographies, and archaeological excavation and
interpretation. The issue of interest in this case is the forms of solidarity and the
mechanisms of political integration in ancient Maya society. The importance of this
topic would be difficult to overstate.

For over a century anthropologists have been investigating social structure and
solidarity. One of their main goals has been to describe and explain social and
cultural evolution. Thus, cultural evolutionism has a protracted history within
anthropology. "If ever there was a long-lived concern within the field of
anthropology, it is cultural evolution” (Flannery 1983:1). Historically, as anthropology
began to change from an amateurish curiosity about cultural eccentricity to a formal
discipline with methods and objectives, it started to focus on the evolution of cultural
and social forms. As an unintended consequence, any intellectual history of cultural
evolution immediately threatens to blossom into a history of anthropology. Since we
have no room for such a history in the introduction to this modest work, the following
few paragraphs will have to serve as a very concise outline of the subject. It is very
selective. The purpose of even this very brief review is to signal the importance of
the problem and to place it in both logical and historical context.

Lewis Henry Morgan was perhaps the most prominent nineteenth-century
pioneer of the study of cultural evolution. He devoted much of his career to the study
of it (Morgan 1908, 1965). He believed that the ethnographically known social
structures formed an evolutionary continuum. He argued that human societies
historically evolved through stages, from "savagery,” through "barbarism,” to
"civilization." These stages wete. divided by Morgan into smaller substages, each



marked by various indicia. The details of the argument are now only of historical
curiosity and need not concem us further. Morgan's evolutionary view of social
organization probably was influenced by the prominence at that time — in the 1860s
and '70s — of the Darwinian paradigm of biological evolution, but his intellectual
lineage is demonstrably complex (Service 1985: 3-4).

Much modern thought on social evolution can be traced directly or indirectly
back to Morgan. It is clear that Engels adopted much of Morgan's evolutionary
scheme (Engels 1884). The subsequent prominence of Marxist social theory has
indirectly afforded Morgan's evolutionary views a very wide distribution and made
them ancestral to a highly ramified intellectual lineage (Bohannan 1965: vi; Leach
1982: 17).

In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, there was a reaction against
Morgan's ideal evolutionary system and the crude social Darwinism that grew out of
it. The reaction against all-encompassing theory was predictably particularistic and
historical. Boas developed the systematic critique of evolutionism (Stocking 1976:4).
Morgan's sweeping generalizations broke upon endless reefs of Boasian facts. The
objection to internal evolution emphasized diffusion as a historical process. Lowie's
Primitive Society was an important representative and exemplar of the Boasian point
of view.

This book was written originally in order to familiarize social scientists

with the contemporary views of anthropologists conceming social organization.
Cultural anthropology had by that time crystallized its criticisms of the earlier
ambitious schemes of unilinear evoluticn — very much as experimental
biologists had registered their protests against extravagant speculation

conceming the development of animal species. It was clear that diffusion had
taken place at every level of culture and had thus interfered with whatever



sequence of events might be regarded as inherent in the nature of society.
Since Lewis H. Morgan's Ancient Society (1877 [1908]) systematically
embodied the older unilinear evolutionism that postulated laws of development,
my book inevitably grew into a persistent critique of Morgan. (Lowie 1947: v)

While American anthropologists took refuge in particularism, diffusion, or
psychology (e.g., Benedict 1934, Mead 1928), British social anthropologists adopted a
synchronic, teleological position generally called "functionalism.” British social
anthropology was typified by the theories of men like A. R. Radcliffe-Brown and
Bronislaw Malinowski. Their views of culture and society were explicitly ahistorical
and anti-evolutionary. They explained social structures and institutions in terms of
their harmonious articulation within societies assumed to be in equilibrium (Radcliffe-
Brown 1940: xxii). In other words, the explanation of a social institution was
comprehended merely by specifying how it contributed to the stable operation of the
society as a whole (Radcliffe-Brown 1965:178-187).

British functionalism eams a place on these pages by virtue of its contribution
to political anthropology. The landmark, watershed work in this respect was African
Political Systems, edited by Meyer Fortes and E. E. Evans-Pritchard (1940). Itis a
collection of essays by prominent British social anthropologists on the political
structures of eight different African societies. In the introduction, written by the
editors, they divided the eight societies into two groups, Group A and Group B. The
former were classified as states, the latter as "stateless” because of their lack of
centralized authority, administration and judiciary (1940: 5). To these two types,
discussed in the book, the editors add a third: small, egalitarian societies, which are
not presented in detail (1940:6-7). Here we have the rudiments of a three stage



system: egalitarian societies, ranked societies based on lineages, and primitive states,
each distinguished from the other, respectively, by increasing size and stratification.
Nevertheless, the authors are strictly ahistorical: "We do not consider that the origins
of primitive institutions can be discovered and, therefore, we do not think that it is
worth while seeking for them" (1940: §).

Although the intellectual lineage of the problem is not usually traced in this
fashion, one can argue that African Political Systems is ancestral to not one, but two
of the competing theories of Maya state and society. First, Southall explicitly
acknowledged that African Political Systems was the foundation of his study of the
political structure of Alur society (1956: 241-263). Thus, the original conception and
definition of the "segmentary state,” which has been applied by analogy to the Maya
(as discussed further below), was a modification of Fortes and Evans-Pritchard's
tripartite system. Second, Elman Service's (1975) widely influential work on the
origin of the state and civilization owes a massive debt to African Political Systems.
Service begins with a historical and topical treatment of the problem of the origins of
the state and civilization. He then offers a number of case studies of the development
of "modem primitive states." Of the five chapters in which those cases are presented,
three (more than half the material) are devoted to various African examples. All of
the African examples derive from or are closely related to those from African Political
Systems. The treatment of each case, of course, was updated, rewritten, and frequently
much abridged, but the detailed similarities (which extend even to the footnotes) are
clearly not accidental. This overlap implies a major, substantive intellectual debt. The



influence of African Political Systems is thus quite far-reaching and often
underestimated. But | anticipate myself.

In the 1940s and 1950s a new generation of British social anthropologists
began to try to apply the functionalist approach to more complex and dynamic
problems than the mere description of apparently static societies. For example, in The
Analysis of Social Change the Wilsons attempted to describe social change using a
functionalist view of society and social relations (Wilson and Wilson 1945).
Redfield's folk-urban continuum (Redfield 1941) is similar to the Wilsons' view of
society and modern impacts on it. One can argue that the folk-urban continuum has
an evolutionist interpretation that diverged from established Boasian tradition in
America without rejecting it (Redfield 1953; Stocking 1976). Thus, it is of a piece
with other contemporaneous attempts to describe social complexity and dynamism
using the extant vocabulary of sociology and social anthropology.

Southall's Alur Society: A Study in Processes and Types of Domination (1956)
was another attempt to expand the reach and diversity of functionalism without
discarding the paradigm. Southall studied the Alur, one of several groups in the Great
Lakes region of Africa that enjoyed relatively complex political organizations. The
importance of this work to the current discussion of Maya political structure cannot be
overstated. Southall identified and described a new type of political organization that
he called, as we shall see, the "segmentary state." Since this is one of the key ideas in
the modern debate, it is necessary to review it in some detail; we need to study
Southall's basic test case to establish what exactly he found and what he claimed.

This process will also help to avoid creating a caricature of the segmentary state,



which sometimes seems to appear in the heavily coded current discussions of the
subject. |

The significant facts of the Alur case are these. Alurland was part of a region
that later became the political boundary between the Belgian Congo and the English
colony of Uganda, a hilly, forested area along the Albert Nile and Lake Albert, near
the west wall of the western branch of the Great Rift Valley. According to Southall,
the Alur were pastoralists and subsistence agriculturalists speaking a Nilotic language
and organized along patrilineal, patrilocal lines, forming strongly developed localized
segmentary lineages (1956: 5, 15, 27, 31-40). At some time in the semilegendary past,
they migrated with their herds of cattle out of the great sub-Saharan African grasslands
and conquered the peoples already established in the area.

Although Southall provides very little basic economic data, one gathers that
some of these subject peoples were settled agriculturalists. Others, the Okebo, were
traditionally iron-workers. Southall's argument that the very numerous Lendu peoples
had been hunter-gatherers before their subjection by the Alur is unpersuasive (Southall
1956:152-170). The Alur dominated the local peoples by exporting to them chiefs
with supernatural powers, like rainmaking. Once the subject peoples accepted Alur
domination, a process of "Alurisation” took place whereby these different ethnic
groups were assimilated to the Alur as commoner lineages in the Alur system of
ranked lineages (Southall 1956: 181-228). As the dominated peoples generally shared
with the Alur a system of localized patrilocal patrilineages, the process of
acculturation was not difficult. Chiefs supported themselves and their large
households through a redistributive system of tribute (Southall 1956: 77-82). The Alur



also used their wealth in cattle to help dominate new peoples (Southall 1956: 223).
The Alur sometimes used their size, numbers, and relatively strong political
organization to conquer, dominate, and then protect subject peoples. However, the
process of ‘domination was largely peaceful and voluntary on the part of the dominated
and was ultimately expressed in permanent patron-client relationships. The Alur thus
formed a series of chiefdoms ranging in size from small to the large and highly
organized chiefdom of Ukuru (Southall 1956: 227-228). The central fact of these
interethnic relationships was the domination of acephalous societies by immigrant
aristocracies. This process was common to the whole region (Southall 1956: 229).
Southall interprets his findings as requiring a mpdiﬁcation of the tripartite
division of sociopolitical types described in African Political Systems. Southall's
critique of Fortes and Evans-Pritchard has three elements (Southall 1956: 242-263). 1)
Group B societies (i.c., stateless societies) were not invariably based on segmentary
lincage systems. Other structural principles could apply as well. This ought to be
self-evident to us now and requires no further comment. 2) The emphasis on military
conquest as an explanation for state formation cannot be sustained in light of the Alur
data, which indicate a largely voluntary submission on the part of the subject peoples.
The power of Alur chiefs over subject peoples was largely supernatural, and their
personal and ritual authority was more significant than brute force. 3) The Alur
demonstrate that an intermediate form exists between (a) acephalous, stateless
segmentary social systems and (b) unitary states. He defines states as having
territorial sovereignty, centralized government, specialized administrative staff, and a
monopoly on the use of legitimate force (Southall 1956:247). The form intermediate
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between the state, so defined, and segmentary lineages he calls the "segmentary state"

and he defines it by the following characteristics:

(1) Territorial sovereignty is recognized but limited and essentially relative,
forming a series of zones in which authority is most absolute near the center

and increasingly restricted toward the periphery, often shading off into a ritual

hegemony.

(2) There is centralized government, yet there are also numerous peripheral loci

of administration over which the center exercises only a limited control.

(3) There is a specialized administrative staff at the center, but it is repeated on

a reduced scale at all the peripheral foci of administration.

(4) Monopoly of the use of force is successfully claimed to a limited extent
and within a limited range by the central authority, but legitimate force of a
more restricted order inheres at all the peripheral foci.

(5) Several levels of subordinate foci may be distinguishable, organized
pyramidally in relation to the central authority. The central and peripheral
authorities reflect the same model, the latter being reduced images of the
former. Similar powers are repeated at each level with a decreasing range,

every authority has certain recognized powers over the subordinate authorities
articulated to it, and formally similar offences differ in significance according

to the order of authorities involved in them.

(6) The more peripheral a subordinate authority is the more chance it has to
change its allegiance from one power pyramid to another. Segmentary states

are thus flexible and fluctuating, even comprising peripheral units which have

political standing in several adjacent power pyramids which thus become
interlocked. (Southall 1956: 248-249)

According to Southall, this kind of quasi-state clearly differs from the
conception of both the fully developed unitary state and the acephalous political
organization of segmentary lineages. It is important to note that, in spite of its

apparently integral role in the Alur state, the segmentary lineage system is not

indispensable to the segmentary state (Southall 1956: 253). Southall tells us that the

Bantu Interlacustrine Kingdoms are segmentary states without lineages, but he
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provides no details or references. He also argues that Anglo-Saxon England boasted

segmentary states, although the kinship system was bilateral. He examines Anglo-
Saxon politics at some length (Southall 1956: 254-255), providing a method for
determining whether a state is segmentary or not: mainly by examining the degree to
which order was (or was not) secured by centralized authority and, thus, by the fact
that private war, on behalf of kin, was still allowed; how political authority and power
was distributed down throughout the political pyramid, which resulted in vague and
uncertain peace and vague and uncertain political boundaries, like those of Alur
chiefdoms. He then presents somewhat less detailed portraits of other possible
segmentary states, including other European feudal systems, such as el'eventh-century
France, the Lombard state, and Flanders. Other examples briefly presented include
ancient states in India and China. Thus, Southall rather tersely tries to flesh out his
argument that the segmentary state is a social "type" within the functionalist view of
social taxonomy (Southall 1956:252-260). Finally, he discusses the "transition" from
the segmentary to the unitary state, highlighting the differences between the two, while
continuing to disavow any evolutionary or specifically historical theory (Southall
1956:260-263). The segmentary state was, thus, the limit or culmination of ahistorical,
antievolutionary social typology reached by the British functionalist tradition in the
late 1950s.

Generally speaking, then, Boas and his students in America and Radcliffe-
Brown and his followers in the British Empire succeeded in suppressing cultural
evolutionism and other deterministic philosophies for at least half a century (Stocking
1976). The repressed tendencies began to burst forth in the 1950s. White (1959) and
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Steward (1955) were certainly the most famous neo-evolutionists, but Sahlins, Service,

and Fried, among others, eventually came to be well known as cultural evolutionists
(Sahlins and Service 1960; Service 1971, 1975; Fried 1967). Service, a student of
both White and Steward (Service 1971:xii), particularly has become something of a
standard-bearer for modem cultural evolutionism. Although all of these men were
cultural anthropologists, they exerted a profound influence on Americanist
archaeology. Their influence was such that they are largely responsible for the
evolutionist content of the New Archeology of the 1960s and 1970s. In their histories
of archacology, both Trigger (1989:289-303) and Willey and Sabloff (1980:181-185)
characterize the New Archeology as evolutionist or neo-evolutionary (cf. Courbin
1988: 13).

The complex relationships between the New Archeology and cultural
evolutionism are tightly interwoven, and specifically historical. The same personalities
appear in both camps, and the two trends were driven by the same social forces.
Steward and White, for example, were the grandfathers and mentors of the New
Archacologists, who avidly borrowed from the formers' ecological and materialist
theories. It is no historical accident or fortuitous convergence that the New
Archaeologists have attempted to present their data and hypotheses in evolutionary
terms.

Without any doubt, the most influential modemn formulation of cultural
evolution is that of Service (1971, 1975), particularly Primitive Social Organization
(1971). Based on ethnological examples, it is a typology of social forms — bands,
tribes, chiefdoms, and primitive states — characterized by their mechanisms of social
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integration. Service's fundamental argument was that "general” cultural evolution took

place as mechanisms of social integration became more complex and Binding. In
other words, cultural evolution took place as society evolved through these various
social "types" which are, therefore, evolutionary stages. Like more complex or more
efficient species, more complex societies, once they evolved, were more "fit" in some
sense than their cousin societies; because of their evolutionary advantages, more
complex societies expanded at the expense of their simpler and weaker neighbors.

The key concept of "general” evolution, referred to above, is an idea developed
by White (1959:29-31) and elaborated by Sahlins (1960). Through use of an explicit
analogy with biology, he defined "general” cultural evolution as the inexorable
progress made by cultures in capturing more energy; by contrast, "specific" evolution
is the continual historical adaptations of individual cultures. It may be worth noting
here that evolutionary biologists might object to the notion that "general” evolution
exists in biology. Specific evolution in biology is a scientifically replicable and
observable fact. General evolution remains a hypothesis in biology, as it does in
anthropology.

A second crucial part of Service's argument revolves around his method. He
argues that modern "primitive" societies are vestiges of ancient social organizations;
he therefore believes that these cultural coelacanths and platypuses can be organized
into a simple linear series equivalent to the cultural phylogeny of humankind (1971: 6-
9). This method leads to a highly speculative result, as the author readily admits:
"This book is rife with speculation and conjecture” (1971: 9).
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Service's second major work on cultural evolution, The Origins of the State and

Civilization (1975), represents a departure in some respects from the earlier Primitive
Social Organization (1971). One modification is that he drops the three-part division
of pre-state societies into bands, tribes, and chiefdoms. He merely insists that
chiefdoms must have interceded between egalitarian societies and state societies. He
also retreats to some degree from his methodological claim that "primitive” cultural
forms are modern vestiges of ancient ones (e. g., 1975:8, 17-20). He acknowledges,
for instance, that the ethnographic and ethnohistoric examples he uses to interpret the
archaeological record are all secondary rather than pristine states, and ones that were
influenced historically by colonialism or related processes. Unlike in his earlier work,
in The Origins of the State and Civilization Service actually reviews, albeit in a very
superficial and cursory manner, a large body of archaeological data and interpretations
relevant to the rise of the state. He combines those interpretations with ones drawn
from his review of ethnographically known state-formation processes. It is convenient
but not surprising that much of the archaeological literature he reviewed was written
by neo-evolutionary New Archaeologists and not by their critics. Service concludes
that the pristine states formed as a result of the institutionalization of theocratic
leadership, which led to the development of the capacity to use coercive force to
maintain social order (1971: 290-308). This "explanation,” however, is of the type
sometimes called an "explanation sketch” d /la Hempel (Binford 1983: 196-197). It is
a weak and unpersuasive form of explanation because it relies on both historical
events as well as variables or processes. The argument will be successfully refuted if

the events are shown not to be true, even if the processes are accurate.
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Service's general model remains attractive to archaeologists not only because it

has achieved the status of received wisdom, but also because it offers an explanation
for a fundamental empirical observation: throughout prehistory there appears to be a
general trend from small and simple settlements and settlement systems toward larger
and more complex ones. This observation, and related ones, have been taken to imply
a long-term trend toward larger social groups and increasing social complexity.
Service provided a satisfying, Durkheimian explanation for this pattern.

Morton Fried's (1967) elaboration and extension of Service's model in The
Evolution of Political Society has also been profoundly influential. He postulates a
progression from simple egalitarian societies through ranked and stratified societies to
the pristine states. His formulation depends upon definitions of power, authority, and
the state. "'Authority’ here is taken to refer to the ability to channel the behavior of
others in the absence of the threat or use of sanction. Power is the ability to channel
the behavior of others by threat or use of sanctions” (1967: 13). The state, then, is
"the complex of institutions by means of which the power of the society is organized
on a basis superior to kinship" (1967:229). In contrast, a "stratified society is one in
which members of the same sex and equivalent age status do not have equal access to
the basic resources that sustain life" (p. 186). A state, of course, is also stratified, but
uses power, not custom, to maintain the stratification.

Service and Fried's formulation of cultural evolution still exerts powerful
influence on most practicing American archaeologists. For example, much of Kent
Flannery's opus (e.g., 1972, 1983, 1986) has been devoted to both practical and
theoretical attempts to study cultural evolution. While Fiannery is one of the most
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famous, and his work among the most sophisticated, many other scholars continue to
use archacology to study cultural evolution (e.g., Camiero 1981; Creamer and Haas
1985; Drennan 1987; Earle 1987; Freidel 1981; Linares and Ranere 1980, Peebles
and Black 1987; Roosevelt 1987; Snarskis 1987; Welch 1991). Most of these studies
should probably be classified as "normal” science, sensu Kuhn: "extending the
knowledge of those facts that the paradigm displays as particularly revealing, by
increasing the extent of the malqh between those facts and the paradigm's predictions,
and by further articulation of the paradigm itself" (Kuhn 1970: 23-24). Many of the
archacological citations above are recent. Even more recent ones appear below. The
topic, although elderly, remains robust or, as Fried put it, "To talk about the evolution
of polity will seem antediluvian. Yet some problems don't go away" (1967:ix-x).
Without anticipating myself too greatly, I should point out that there are
several problems with the Service-Fried model. For example, sometimes
archaeologists seem to forget that the basic concept of this scheme, i. e., that the key
variable in cultural evolution is mechanisms of social integration, is a hypothesis, not a
paradigm. For that matter, the whole belief that "general” cultural evolution takes
place is speculative. All too often, though, archaeologists have assumed that the
evolutionary model is true, and have drawn conclusions from it, rather than attempting
to verify or falsify it. In fact, archacologists have rarely tried directly to recover
evidence of mechanisms of social integration. No doubt it is difficult to investigate
social integration in prehistory, but it is not impossible. This problem, then, is one of
practice, and is not the ethnologists’ fault. The model is too frequently treated as

doctrine or received wisdom by practitioners. Accordingly, prehistoric societies are
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pigeonholed by archaeologists, levered into one or another slot in the social typology.

Then additional facts are inferred from the position in the social typology. As a result,
many archaeologists appear to think it reasonable to assume, for example, that all
Archaic (or Mesolithic or Middle Stone Age) period lithic scatters are attributable to
patrilocal bands moving in seasonal rounds. Sampson (1988: 13-16) provides an
entertaining description and characterization of this reasoning. He is one of the few
who has conducted a thoughtful and persuasive test of part of Serivce's model
(Sampson 1988).

Similarly, it is often glossed over that Service's and Fried's arguments are based
almost completely on ethnographic, not prehistoric, evidence. Their use of the facts of
prehistory hardly surpasses Rousseau's. Yet their formulations can be evaluated only
by archaeological methods because they purport to explain prehistoric events and
conditions. That is, almost all cultural evolution took place during prehistory, not in
historic times. Similarly, the hope or presumption that modern and historic social
structures synchronically recapitulate their phylogeny is largely untested and seems
unlikely to be true. "Modemn ethnography can be used to demonstrate the extreme
flexibility of human ingenuity; it cannot tell us anything at all about prehistory. So
do not believe what is implied about these matters in the pages of American
Anthropologist and Current Anthropology" (Leach 1982: 20). Service'# review of
archaeological data in The Origins of the State and Civilization is a curious thing. As
mentioned already, most of the archaeological evidence and argumentation he presents
in favor of his theory comes from proponents of his own theory. This lends a
circularity to the argument that is easy to understand in terms of Kuhn's description of
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paradigms and normal science. For many New Archaeologists, cultural evolution was

treated not as a hypothesis to be tested, but rather as part of the overarching paradigm
that either could not or need not be evaluated.

Yet another problem is the racist and colonial origins of the tﬁodel. Band-
tribe-chiefdom is only a small step away from Morgan's (1908) savagery-barbarism-
civilization. The Darwinian and eugenic origins of the model are impossible to deny
(Bee 1974:55-58; Crumley 1995:3-4; Service 1985:46-50). Why this does not seem to
bother most North American archaeologists is a mystery. If the evolutionist paradigm
were unequivocal, empirical fact, unleavened by supposition, well then, however
distressing, one ought to believe it. The paradigm is not so solidly based, however.
As indicated in the previous paragraphs, the model contains important unexamined
premises. Perhaps, then, the historical origins of the model can be separated from its
modern application? While there may not be any necessary connection between the
two, nevertheless, the model is applied almost exclusively by people of European
cultural pedigree to objectify people who are not. This does not imply anything
pejorative about the archaeological intention, but does suggest that great care and
consideration is required in its application.

A final problem is that the evolutionary paradigm tends toward an unwarranted
determinism and oversimplification (Courbin 1988: 106-107; Crumley 1995:3). "That
a polity's later form is implicit in and must be understood in its earliest form is a
doubtful idea which introduces an inappropriately high degree of determinism into
models for human history” (de Montmollin 1989: 2). Oversimplification is potentially
an even more fatal error. Despite the highest of hopes, and indeed the most
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exaggerated confidence on the part of many archaeologists, there is mounting evidence

that human prehistory is complex. And, although simple relations can generate great
complexity (May 1976), the history of human politics seems unlikely to be captured in
the simple tableau of the Service-Fried model. Dissatisfaction with the simplicity of
the prevailing evolutionary typology has been expressed periodically, leading to a
series of reassessments and new classifications that attempt to remedy the perceived
shortcomings of the basic design (e.g., Blanton et al. 1996; Claessen 1984; Crumley
1995; DeMarrais, Castillo, and Earle 1996; de Montmollin 1989: 11-40; Joyce and
Winter 1996).

Naturally enough, however, the simplicity of the model has always been part of
its attractiveness. The mechanisms by which that simplicity can lead to both error and
understanding can be seen in the case of the Maya. Let us turn, then, to the case at
hand.

Specifics
Historical Background to the Problem of Maya Social Organization

The ancient Maya present a particularly interesting case study in cultural
evolution. From an evolutionary perspective, Maya society has long appeared to be
anomalous or even paradoxical in various ways. "The Maya have posed classificatory
problems for social taxonomy since Incidents of Travel in Central America, Chiapas,
and Yucatan (Stephens 1841) introduced the ruins of Palenque, Copan, and Utatlan to
a fascinated world" (Fox et al. 1996: 795).
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Stephens had traveled widely in Eurdpe, Egypt, and Palestine before turning his
attentions to Central America and Yucatén (von Hagen 1990). His experiences
exploring the archaeological civilizations of Egypt and the Near East appear to have
influenced his subsequent interpretations of Maya ruins, as did his classical education
and Emersonian common sense.

Perceiving that Maya ruins were no less grandiose and monumental than those
of the Old World, Stephens assumed that they represented comparably urbane,
complex, and sophisticated civilizations. From his conception of the Maya as
civilized, he proceeded to interpret the ruins in the jungle as the temples of a powerful
religion, royal palaces, noble villas, teeming markets, extensive cities, and paved
highways.

It is proper to add, however, that considering the space now occupied by the
ruins [Palenque] as the site of palaces, temples and public buildings, and
supposing the houses of the inhabitants to have been, like those of the
Egyptians and the present race of Indians, of frail and perishable materials, and
as at Memphis and Thebes, to have disappeared altogether, the city may have
covered an immense extent.

The reader is perhaps disappointed, but we were not. There was no

necessity for assigning to the ruined city an immense extent, or an antiquity

coeval with that of the Egyptians or of any other ancient and known people.

What we had before our eyes was grand, curious, and remarkable enough.

Here were the remains of a cultivated, polished, and peculiar people, who had

passed through all the stages incident to the rise and fall of nations; reached

their golden age, and perished, entirely unknown. (Stephens 1841:11: 355-356)
In its original context this passage does little to call attention to itself; a number of
other similar quotations might be cited from the same volumes. Nevertheless, these
few lines exhibit several remarkable qualities, not the least of which is the lucid
beauty of the prose. In a single breath, Stephens expresses a view on Maya urbanism,

protests his scientific disinterest, and remarks on how the Maya exemplify political
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evolution. Subsequent research has repeatedly verified the genuineness of his

disinterest and the accuracy of his observations. Many of his inferences have survived
well the last century and a half of scrutiny too, but only after having been repeatedly
attacked.

One of the first attacks came from Lewis Henry Morgan himself. In Ancient
Society Morgan classified both the Maya and Aztecs as "village Indians" who had
achieved the "Middle Status of Barbarism" (Morgan 1908:11, 186). To reach this
conclusion he had to reject the Spanish colonial accounts of Aztec civilization, arguing
that the Spanish chroniclers "knew nothing and learned nothing" of social relations
(1908: 191, note 1).

Morgan's attacks on Stephens were strikingly vitriolic and violent. "It does not
seem to have occurred to Mr. Stephens..." (Morgan 1965: 301); "Mr. Stephens has
given his direct countenance to this preposterous suggestion” (1965: 304). And,
referring to the passage from Stephens quoted above, Morgan wrote, "This is a clear
case of suggestio falsi by Mr. Stephens...he is responsible for the false coloring thus
put upon those ruins, and the deceptive inferences drawn from them" (1965:305).
Morgan then explains that Palenque, Uxmal, Sayil, Copan, and the other Maya sites
were really "pueblos,” much like those of the southwestern United States, inhabited by
small social groups. Like the Aztecs, the Maya could not have, and therefore, must
not have had, cities, states, or empires. Morgan's presentation is sad, and even
grotesque. He "simply argued, like a debater or lawyer, to put the worst possible
interpretation on his antagonist's argument — to win, no matter that academia and, for
that matter, science, should demand as much m and objectivity as possible"
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(Service 1985:170-171). Of course, he was a lawyer; perhaps Morgan's training and

professional practice affected his style of argumentation. Even sadder, the system of
the armchair bombast became the received wisdom of the age, while the field
archacologist who made the meticulous and accurate observations slowly faded into
obscurity. This in spite of repeated assertions of actual field evidence (Thompson
1892).

When interest in cultural evolution revived in the 1950s and '60s, after drifting
unattended in Boasian doldrums for several decades, archaeologists attempted to
classify the Maya according to the Service-Fried system. Disagreement arose almost
immediately. Should the ancient Maya be classified as a chiefdom or a state? One
group took the position that the Maya were relatively simple, agricultural, rural people
without cities who should be classified at the level of chiefdoms in spite of their
literacy (a traditional measure of civilization). Others adopted the view that Maya
culture was urban, highly stratified and complex enough to merit a designation of
state-level society.

It is difficult to disentangle the threads of this debate from several others that
took place simultaneously among the same archaeologists. For example, the chiefdom-
state debate became intertwined with a debate between those who supported a
"traditional" view of the Maya as peace-loving, theocratic, and intellectual people
with vacant ceremonial centers and simple swidden agriculture, and those who
embraced a more modem view of them as a war-like, highly stratified, urban people
with intensive agriculture (Becker 1979; Morley and Brainerd 1956; Sabloff 1994;
Thompson 1954a). Both these debates were also related to a general one concerning
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the role of urbanism in the evolution of complex society, spurred in part by the views

of archacologists such as V. Gordon Childe (1951) and Robert McCormick Adams
(1966). In addition, all three debates were contemporaneous with and influenced by
the theoretical and methodological controversy surrounding the "New Archaeology."

As a matter of practice, in the field these debates devolved into a small number
of empirical questions. Foremost among these questions was whether the ancient
Maya possessed an urban society. Investigation of this question led to several major
mapping and settlement pattern projects, initially those at Tikal, Dzibilchaltun, and the
Belize River valley (Andrews IV 1965a, b; Haviland 1963; Kurjack l§74; Puleston
1973; Willey et al. 1965). On the one hand, the archaeologists in the field were
continually documenting ever increasing settiement sizes (Andrews IV 1965a, b;
Haviland 1963, 1966a, 1966b, 1968, 1969, 1970, 1972a, 1972b, 1975, 1978; Kurjack
1974, 1979; Puleston 1973; c.f. Ball and Tascheck 1991; Chase, Chase, and Haviland
1990; Marcus 1983). On the other hand, some cultural ecologists took a
environmental determinist position that held that the low environmental potential of
the tropical rainforest was incapable of supporting populations of urban density
(Sanders 1962, 1963, 1972, 1973, 1977; Sanders and Webster 1988). This latter
position was eventually vitiated by unequivocal evidence of agricultural intensification
in many areas of the Maya lowlands (e.g., Harrison 1977, 1978, 1982; Siemens
1982).

The ultimate result of this debate appears to be the widespread acceptance that
the Maya had cities, at least of a peculiar sort: extensive, but not densely occupied.

There is also good evidence from survey inside and outside of cities that while urban
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densities were low, rural densities were extraordinarily high (see, for example, articles

in Ashmore, ed., 1981 and Culbert and Rice, eds., 1990). Thus, in the past thirty
years archaeologists have systematically proven the existence of ancient agricultural
intensification, large settlement sizes, diverse settlement types, and intense social
differentiation and stratification. Accordingly, the debate on social typology has
shifted its focus from the chiefdom-state dichotomy to a discussion of what kind of
state the Maya had.

Quite a few of models of Maya political organization have been offered in
recent years. Fox et al. (1996:795-801) group these different theories into two types
for heuristic purposes: "segmentary” or "decentralized" models of the Maya state
versus "unitary” or "centralized" models. This grouping can be criticized for being an
oversimplification, but it does have the important merit of providing some order
among a rather bewildering array of closely related arguments.

In this dichotomy, the segmentary state model subsumes related works such as
Adams and Smith's (1981) feudal paradigm, Sander’s (1981) "patron-client” state,
Tambiah's (1976, 1985a) "galactic” polity, Geertz's (1980) "theater state,” and Richard
Fox's (1977) "regal-ritual” city. Let us examine, very briefly, what these models and

their interrelationships are.

Adams and Smith's Feudal Model
Adams and Smith (1981:336-337) describe a feudal political "type" not unlike
the segmentary state. "Political authority and power are diffused among chiefs who

are vested with limited proprietary rights in their authority, usually under a suzerain.
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This factor is usually taken to differentiate feudal from bureaucratic or more highly

centralized systems of authority.” And similarly, "Feudal societies are frequently
organized according to codes of graded, reciprocal personal obligations tied to the
prevailing status hierarchy. Such obligations may take the form of clientage
relationships, contractual commitments, or obligation through marriage as manifested
in bride-price and the like" (1981:337). According to Adams and Smith, these are
among the few diagnostic characteristics of feudal systems. They are similar to some
of the characteristics, described by Southall (1956: 248-249), of the segmentary state.
It is no coincidence that among the examples of feudal societies, Adams and Smith list
Rwanda, Burundi, and Bunyoro (1981: 339). This is the Great Lakes region of Africa,
home of the Alur and of the kingdoms of Ankole and Buganda. Finally, it should be
recalled that Southall considered European feudal societies to be segmentary states
(1956: 252-257). Thus, there seems to be some justice in equating the feudal and

segmentary models.

William Sanders's Patron-Client Model

Sanders's "patron-client” model can also be shown to be historically and
logically related to the segmentary state concept. Sanders's ethnographic examples
were based on the same central African kingdoms, like the Bantu Interlacustrine
Kingdoms, that Fortes and Evans-Pritchard (1940), Southall (1956), and ultimately
Service (1975: 117-126) discuss. Sanders's main illustration of the patron-client
system is the kingdom of Buganda (1981: 365-369). The importance of the concept of
clientage in the political organization of these societies can be traced through Service
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back to Oberg's analysis of the nearby kingdom of Ankole, published in African

Political Systems (Oberg 1940). Sanders's model is, therefore, not original, but rather

has the same roots as the others we have seen.

Stanley Tambiah's Galactic Polity

The concept of the "galactic” polity takes us from Africa to south and southeast
Asia. This model was developed by Stanley Tambiah in his monumental historical
analysis of the evolution of the Thai Buddhist state, contained in World Conqueror
and World Renouncer (1976). He elaborated the concept in more general terms in
later articles (1985a, 1985b). Through the complex, brilliant, and, at times, baroque
presentation, one can conclude that the galactic polity possesses two defining
characteristics.

First, it united topographical, cosmological, political, and socioeconomic
domains of culture in a social totality (in the Maussian sense) whose geometric
realization is based on the Hindu-Buddhist mandala; it is composed of a central
element enclosed by a system of surrounding satellites. The satellites always occur in
groups of four corresponding to concentric orbits or circles. Thus, the simplest
arrangement consists of a center surrounded by four satellites at the cardinal points.
The next more complex possibility is a center enclosed by eight elements in two
concentric circles. Although the number of satellites is theoretically infinite, numbers
on the order of 32 are historically attested (1985a: 256). These patterns are repeated
throughout Hindu and Buddhist life, art, and philosophy. The cosmos is envisioned as
a mandala: Mount Meru, the axis-mundi, in the center, surrounded by the seas and
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continents; the architectural plans of huge ceremonial centers like Angkor Wat form

mandalas; the mandala is also the model for the ideal state, the galactic polity
(1985a:252-253).

Second, within the polity, the mandala structure is expressed in the entities of
rule and the units of administration. A central royal domain is surrounded by smaller,
subsidiary domains ruled by real or fictive princes who owe fealty to the king. Even
smaller and geographically, consanguineally, and politically more distant domains,
ruled by grandprinces or grandnephews of the king, may form more distant orbits,
which in turn are surrounded by fully autonomous states. Royal authority and power
(which are mainly symbolic, ritual, and sumptuary rights and privileges, derived from
the doctrine of the exemplary &nm) are distributed downward and outward through
the pyramid of state. Tax receipts, often from trade and the intensive wet-rice
agriculture, and corvée labor filtered up, inefficiently, through many redundant layers
of administration to yield relatively meager proceeds to the royal household. The
fundamental principle is that each subsidiary demesne is a replica on a reduced scale
of the exemplary center. A more formal and generic term for this kind of structure is
self-similar. Structurally, then, the galactic polity is virtually indistinguishable from .
the segmentary state, although their historical realizations are unmistakably different.

| The fact that the satellites are replicas of the center, identical in detail, entails a
certain political instability in the regime. Being self-contained and partly autonomous,
every princedom has ambitions to become a center. In the natural course of events,
satellites or groups of satellites would switch allegiances or would accumulate

sufficient resources to challenge the power of the center. Thus, the galactic structure
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in and of itself in dialectical fashion was fissiparous or schismatic. Therefore, it

tended to shift, oscillate, or pulsate in size and configuration.
On the one hand, there is a faithful reproduction on a reduced scale of the
center in its outlying components; on the other, the satellites pose the constant
threat of fission and incorporation in another sphere of influence. If we
constantly keep in mind the expanding and shrinking character of the political
constellations under scrutiny, we can grasp the central reality that although the
constituent political units differed in size, each lesser unit was a reproduction
and imitation of the larger. What emerges is a galactic picture of a central
planet surrounded by differentiated satellites, which are more or less
"autonomous" entities held in orbit and within the sphere of influence of the
center. If we introduce at the margin other similar competing central
principalities and their satellites, we shall be able to appreciate the logic of a
system that as a hierarchy of central points is continually subject to the

dynamics of pulsation and changing spheres of influence. (Tambiah 1985a:
261)

Or, to put it more succinctly, the sociopolitical system was a dynamical system far
Jfrom equilibrium.

Another consequence of the inherent instability of galactic polities is that royal
dynasties are unstable and succession is always uncertain. Accordingly, dynasties can
boast little time-depth. Royal legitimation is frequently achieved by means other than
biological descent according to a prescriptive rule (1985b: 324-330). Personal
charisma and individual achievement often figure largely in attempts to legitimize rule
as do claims to be bodhisattva, i.c., a form of semidivinity (1985b: 326). Another
basis for royal legitimacy is the possession of sacra: relics, palladia, regalia. These
derive their potency and virtue originally from an association with Buddha (1985b:
327-330). The importance of such sacra to the legitimation of rule may be measured
by their continued use in royal rituals of state in Thailand today.
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Tambiah argues that the Mauryan empire of Asoka was a galactic polity (1976:

54-72). The title of the work expresses the essential antinomy of Asoka as paradigm,
the archetype Buddhist conqueror. Asoka and the Mauryan empire, the primordial
galactic polity, formed the historical exemplar and cosmological model for the later
Buddhist and Hindu-Buddhist states. These Indicized states of southeast Asia date
from the beginning of the Christian era to the period of European colonial conquest.
Geographically, they extended from modem Sri Lanka to the Mekong delta. The list
includes Pagan and the Mon kingdoms of Burma; in Thailand, at least the kingdoms
of Sukhodaya (Sukhothai) and Ayutthaya; the Malayan sultanates; the Khmer
kingdoms, especially Angkor; and the Indonesian kingdoms of Java, Sumatra and Bali,
like Mataram and Mahapahit. Economically, these kingdoms all depended upon
intensive rice cultivation in the great river valleys of the region and trade, which
extended from the Red Sea to south China. Interestingly, in these societies wealth,
capital, and ultimately power resided not in land, as it would have in a purely feudal
system, but in populations. Two notable consequences of the fact are 1) that the
endemic warfare caused by the structural instability of these states had as its primary
goal the capture of populations, not territory; and 2) the development of significant
patron-client systems of relationship, including fairly benign debt peonage (1985a:
278-280).

It is not clear, it must be admitted, where the galactic polity as a social type
leaves off and where the Hindu-Buddhist kingdoms of southeast Asia as a historical
phenomenon pick up. Tambiah himself appears not to be certain. Nevertheless, it is
clear that the galactic polity is defined partly by what it is not. Tambiah explicitly
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rejects Eliade's cosmological mode of explanation for the ritual and social topography

of these societies (e.g., Eliade 1954). Tambiah rejects it not only because it is static,
and therefore unable to account for the dynamism of these historical entities, but
because it postulates a prior ontology in the form of "the mind of Archaic Man"
(Tambiah 1985a: 256-258). Of necessity, the rejection of Eliade entails the dismissal
of theories derived from his, like those of Wheatley (1971) and to some extent Geertz
(1980).

Tambiah also eschews ecological, economic, and similar deterministic
explanations of the origin of the galactic polity: "There are no prima facie grounds for
explaining their manifestation as immediate and direct projections of ecological
considerations or logical constraints of sociopolitical organization. The logic of their
use cannot be reduced to a simple causal explanation” (1985a:255). In other words, he
repudiates "a simple-minded determinism which believes it can directly and
pragmatically generate the political and ideological superstructure of the galactic polity
from a type of ecological and economic base" (1985a: 280). In support of this
position, he notes that mandala-type structures occur in many southeast Asian
societies, both simple and complex, and therefore are in no way unique to the galactic
kingdoms.

Finally, Tambiah spums Weber’s description of patrimonial domination as a
model for these southeast Asian kingdoms (1985a). It should be noted, however, that
his rather extensive citations of Weber are on the whole favorable and revealing (e.g.,
1985a: 271, 276-277).
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As will eventually become clear later in this document, the galactic model has

much to recommend it. It has found an influential advocate in Demarest (1984: 146;
1996: 823). But Tambiah's closing comment should give pause to anyone hoping to
adopt the scheme whole and undigested: "These polities are not timeless entities but
historically grounded...they can be subject to irreversible transfcrmation..." (1985a.:
281). Undoubtedly true, such observations cast doubt on the fundamental utility of
social typology.

The galactic polity clearly shares important characteristics with the segmentary
states described above. The most fundamental and primordial homology is the way
the structure of the state consists scaled-down replicas of the center forming a self-
similar pyramid of ever-diminishing power and authority. This seems to be the crux
of matter, the defining characteristic, from which most of the other properties (i.e.,

instability weakness, vaguely defined boundaries, etc.) follow.

Clifford Geertz's Theater State

Geertz offered another description of the traditional southeast Asian state that
has been proposed as a model for the typical Maya state. Geertz calls his formulation
the "theater state" (1980). Geertz's thesis is that the Indicized states of southeast Asia
in the fifth to fifteenth centuries shared a political structure that merits description as a
"type" for the purposes of social typology. He takes as his example the negara of
nineteenth century Bali. Presenting ethnographic as well as historical data, he argues
that the rulers of the petty states on Bali ruled by virtue of their status as exemplary

centers. Their participation in ritual and religion, that is, expressive action, was the
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centripetal force that held their kingdoms together, counteracting the centrifugal forces

of kinship, clientage, taxation, and so forth.

The expressive nature of the Balinese state was apparent through the whole
of its known history, for it was always pointed not toward tyranny, whose
systematic concentration of power it was incompetent to effect, and not even
very methodically toward government, which it pursued indifferently and
hesitantly, but rather toward spectacle, toward ceremony, toward the public
dramatization of the ruling obsessions of Balinese culture: social inequality and
status pride. It was a theater state in which the kings and princes were the
impresarios, the priests the directors, and the peasants the supporting cast, stage
crew, and audience. The stupendous cremations, tooth filings, temple
dedications, pilgrimages and blood sacrifices, mobilizing hundreds and even
thousands of people and great quantities of wealth, were not means to political
ends: they were the ends themselves, they were what the state was for. Court
ceremonialism was the driving force of court politics; and mass ritual was not
a device to shore up the state, but rather the state, even in its final gasp, was a
device for the enactment of mass ritual. Power served pomp, not pomp power.
(Geertz 1980:13)

The principal merit of the work was to put forth this fascinating, utterly
foreign notion, that states could be held together by mere mechanical solidarity, by the
ruler performing rituals. Unfortunately, he merely asserts this idea; none of his data
clearly support the idea. Geertz does not reconcile the image of expressive rulership
with the cutthroat power politics of these small kingdoms, nor with the instrumental
behavior of all the other (nonroyal) castes and social groups. For these reasons he
utterly fails to convince. Tambiah (1985b), going further in his detailed refutation of
Geertz, shows how Geertz's own basic data refute his thesis: "Certainly ‘the theater
state' as now sketched does not square with or blend with the Geertzes' lively
documentation of the push and pull of Balinese perfidious manipulations, consensual
harmonies, multiplex entanglements, and orchestrations of diffused energies at all

levels — not merely at the level of lower gentry and ordinary peasantry in village
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communities” (Tambiah 1985b: 336). Tambiah therefore recasts Geertz's data to show

that the Balinese state is better understood as a galactic polity. Naturally, this implies
that the theater state, if it ever really existed, shared fundamental characteristics with

the galactic polity and apparently with the segmentary state.

Regal-Ritual Cities and Richard Fox's Urban Typology

John Fox et al. (1996) are not the only scholars who believe that these various
concepts of the state overlap substantially. Richard Fox, in his Urban Anthropology
(1977), proposed a typology of urban forms organized along three axes: 1) industrial
-pre-industrial, 2) segmentary -bureaucratic, and 3) dependent -autonomous (this last
referring to the urban economy). This taxonomic system leads him to define three
pre-industrial urban types (the industrial types need not concern us): the regal-ritual
city, associated with the segmentary state; the administrative city, associated with the
bureaucratic state; and the mercantile city, associated with the city-state. Under the
rubric "segmentary state,” Fox subsumes most of the examples previously discussed
here: all of Southall's cases, both African and European; and the traditional Southeast
Asian states, which he treats as Geertzian "theater states"(1977: 42, 55-56). The only
exception to this generalization is that he considers some of the traditional Indonesian
polities to be mercantile city-states, rather than theater states. As noted above,
Tambiah emphasized the role of trade in the life of these polities, and so this
distinction may be more a matter of degree than of kind.
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In terms of this typology, the regal-ritual city is essentially a vacant ceremonial

center that fulfills primarily ideological functions rather than administrative ones
(1977: 39-57).

The internal social organization of the regal-ritual city consists of simply
the social arrangements of the king's court or the priest's temple...The
population of the city consists of those bound to the court by kinship, official
duties, or craft specializations. The ruler is surrounded by family and other
kinsmen, by court officials, servants, ritual specialists, artisans, and others
whose presence is solely a reflection of the ruler and his court. The numbers
of such dependents and their specialization in occupational roles vary with the
status of the ruler and the rank of his city in the regal-ritual hierarchy.
Because of their nature and population, such cities are the abodes of
consumers, not of producers in a material sense, and therefore regal-ritual
places are economically dependent on their rural environs.

The way of life in regal-ritual cities also grows out of the nature of the
court or ceremonial complex. The lifestyle is defined by the calendrical round
of state rituals, kingly ceremonies, coronations, funerals, preparations for war,
royal feasts, and divine sacrifices, rather than by individualism and secularism.
The resident population are the major practitioners and high status participants
in this round of rituals, which ideologically reinforce the role of the regal-ritual
city as an image of the state. (1977: §3)

Richard Fox himself recognized that his definition of the regal-ritual city closely
matched at least some prevailing views of the Classic Maya ceremonial center (1977:
57, n. 14). The contrast with the administrative cities of bureaucratic states is telling.
Their populations are large, densely settled, heterogeneous in occupation,
and often ethnically varied. The existence of this stable population base is the
factor intrinsic to the administrative city that differentiates it from regal-ritual
urban type. Besides being a population center, administrative cities contain and
perform many more functions of communication and transportation. (1977: 61)
Sanders and Webster (1988) have attempted to apply Fox's urban typology to
ancient Mesoamerica. Predictably, they consider Maya sites to be regal-ritual cities
while Tenochtitlan and Teotihuacan are administrative cities. This position is

generally consistent with Sanders's earlier ones.
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John W. Fox's Contribution

A final work needs to be mentioned in this litany of theories of Maya
sociopolitical organization. Maya Postclassic State Formation: Segmentary Lineage
Migration in Advancing Frontiers, by John Fox (1987), presents a historical and
archaeological case for the interpreting the Quiché Maya (and related highland
groups), as well as the Yucatecan Xiu and Itzd, as Mexicanized Maya émigrés from
the Chontalpa who formed segmentary states based on their segmentary lineage social
structures. Our concern here is whether Fox has truly solved the problem of
Yucatecan Maya kinship and social organization or not. One should also ask if he has
discovered the historical origins of the Mexicanized Maya of both the northemn
lowlands and the southem highlands.

On the first question, Fox cites Edmonson's translation of the Book of Chilam
Balam of Chumayel (1982) as his primary source for the assertion that the Yucatecan
Maya had segmentary lineages: "Edmonson’s lineage characteristics for the lowlands
also conform to segmentary lineage behavior sensu stricto” (Fox 1987:4). Edmonson
certainly discusses Maya lineages, and he provides some new and interesting details
about them, but neither his notes nor his translation can be considered the primary
source of this information. In no sense can Edmonson be considered to have
"discovered" Yucatec Maya segmentary lineage organization in this work. In addition,
Fox presents a very weak discussion of Yucatecan kinship and social organization. He
presents no new ecthnohistoric data and merely regurgitates the well known conclusions
of scholars like Eric Thompson and Ralph Roys. Fox contributed nothing new to the

analysis of Yucatecan social organization in this work.
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In fairness, however, | have to point out that the book really focuses on the

southern highlands, not the northern lowlands, and, therefore, perhaps it should be
judged more on the analysis of the former. To address our second question, then, |
will point out that Hammond (1989) has questioned Fox's historical reconstruction on
a number of points. Hammond observes that the historic linguistic relationship
between the Cholan and Quichean language groups does not support and origin for the
Quiche in the Chontalpa. Similarly, Hammond suggests that the small Postclassic sites
of the Chontalpa and Acalan are by no means a unique source for the architectural
arrangements in which Fox discovers the ancestor of the Quiche site layout. In the
final analysis, Hammond is unpersuaded by the archaeological and linguistic evidence.
He concludes that the historical evidence is susceptible of multiple interpretations. |
agree with Hammond's views, but Fox does deserve a great deal of credit for
combining a great deal of disparate data into an interesting treatment of an important
topic. This is not to say that Postclassic Yucatec Maya peoples did or did not exhibit
segmentary state organization, but merely that Fox fails to present a persuasive

argument with convincing evidence.

Differences and Contradictions among the "Segmentary-type" Models

In the last several pages, then, | have reviewed a number of theories or
conceptions of ancient Maya political organization. One can grant that there are basic
similarities between these diverse, multifaceted visions of the segmentary, galactic, and
theatrical states. [ would be remiss, however, if I did not also point out essential
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contrasts or even paradoxes among these reputedly similar concepts. There are, that is

to say, some problems of definition that remain to be solved.

Let us recall that Southall's conception of the segmentary state was as a form
intermediate between acephalous, lincage-based socicties and rather simple states, like
Ankole and the Zulu state. According to Southall's descriptions, the Alur were very
weakly integrated and at times appeared like an embryonic example even of the
segmentary state. Of course, Southall offered us other examples of states that
appeared to operate on the same principles, like Anglo-Saxon England, feudal France
in the eleventh century, Manchu China, and so forth (Southall 1956:252-260). None
of Southall's other examples are developed in any detail or occupy more than one or
two pages. He does not set forth the documentation or data to support any definite
interpretation of any of these other societies. Thus, his conception of the segmentary
state must be judged on his description and analysis of Alur society, not his offhand
speculations about Lombard society or Scottish clans. From this perspective, we can
(and perhaps should) insist strictly that Southall's segmentary state is definitionally and
categorically distinct from societies like the states of Zulu and Ankole as described in
African Political Systems.

Drawing this distinction sharply causes certain difficulties. For example, it
would mean that Sanders is describing something very different when he uses
Buganda as his primary ethnographic example of the patron-client state (1981), for
Buganda (as the biggest and most centralized of the Great Lakes states) would have
been a unitary, not a segmentary, state under the definitions of Southall and Fortes and
Evans-Pritchard. A similar problem arises from comparison of Richard Fox's
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examples of segmentary states in his Urban Anthropology (1977): at least the Swazi, if

not others as well, might have been classified as unitary states.

To approach the problem from another direction, we must ask whether the
traditional polities of south and southeast Asia were segmentary states. Fox suggests
they were (1977:55). Tambiah's descriptions of the galactic polities of southeast Asia
are extremely detailed and compelling. There is no denying that the analytical
description of their characteristics matches that of the segmentary state quite well.
However, they seem to me, perhaps somewhat subjectively, to be very different in
scale. The galactic polities all seem to be associated with substantial territories, large
populations, agricultural intensification, complex long-distance trade networks, extreme
social and economic stratification, in short, all the characteristics of true states. Where
in Alurland are the endless halls of Angkor Wat or the numberless stupas of Pagén?
The grass huts of the Alur or even the mud forts of the Rajput do not bespeak the
same levels of surplus labor and capital, the same types of trade networks, the same
forces of social integration.

The error in the equation of galactic and segmentary polities appears to come
from misinterpreting the clinal nature of variation in government structure. Take, for
example, one of the principal defining characteristics of the both the segmentary and
galactic states: political weakness, illustrated by the inability of the apical power to
effectively project legitimate force any great distance down or out through the pyramid
of power. It can, I think, be forcefully argued that all states have limited political
power and that much of the cooperation inherent in political solidarity is voluntary and
customary. The impression (or implication) that a unitary or bureaucratic state has the
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power to reach out and smack an individual peasant who fails to slavishly till his field
is a fantasy. All states are weak in some respects and strong in others and all states
judiciously manage their uses of power. If segmentary states are weak only in relation
to unitary states — if, that is, it is a relative matter — where does one draw the line and
ﬁy?

The source of the problems lie in the incomplete specification of what is
necessary and sufficient to the definition of each type of state. This very desirable
accomplishment probably remains beyond us all for the time being. One solution to
this dilemma lies in describing the sociopolitical characteristics of the society we wish
to study rather than merely trying to pigeonhole it in a typology. This is a very
Boasian solution to the problem of premature social typology. It appears to be the
solution recently favored by de Montmollin (1989). He has attempted to find and
occupy an intermediate position between positivistic generalization and historical
particularism. He tried to define and evaluate prehistoric Maya political structure
based on settlement pattern studies of a highland valley in Chiapas. Rather than
looking for social types, he evaluated his archaeological polities to determine where
they lay in terms of related series of continuous variables that link segmentary and
unitary political structures (1989: 11-39). Thus, to determine the degree to which his
examples were segmentary or unitary states, he examined the degree to which they
exhibited, for example, political centralization vs. decentralization, replication of units
vs. differentiation of units, upward vs. downward delegation of power, mechanical vs.
organic solidarity, and so forth. Thus, de Montmollin's arguments and methods



support the assertion that segmentary and unitary states are not strictly types but

ranges within a spectrum of variation.

The Unitary State

This leads us to ask what characterizes the unitary state. The unitary,
centralized, bureaucratic state is perhaps easily understood by us because it is us: it is
closely related to the archetype of the Western, Euro-American states most
archacologists are accustomed to live in. By our lights, the unitary state appears
rationally organized according to social principles we are familiar with. It is also
categorically all those things that the segmentary state is not. For example, if the
segmentary state is composed of functionally equivalent segmental units bound by
mechanical solidarity, then the unitary state is composed of differentiated units
cemented by organic solidarity. When the segmentary state is weak, i.c., unable to
make effective use of its legitimate force, the unitary state is strong, and effectively
applies force across its territory and throughout its area of jural responsibilities.
Where the segmentary state has poorly defined and frequently fluctuating geographical
boundaries, the unitary state has unambiguous and stable physiographic limits.

In the context of Maya studies, the idea of the unitary state has been
championed by those who believe that the Maya were as highly organized and
complex as any other early state. At times, they see themselves as the defenders of
the Maya against "the most recent denigration of ancient Mesoamerican
accomplishments” (Chase and Chase 1996: 803). They perceive themselves as being
in the tradition of John Lloyd Stephens and Edward Thompson, disproving Morgan's
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assertion that the Maya were tribal (Chase and Chase 1996). This is a long, active,

and noble tradition. For example, in recent decades archaeologists have refuted both a
traditional model of a simple Maya society of priests and peasants based largely on
Eric Thompson's work (see Becker 1979) and a cultural ecological model of the Maya
as simple swidden farmers. It may be suggested that those who support the unitary
state view are most impnssed with the monumental size and sophistication of the
ancient Maya accomplishment; those who support a segmentary view place a greater
emphasis on the uniqueness of Maya society and the ways it differed from the unitary
states of central Mexico. Since the ancient Maya accomplishment was both
extraordinary and distinctive, both views have their supporters. Those who prefer to
take the galactic polity as their model may be seen as occupying an intermediate
position in this debate. Strictly speaking, there is nothing inherently small or simple
about a galactic polity, as large and powerful historical examples, like Ankgor and
Pagdn, demonstrate.

Questions and Test Implications

Examination of the various theories of Maya sociopolitical organization
suggests a number of indicia or criteria that can be investigated to explore the nature
of Maya government. Foremost among these issues must be an understanding of the
kinship system and its role in society. Although all the theories deny that the actual
form of the kinship system is deterministic, nevertheless, it is clearly no coincidence

that some social types are associated with certain social structures. For example, there

is something of a natural correspondence between segmentary states and segmentary
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lineage systems. Southall, of course, is correct in asserting that segmentary

governments need not be based on segmentary lineages, but some sort of segmentary
principle must be involved and the connection with segmentary lincages is not
accidental. Accordingly, it appears indispensable to know the structure of the kinship
system in order to analyze the structure of politics and power. More important,
perhaps, the political role played by consanguinity and affinity is important in all these
sociopolitical types. I would argue that it is almost impossible to determine whether a
society is a chiefdom, segmentary state, unitary state, or galactic polity without first
understanding the role that kin relations play in the political process. Therefore, in
subsequent chapters, an attempt is made to reconstruct kin relations in prehispanic
Maya society.

A kinship system comprises more than rules of descent. Marriage and post-
marital residence are equal in importance to descent. It goes without saying that any
description of a kinship system must be in reference to other cultural subsystems. A
descent system cannot stand alone: it must regulate some other aspect of social life,
like ascription of social status, membership in a corporate group, inheritance, etc.
Consequently, the description of kinship normally entails description of other cultural
systems.

A second point that must be investigated is the role of power and authority in
maintaining social order and solidarity. All the conceptions of the state reviewed here
define it as being based on the use of power (i.c., coercive force) rather than authority.
This view can be traced at least to African Political Systems. It appears in Southall
(1956) and continues virtually unchanged throughout Service (1971, 1975) and Fried
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(1967). In addition, Southall places some emphasis on the geographical and structural

extent of power, rather than its mere presence or absence. Analyzing the character
and structure of political power in society presupposes some understanding of law and
it's role in the maintenance of social order. It is no surprise that so many of the
seminal works discussed here, like Service (1971, 1975), Fried (1967), Fortes and
Evans-Pritchard (1940), Southall (1956) (not to mention Maine and Morgan), have
significant discussions of the relation of law to society and government.

Third, we need to explore the degree to which the society is organized in a
pattern of replicas of the center on a reduced scale. This pattern is a diagnostic (and a
somewhat distinctive) element of both the segmentary and galactic polities. .
Presumably, though not necessarily, it ought to be a less prominent a feature in a
unitary state, where segmental units are replaced by differentiated ones. Since all
socicties have segmental units at some level of organization, the important issue is
where the segmental units occur and what behaviors they reflect. This issue is closely
related to the problem of organic versus mechanical solidarity. Because all societies
make use of both types, the analyst must seek to specify in which context each
operates to understand its contribution to the social fabric.

Some significant secondary, nondiagnostic issues include: a) the degree to
which political boundaries were vague and fluctuating, as in a segmentary state, or
well-defined and stable, as in a unitary state; and b) the degree to which political
leadership was achieved through personal charisma rather than being ascribed through
rules of succession, the former being more common in galactic and segmentary states,

the latter in unitary states.
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Each of these various factors must be treated as a continuous variable, or as

"bundled continua of variation” in de Montmollin's phrase. None can realistically be
treated on a dichotomous, presence-absence basis. Theories that insist on treating
these kinds of social behaviors as dichotomous variables (as some do) are open to the
very apt criticism of oversimplification and excessive determinism. To avoid similar
criticisms, the co-occurrence of these factors must be tested and evaluated, rather than
being assumed. Only such testing and evaluation can lead to modification and

refinement of the theoretical typologies.

Additionsl Problems of Interest

The chapter began by stating that the goal of this work was the reconstruction
of the sociopolitical organization of Mayapéan for the purpose of placing it in its
evolutionary context. While this is true, the sociopolitical organization of Mayapén is
of deep interest for several other reasons no less compelling.

First, aréhaeological interest in the Maya Postclassic period has blossomed
rapidly in recent years. Traditionally, archaeologists have neglected study of the
"decadent” Postclassic period in favor of the more romantically dramatic ruins and
inscriptions of the lowland Maya Classic period (ca. A.D. 250 to 950). The last
decade, however, has seen the Postclassic receive some much-deserved attention, as
can be seen by a recent flurry of publication (e.g., Andrews and Robles 1985, 1986;
Andrews and Sabloff 1986; Ball 1985a, 1985b, 1986; Brown 1985; A. Chase 1985,
1986; Chase and Chase 1985; D. Chase 1985, 1986, 1990; Fry 1985; Johnson 1985;
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Lincoln 1986; Miller 1985, 1986; Pendergast 1986; D. Rice 1986; P. Rice 1986, 1987,

Rice and Rice 1985; Robles and Andrews 1986; Sabloff and Andrews 1986a, 1986b;
Willey 1986). These studies, among others, demonstrate that the community of
scholars has discovered that the Postclassic period is interesting in its own right and is
not merely an unsightly appendage to the glory that was Classic civilization. This
intellectual situation is similar to that surrounding the study of European Middle Ages.
Having once been considered a dark age, the period is now recognized as a time of
fundamental social transitions, which eventually led to the development of the modem
no less a time of vital transformations. It is probably futile to attempt to understand
cither Classic or Colonial-period Maya society without understanding the Postclassic
period.

This leads to the second point, which is that the Postclassic period is an
indispensable link between the Colonial and the Classic periods. Any attempt to
describe or explain Classic period society by ethnohistoric or ethnographic analogy
must take into account of the Postclassic transformation of Maya society. Thus,
essentially any hypothesis about Classic Maya society that is not based exclusively on
universal cultural principles or purely on archacological data must logically take
account of the nature of Postclassic society or its force will be vitiated. One cannot
legitimately leap by analogy from the historic to the Classic period without at a
minimum trying to explain away the Postclassic metamorphosis of Maya society.
And, it appears that most discussions of Classic period society depend, consciously or

unconsciously, on assumptions about Maya society derived ultimately from historic or
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ethnographic sources. Therefore, almost any contribution to Postclassic scholarship
tends to make an indirect contribution to Classic period Maya archacology.

The third reason for studying Mayapén society follows from this: there is a
definite and recognized need to make more explicit and sophisticated use of the direct
historical approach in Maya archaeology.

This means more than simply paying attention to ethnographic and historical
data that are possibly relevant. We also need to become more sophisticated in
their use. One disturbing fallacy has been a tendency to think that
ethnohistoric documents are to be understood as fragmentary and corrupted
remains of stories that once existed in the same conceptual framework as recent
narrative European history, or at least chronicle....Thus, efforts to sift and
discard, cut and paste, to piece together a "real” history from the material
available, suffer from far more than a shortage of materials; they suffer from a
drastic misconception of the nature of these materials. The "winnowing fact
from fiction” approach is almost guaranteed to produce tedious nonsense and to
miss the true significances of the texts....In general, ethnohistoric materials are
probably more valuable for what they tell us about concepts and symbols
(which may or may not have survived without major changes from ancient
times) than for what they purport to say about events. (Cowgill 1993: 561-562)

Mayapén offers several advantages to the researcher who is interested in
exploiting the fertile possibilities of the direct historical approach. It is the
community most often referred to and described in the ethnohistorical literature
(Pollock 1962:2). Not only are there many direct references to Mayapén in documents
and chronicles (listed by Roys [1962]), but all the significant collections of Yucatec-
language legal documents (Ebtun [Roys 1939), Tekanto [Thompson 1978), Tabi [Roys
1943, 1957, 1962), Ixil [Restall 1995a]) are associated with groups of people who had
important historical connections to Mayapén. Thus, there is an unmatched wealth of

cthnohistorical data available about Mayapén and the people who lived there.
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Restated, then, the goal of the work is to try to understand the sociopolitical

organization of Mayapén first on its own terms and in its own time using ethnohistoric
methods and data as well as archaeological ones. This process can be broken for
heuristic convenience into several parts. First, it is necessary to discover the structure
of society historically and archaeologically. Then, the internal contents and
composition of the structural units can be studied and described. Similarly, the
description and analysis of the forces that bind the structure is a separate step. Then |
will consider what the results of these analyses tell us about the place of Late
Postclassic Maya society in the various social evolutionary typologies. As a final step,
we can review the implications of the study for Maya society in the Classic period.

In order to achieve these goals, this research project focused on the
organization of the "horizontal" or segmental dimension of society at the level of the
community. By "horizontal," I mean all those social structures that are not necessarily
organized in a hierarchy: clans, lineages, and other corporate kinship units; political
subdivisions; religious cults; occupational or work groups; sodalities; and so forth.
This study, then, could be described as a study of heterarchy at Mayapan (Crumley
1995). Hierarchy is not ignored in this study, but it is purposely relegated to a second
place because it has already been disproportionately investigated in this intellectual
context (e.g., Carrasco et al. 1982; Chase and Chase, eds. 1992); at an earlier and
more primordial stage of investigation, it was necessary to demonstrate the degree of
social differentiation in Maya society to prove that it was not acephalous. The phrase
used above "at the level of the community” refers to the fact that the research is
concerned with social organization within the community of Mayapén, rather than on a
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regional level. Regional issues are not ignored, but they dominate only one part of the

analysis, as will be described below. Thus, the research seeks to identify and describe
segmental social groups within a prehistoric Yucatecan community.

The foremost question in this research, then, was how best to investigate the
most basic units of prehistoric social organization at Mayapén. The approach I took
was to investigate and analyze the settlement patterns within the site to discover the
structure of society that they indelibly trace on the landscape. Then I examined the
units of settlement archacologically, compared their artifact assemblages, and finally
interpreted all the data in light of the historical record.

Organization of the Dissertation

The foregoing pages have described the topic of this work and explained
several reasons why it may be considered significant, although others could be
mentioned as well. The next chapter describes the plan of research in more detail,
including the theoretical background of the archaeological research and a number of
methodological issues. The third chapter presents a description of the history of
research at Mayapédn and places the various research projects undertaken there in a
historical perspective based on the intellectual evolution of archaeology as a discipline.
This review also serves to orient the reader to the archacology of Mayapén. The fourth
chapter begins the presentation of new data from the field research at Mayapén by
describing the scttlement patterns of the site. The succeeding chapter describes the
investigations undertaken at the site, including the excavations and the taphonomy of
the deposits. The sixth chapter presents the methods and results of the ceramic
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analysis, particularly the differential distributions of ceramic types and modes. The

seventh chapter is similar to the previous one, but takes the lithic artifacts as its
subject. The eighth chapter presents an ethnohistorical model of Mayapén society that
serves to interpret and, in some respects, validate the archaeological results. Finally,
the conclusions are presented in an eighth and last chapter that attempts to integrate
the various lines of evidence about the character of Mayapén society. To the body of
the work are annexed a number of appendices that present the archaeological data
upon which many of the conclusions are based. These data are presented for their
own descriptive value and also so that future scholars may have the opportunity to

verify, falsify, or expand upon the assertions made here.
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CHAPTER 2
THEORIES AND METHODS

In the last chapter, | outlined the debate about the Maya's place in the social
typology of cultural evolution. It is clear that the most important, although not the
only, criterion of social type is the role played by kinship in the integration of society.
Investigating a kinship system is no simple matter; on the contrary, it is a complex
process, fraught with controversy. There are no accepted methods for inferring a
kinship system. As a result, the methods employed in this study are experimental. |
adopted what I believe to be an empirical and conservative approach designed to avoid
the known pitfalls in this type of analysis.

Methods

The first step in addressing the question of social organization is to design
research that specifically focuses on the problem. The traditional approach in Maya
archaeology to the reconstruction of culture history is not well suited to the description
of social organization. The traditional approach is often inadequate, but not
necessarily because of theoretical shortcomings; it is simply that the question of
heterarchical social structures demands problem-oriented research.. Traditional

research designs rarely provide the time, the resources, or the proper sampling needed
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for the question to be thoroughly investigated. In contrast, the research described here

was very narrowly designed to address the specific question of "horizontal"
community organization.

Second, one needs to make the fullest possible use of direct historical analogy
(Ascher 1961; Cowgill 1993; Steward 1942). The historical record of the Colonial
period in Yucatdn provides an unparalleled basis for the interpretation of the
archacological record. The utility and relevance of the historical record cannot be
ignored. It is necessary to use the direct historical approach because middle-range
archacological theories have not been elaborated that would allow one to identify and
describe kinship structures in a completely prehistoric context.

There are dangers in the use of direct historical analogy. One must be certain
that there was general cultural continuity between the historical people and the
archacological people. In the case under consideration, there is no doubt on this
count. A cautious user of historical analogy will go further and establish a reasonable
basis for believing that the specific cultural configurations under examination were
stable throughout the periods under consideration, or, in the absence of stability, take
account of the changes that can be recognized. Again, in this research, this cautious
and conservative approach is practicable, desirable, and has been adopted.

Another danger in the use of the direct historical analogy is the ever-present
temptation to force the historical model to fit the archaeological data or the reverse.
That danger is mitigated in this case by the organization of the research. A certain
amount of ethnographic and ethnohistoric research was performed before the
archacological fieldwork began. This research helped in the formulation of both the
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general approach to the problem and also the specific hypotheses to be tested. The

archaeological data collection procedures then produced a corpus of data that was
investigated for patterns. With those pattemns identified, I conducted further
ethnohistorical research designed to aid in their interpretation. The reader will judge
whether the combination of archaeological and ethnohistoric data is persuasive. The
patterns identified in the archaeological data, however, stand on their own: they are
independent of their interpretation. In some cases, several interpretations of the
archaeological data are possible. Some scholars will perhaps feel that none of the
explanations are completely satisfactory. Anyone who disagrees with my
interpretations will be able to propose different ones. So that they may do so, most of
the relevant data is provided in the appendices. The archacological research, therefore,
has focused on discovering pattemns that are independent of any particular historical
interpretation.

Use of the direct historical approach dictated two other aspects of the research
design: a) the period to be investigated, and b) the archaeological site to be excavated.

a) If the use of direct historical analogy is indispensable, as in this case it is, it
should be used to the greatest possible effect. A direct historical analogy is
strengthened by the proximity in time and space of the historic and prehistoric
analogs; the shorter the time intervening between the two terms of the analogy, the
more powerful the analogy will be. A direct historical analogy is much stronger if the
archaeological and historical analogs are separated by a century rather than by a
millennium. It therefore seemed inescapable that this project should investigate the
social organization of the Late Postclassic period. The alternative, a study of an
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earlier period, would have been much more speculative, because of the greater age of

the remains and the consequently greater temporal gap between the historical and
archaeological data.
b) Returning to the strongest possible use of direct historical analogy, one notes
that it is desirable to be close, not only in time, but also in geographical space to the
sources of the historical data. This consideration influenced the choice of the
archacological site where the research was performed.
| The major collections of Colonial-period documents written in the Yucatec
language come from Hacienda Tabi (Documentos de Tabi n.d., Roys 1943, 1962,
1957), Mani (the Xiu probanzas and other family documents), Ebtun (Roys 1939),
Ixil (Restall 1995a), and Tekanto (Thompson 1978). These places are all in the state
of Yucatdn. These groups of documents must be the starting point for ethnohistorical
research because, having been written in Yucatec, they escaped one important source
of adulteration: translation into Spanish; aside from outright error and
misrepresentation, translation creates problems (from which we are not immune cither)
of filtering and interpreting utterly foreign world-views and textual genres.

There were two other important considerations to be addressed in choosing the
archaeological site:

1) The site had to be a large one. A small site might have lacked the social,
political, religious, and economic subdivisions that were the focus of the investigation.

2) It was also important that the site had been previously mapped and
excavated and an artifact sequence established. This is obviously related to the need

for problem-oriented research. Had it been necessary to map a large site and then
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establish a ceramic and artifact sequence, this project would have been too large to

finish in a reasonable number of years. A complete archacological site map was
indispensable to this research because knowledge of the intrasite settlement pattern
was a prerequisite for deciding where to excavate and surface collect. As we shall
see, although most of the structures in Mayapén were previously mapped by the
Carnegie Institution (Jones 1952), the absence of ancient boundary walls from most of
the site map was and remains a major stumbling block to the full interpretation of the
settiement pattemns.

These considerations alone limited the number of appropriate archaeological
sites to one: Mayapdn, the great political capital of the Yucatin Peninsula during the
Late Postclassic period.

The pertinence of the ethnohistorical evidence to Mayapdn is beyond question:
there is even a body of historical information about the site itself (Roys 1962). A
large proportion of all extant Maya documents come from the former "province of
Mani" and most of the others come from relatively nearby. Barely a century separates
the carliest documents from the quasihistorical date given for the abandonment of
Mayapén in the so-called "Maya Chronicles" (Roys 1962:62). Mayapén, therefore,
obviously meets the criteria of "spatial and temporal proximity" to the sources of the
historical data.

Mayapén is a large site. It is surrounded by a wall over 9 km long within
which there is little unused habitable space. Outside the wall, settlement density is
much lower, and rapidly diminishes to zero, implying that the wall is not only a
military obstacle, but also the community boundary. The Great Wall encloses an area
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of 4.2 km? that extends approximately 3200 m east-west and 2000 m north-south

(Shook 1952a:8-9). The site consists of over 4100 structures, almost all within the
wall. About 140 of these were ceremonial. About 2,100 were dwellings, and the
balance were constructions associated with those dwellings (Smith 1962:204-205).

Intensive archaeological work was conducted at Mayapén by the Camegie
Institution of Washington during the 1950s under the direction of H. E. D. Pollock
(Pollock et al. 1962). One of the resuits of their work was a fine and complete site
map, first issued in 1951, with a revised edition published in 1957 (Jones 1952). "The
survey of Mayapdn made a particular effort to include all building remains, no matter
how small or insignificant. This has been done at no other Maya site..." (Jones
1952:2). The map was indispensable to this project. The Camegie project also
produced an equally indispensable ceramic sequence and a descriptive ceramic analysis
for the site (Smith 1971).

Mayapin offered a final advantage as a site for this project: it is essentially a
single-component site. Though there is carlier material present, it occurs in
insignificant quantities (Smith 1971:3-4), and no standing architecture appears to date
to earlier occupations (Smith 1962:264). More important, only a portion of the main
occupation span is represented in most of the excavations; that is, Hocaba phase
deposits are exceedingly rare in the residential area middens. The period of time
being synchronically compared among the excavations may be a short as 100 to 150
years. This is an unusual situation at a major Mesoamerican site because they
normally have long and complex occupational histories and stratigraphies. If not for
this rare circumstance at Mayapén, the results of this research would be much less
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persuasive than they are. I strongly suspect that the reason a successful analysis of the

kind performed here has not already been carried out is that the major Classic-period
sites that have been excavated possess deep, stratified, and complicated stratigraphies,
a fact which renders this kind of work almost impossible.
Deliver me from a city built on the site of a more ancient city, whose materials
are ruins, whose gardens are cemeteries. The soil is blanched and accursed
there... (Thoreau 1950:237)

The research at Mayapdn was made possible only by the Consejo Técnico of
the Instituto Nacional de Antropologia ¢ Historia, which granted me a permit to
conduct the research described in this work. In the application for the permit, |
specified that I would not conduct any investigations in the ceremonial center of the
site (i.c., Square Q) and that | would not excavate in any architectural remains. These
restrictions were not any impediment to the research and, in fact, merely reflect its
structure. As the reader will see, I was only interested in artifacts from domestic
middens, not from building fill, and I was exclusively concemed with the residential
portions of the site.

Granted that the direct historical approach is useful for this type of
investigation, and that Mayapén was the perfect site at which to conduct it, the
question still remains: by means of which archacological methods and techniques is
one to identify prehistoric social groups at Mayapén? To answer this question as fully

as it deserves, it is necessary to review some theoretical premises.
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Material Culture and Social Behavior

The use of tools has long been considered one of the principal marks of
hominization, but for most of this century social anthropologists and ethnologists have
treated material culture as epiphenomenal with respect to other domains of culture.
British social anthropologists, the intellectual descendants of Radcliffe-Brown and
Malinowski, generally ignored or discounted the interaction between material culture
and social behavior. Some Marxists, materialists, and cultural ecologists admitted the
role of technology in cultural evolution, but many anthropologists used data on
material culture only to construct trait lists for cultural-historical comparisons.

In the past couple of decades, in contrast, there has been an important
resurgence in the study of material culture as a social phenomenon possessing
considerable intrinsic interest of its own. Some of the impetus for this resurgence has
come from archacology, via ethnoarchacology and "modern material culture studies"
(Rathje 1979, 1981). The discussion of these issues has since moved beyond what are
usually thought of as the bounds of those fields and into the wider anthropological
discourse.

When [ began to review that literature, I was hunting for a way to "excavate a
kinship system." Naturally, I was drawn to examine the famous attempts to do so that
were made in the 1960s (Deetz 1960, 1965; Hill 1965, 1970; Longacre 1963, 1970).
These projects, especially Hill's and Longacre's, were effectively criticized (Allen and
Richardson 1971; Conkey and Spector 1984; Lischka 1975; Schiffer 1976:22-25;
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Stanislawski 1973), but they succeeded in motivating a range of interesting studies that
sought to demonstrate the validity of their assumptions.

Their principal assumption was that a community that enjoyed a matrilineal and
matrilocal kinship system, in which the pottery was made by women, would develop
stylistic microtraditions in ceramic design that would be transmitted through time
within the confines of the residences of the corporate groups. Thus, as mothers taught
their daughters to make pots, minor differences in manufacturing and decorating would
crystalize into fixed elements of a ceramic canon, and these elements would be
spatially localized within the group of matrilocal residences. In the early 1970s, both
Hill and Longacre began to conduct and sponsor research that examined the validity of
this assumption (Graves 1981, 1985; 1994; Hayden and Cannon 1982, 1984a, 1984b;
Hayden 1987; Hill 1977, 1978, 1985; Longacre 1974, 1981, 1985; Roe 1980). These
projects demonstrated that social groups could and sometimes would develop
identifiable micro-styles distinguishable by the normal techniques of archaeological
artifact analysis. TFhis line of research continues to be pursued with increasing
sophistication about human motor development and children's learning patterns
(Hayden and Cannon 1984b; Hill 1977, 1978). This approach to the study of style and
social behavior sometimes has been referred to as the "social interaction theory"
(Braun and Plog 1982:509; Voss and Young 1995: 81-82) because it relies on the
premise that similarity in style is a function of social interaction. Sackett's isochrestic
style (1982, 1985, 1990) appears to be a variant of this school of thought. Through
these researches, it has become apparent that one of the most damning criticisms of
Hill's and Longacre's original work in the southwest was not entirely justified. Micro-
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traditions based on the transmission of cultural knowledge within a corporate kin

group are perfectly possible. Social groups can, in theory, be identified by reference
to spatially localized micro-styles within archacological sites. Social interaction
theory, however, has been criticized in a variety of ways, such as for its simplistic and
mechanistic views of leaming patterns and enculturation and its failure to consider the
function of style in society (e.g., Wobst 1977; Hodder 1982). It is, in fact, yet another
instance of behaviorism in archaeology (Peebles 1992). Not the least of the criticisms
has been that it does not effectively predict archacological patterns of style (e.g., Plog
1976; Braun and Plog 1982; Hodder 1979).

None of the ethnographic research on social interaction, however, suggested
that micro-styles necessarily developed during the intergenerational transmission of
information about ceramic production. The complexities of residence patterns,
corporate kin-group recruitment patterns, and leamning pattemns tend to diffuse and
dilute the concentration of information that might lead to the formation of distinct
micro-styles within communities. [ hasten to point out, though, that there are very few
communities in the world that still enjoy both strong unilineal kin units and long
traditions of household production of ceramics. Much of this research has been
conducted in the remoter parts of the Amazonas or the Philippines. In fact, it seems
that it may be too late to try to conduct this type of ethnographic research; the data
are probably now only accessible to historical archaeology.

The social interaction approach to the discovery of prehistoric social groups is
based on questions surrounding the production of artifacts. Consequently, this

approach is, as a whole, not particularly appropriate to the case of the Postclassic-
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period Maya (or indeed of the Classic period), because there is reason to doubt that

most ceramics were manufactured within the houschold. Although much of the
evidence is negative, what there is suggests that ceramics were to some degree mass-
produced (e.g., Ball 1993: 245-247; Rands and Bishop 1980; Sabloff 1994). The
theories based on artifact production are therefore not often applicable to the
Yucatecan case, except insofar as they demonstrate the existence of at least one
mechanism by which social groups may be marked by their material culture.

Fortunately, another, more fruitful, approach to the same set of questions
evolved during the late 1970s and the 1980s, growing out of trends in post-processual
anchaeolqgical thinking. Both Wobst (1977) and Hodder (1979, 1981, 1982) produced
research describing how ethnic and other social groups used material culture to express
their identities and mark social boundaries. Their work emphasized how personal
adornment functioned to visually transmit cultural information. The application of
their ideas therefore seemed limited to the study of items of display.

The theoretical limitations of Wobst's and Hodder's work has more recently
been overcome by Wiessner's rescarch (1983, 1984). She distinguished between
"emblemic" style, which "transmits a clear message to a defined target population”
(Wiessner 1983:257), and “assertive" style, "which carries information about personal
identity” (1983:258). Emblemic style is essentially congruent with the ethnic identity
function of style described originally by Wobst. The idea of assertive style, however,
is Wiessner's creative contribution. The notion is that people use material culture in
the negotiation of both personal and social identity. The psychologically primitive

processes of identification and comparison lead to the use, both consciously and
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unconsciously, of material culture in the definition and maintenance of identity.

Because her theory addresses both personal identity and unconscious processes, it
helps explain the distributional pattems of style in objects that are not consciously
being used as symbols of status and role. Her argument is buttressed by its reliance
on a large body of social psychological research concerned with the formation
processes of personal and social identity (cf. Voss and Young 1995). Moreover, she
instamiate; her theoretical arguments with detailed ethnographic examples from her
own field research. The theories presented by Wobst, Hodder, and Wiessner have
been successful in predicting archaeological distributions of ceramic style (Sampson
1988).

Miller (1985, 1987) has contributed a couple of important ideas to this line of
reasoning. He has explored the cultural universality of the process of "objectification,"
that is, the expression and replication of social norms, values, and ideologies in the
construction of a material environment. In doing so, he has emphasized that the
process depends much more upon consumption than production. His work goes far in
explaining why it is that patterns of style in material culture are so complex and bear
so little relation to the utilitarian or functional roles of the objects themselves.

The problem with all this research, and I have cited and discussed only a small
fraction of it, is the evident difficulty of objectively demonstrating the correspondences
between the social and ideational domains of culture and the material realm. The
patterning is obvious on both sides of the equation, and we know beyond any doubt
that there is a connection between the two, but a formulaic expression of their relation

has, up to now, largely escaped us.
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What is inescapable, though, is the conclusion that important social facts and

significant social behavior are encoded in distributional patterns of style. Not only
have many individual researchers found this to be true (Amold 1983, 1984; Kensinger,
et. al. 1975; Larick 1985; Roe 1980), but it is intuitively reasonable even to the casual
observer of social behavior. The real theoretical basis of the this research, then, is not
that lincages painted their pots different colors, but that important social relations were
. replicated, mirrored, or in some way encoded, perhaps unconsciously, in the material
culture of the inhabitants of Mayapén.

To demonstrate this fact, however, requires first a definition of style. Many of
the authors cited above have offered definitions. Carr, for example, provides a nine-
point definition that runs to three closely-spaced pages (Carr 1995:164-167). I prefer
the definition suggested by Wiessner (1983: 256), not only for its concisness, but
because it expresses the view of style that is most productive, logically and
operationally, for this research: style is "formal variation in material culture that
transmits information about personal and social identity." It must be obvious that this
definition is not easily operationalized archaeologically. There is no way to prove that
an attribute of a prehistoric artifact transmitted information about anything. One can
only demonstrate that it had the potential to do so, and one can suggest that
ethnoarchaeological evidence supports a specific interpretation. Consequently, in each
instance, one must argue that an attribute had a stylistic function. Although Wiessner's
definition has been rejected by some (Hodder 1990:44), every useful definition
requires a case-by-case appraisal of the stylistic claims made for modes, attributes, and
artifacts. In short, little is to be gained by quibbling over definitions.
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The difficulty of defining stylistic attributes contributes to a similar problem in

identifying functional characteristics of artifacts. It should be obvious that the vulgar
dichotomy between style and function is false: style itself has not merely one, but
several functions; function also exhibits style. The latter is seen by Sackett's
argument for isochrestic style: formal variation in attributes or objects that are
equivalent in function (Sackett 1990: 33). This implies that style is the residue left
over after function is subtracted. While [ believe this approach to style is not
productive, it cannot be denied that similar ends can be accomplished by different
material means and that the choice of means can be read as evidence of cultural style.
Thus, functional characteristics of artifacts, like stylistic ones, are not easily defined.
While it would be convenient if universal cultural principles could be used to draw
such distinctions, in practice cultural historical particulars may be of greater utility. In
a later chapter, specific arguments will be made for the interpretations of specific
artifactual modes and attributes. Bearing in mind that such interpretations can rarely if
ever be subject to demonstrative proofs, the reader should judge for him or herself
whether they are persuasive.

Artifact function is a significant issue in this work, and not only because of its
ambiguous relationship to style. The distribution of "functional” behaviors within the
site is no less important for understanding social organization than the distribution of
stylistic behavior. For example, one could argue that descent groups should be
defined on the basis of corporate, economic behavior (e.g., Fortes 1969:276-308;
Goody 1969 [1961]). This could in theory be accomplished by studying the
distribution of economic activities as indicated by the distributions of functional (in the
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colloquial sense) attributes of artifact subassemblages. Which activities occurred in

every household? Which occurred only once in every group of households? Which
others occurred only once in each ward of the city? This is a potentially productive
approach to understanding social organization that has nothing to do with style except
insofar as one needs to contradistinguish sets of economic behaviors from other
activities.

The question that next logically presents itself is how to capture appropriate
stylistic and functional information from the archaeological record so that one can

identify significant spatial patterns.

Hypotheses and Sampling Strategy

There is a tension in designing archaeological sampling between two competing
desires. One is the desire to sample very narrowly in order to test very specific
hypotheses. But therein lies a danger: in testing any particular hypothesis, one can
arrive at negative or ambiguous results. It is easy to discover, when finished, that, for
any number of reasons, one's data is not really relevant to the hypothesis that was
originally framed. In theory, these are not great dangers; careful design and
forethought ought to eliminate them, and, of course, "negative evidence is still
evidence." Negative evidence, however, may not turn out to justify the time, trouble,
and expense of doing research. In real life, far from the armchairs of theorists, these

are serious dangers inherent in sampling design.
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The competing desire is to avoid this problem by sampling broadly, in the hope

that, if you do not discover exactly what you were looking for, you are sure to find
some good stuff anyway. The problem with this approach, which one might call the
Real Mesoamerican Archaeologist's approach (Flannery 1976: 4) is that it is
inefficient, wasteful of limited funding, and rarely provides sufficient focus to discover
something truly new and interesting.

The difficulty in sampling design is to accommodate both these tendencies in a
single, unified approach: by sampling narrowly enough to address question more
specific than time-space systematics, but broadly enough to ensure a diverse and useful
set of artifacts and data. The sampling design described below tried to make such an
accommodation. On one hand, the most basic goal of the sampling strategy was to
collect data appropriate to the testing of four specific hypotheses about social
organization at Mayapdn. In order to describe these hypotheses, certain background
information is necessary that the next paragraph provides. On the other hand, the
sampling strategy was simultaneously intended to collect artifacts from several widely
separated parts of the site, in the hope of identifying whatever pattemning was present
in the distribution of artifact style.

The original plan of research called for testing four specific hypotheses, for the
sake of convenience named the Coe hypothesis, the Vogt hypothesis, the Boundary
Wall hypothesis, and the Censer hypothesis. As a preliminary, note that the research
specifically eschewed excavation in the site ceremonial center, defined as Square Q on

the Camnegie site map. While one could certainly learn about social organization by
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excavating in the ceremonial center, the research described below did not demand it

and there were a number of advantages to avoiding it.

The Coe Hypothesis

Michael Coe (1965) has proposed an idealized model of lowland Maya
community structure based principally on Yucatecan ethnohistorical source material.
His model presents a picture of the ancient community as a quadripartite entity, the
quarters of which possessed not only ritual, religious and cosmological significance,
but also social and political importance. The model impresses upon one the geometric
correspondence between the ideal of the community and the logical, schematic
structure of a Kariera-type kinship system, which is the type of system most
commonly inferred for the Maya in Colonial and earlier times (Eggan 1934;
Thompson 1978).

With few exceptions, lowland Maya sites do not possess a physical,
architectural resemblance to the community described in Coe's model. That is, the
settiement patterns of the sites do not typically have a clear quadripartite organization.
For example, they rarely have four sacbeo’ob’ aligned to the cardinal directions. This
fact has not eliminated interest in the model. The article continues to be favorably
cited, perhaps because it succeeds in elegantly combining ethnological, ethnohistorical,
and archaeological information in a useful framework.

Mayapén does display certain quadripartite characteristics. The Castillo, or
Temple of Kukulcan (Structure Q-162), the architectural center of the site, is oriented

approximately to the cardinal directions, and it possesses a quatrefoil plan. The



67
morphology of the Great Wall is also interesting: the Camegie archaeologists
identified 12 portals in the Wall, of which they classified 7 as major gates and 5 as
minor ones (Shook 1952a:10). One of the major gates was, however, blocked in
antiquity. Of the remaining six major gates, four could certainly be seen as
occupying, at least symbolically, the cardinal points of the compass. Clockwise, from
the north, these gates are: D, T, EE, and O. Gates O and T are directly opposite each
other across the center of the site: a line drawn between them passes through the
Castillo. Another line drawn between Gate EE and the Castillo is nearly perpendicular
to the former line. Gate D, however, is rather east of north of the Castillo. In sum,
Mayapén has more quadripartite elements in its organization than most Maya sites.
There is also ethnohistoric evidence that Mayapan was considered by the Maya
to have a quadripartite organization. In the book of Chilam Balam of Chumayel we
read:
[Katun] 1 Ahau was when the district of Tancah Mayapén, as it is called, was
depopulated. The Ist tun in Katun 1 Ahau was when the halach uinic, Tutul
[Xiu], departed with the batabs of the town and the four divisions of the town.
(Roys 1962:78, cf. Edmonson 1986:62)

And,
Zulim Chan was at the west. Nauat was the guardian of the south gate. Couoh
was guardian of the east gate. (Roys 1962:79)

In the context of this research, Coe's model provides a rationale for part of the
sampling strategy. For the purpose of sampling, the site was divided into imaginary
quadrants, with their origin at the center of the Castillo. A schematic plan of these
quadrants is illustrated in Fig. 2. The use of the Castillo as the origin of these units is
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Fig. 2. Map of Mayapén Showing Imaginary Quadrants and Cenotes.
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designed to give an emic flavor to them. That the Castillo was the ritual and spiritual

center of the site cannot be disputed: a quick look at the site map shows it to be so.

Even a casual inspection of the ruins of Mayapan would enable one to state
that the temple of Kukulcan (Str. Q-162), popularly known as the Castillo, was
the most important architectural unit of the site. Situated on the northwest
edge of Cenote Ch'en Mul, it occupies the central position in a tight
assemblage of lesser temples, shrines, colonnaded halls, and buildings of
diverse types. The terraced pyramid and the temple on its summit tower above
the surrounding structures, and the flatness of the land for leagues in all
directions tends to magnify the Castillo's height. In ancient times the white
stuccoed temple and pyramid must have gleamed like a beacon above the
forested land... (Shook 1954a:89)

The quadrants were oriented to the magnetic points of the compass: north, east,
south, and west. This orientation aligned them more closely with the major gates than
an orientation to true or celestial north would have.

Two quadrants were sampled to provide artifact assemblages for comparison.
One set of excavations was conducted in the southwestern quarter of the city, in
Square AA. Multiple excavations were conducted in the southeastern quadrant as
well, mainly in Squares S and Y. The artifacts that were analyzed from those two sets
of excavations provided the data used to evaluate the hypothesis that there were
significant social distinctions between quadrants of the site. The ways in which the
assemblages were compared, including the attributes recorded during analysis and the

statistics used to perform the comparisons, are discussed in Chapter S.
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The Vogt Hypothesis

Any review of Colonial Yucatec ethnohistory forces one to consider the
significance of the lineage as an organizing principal in the society. The role of the
patrilincage was especially prominent. It may have functioned as a corporate
landholding body; a basic political entity, perhaps articulating with a cargo system of
rotating office-holding; and as an important unit of religious organization (Coe 1965;
Tozzer 1941:99; Roys 1943:35, 1957; Thompson 1978). It appears that matrilineages
were of significance as well (Barrera Visquez 1957; Roys 1957), but it has so far been
difficult to establish their social function. There may have been a system of
permanent virilocal residence after an extended period of uxorilocal bride service.
Two facts stand out: 1) the society resident at Mayapén, with its intimate and direct
links to early Colonial-period society, probably had localized patrilineages; Colonial
documents even provide the names of some of the patrilineages said to have been
resident there; and 2) the patrilineages were overridingly important constructs in the
social environment; therefore, following the principles outlined in the previous
section, they should be visible in the archaeological record as an aspect of the spatial
patterning of stylistic and functional attributes of the artifact assemblage.

There are a number of ideas concemning how localized patrilineages may have
been spatially arranged within prehistoric Maya sites. Perhaps the most prominent
concept is that elaborated by Evon Z. Vogt (1961, 1983). The basic idea is that
"patri-compounds” are nested around water sources, constituting "waterhole groups”
that, in combination, make up larger settlement units. Vogt derived this concept from

study of contemporary settlement pattems in the municipio of Zinacantan, in the
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highlands of the state of Chiapas. The settlement pattern from these modem Maya

communities bears intriguing resemblances to the Late Classic-period Maya settlement
patterns of the southern lowlands. Vogt pointed these resemblances out over 25 years
ago and postulated that not only did the two cultures, which were widely separated in
time and space, share a settlement pattern, but also by inference the same social
structure, political-religious cargo system, class structure, and subsistence system.
Obviously, his model is an ethnographic analogy. Whether the distance in time and
space between the analogs qualifies the analogy as a direct historical one is a matter
than may be disputed.

There are a number of problems, not only with the details of Vogt's model, but
also with his methodology in applying it. It also has a great deal to recommend it,
especially the parts concerned with kinship, residence and settlement. I agree with

Willey's recent comments:

Vogtie's third point [in Vogt (1983)] is that he sees nothing to dispute a
patrilocal, patrilineal, and patriclan model of Maya kinship. The evidence here
is essentially a projection of ethnographic or ethnohistoric data backwards in
time. I see nothing to dispute this very seriously. We know, of course, that
the female line was very important in royal inheritance in ancient Classic
times; there is glyphic textual information telling us this, but this seems
insufficient to set aside the high probability that historic and modern kin
organization has ancient Maya beginnings. (1989:29)

There are significant differences between the settlement patterns of Mayapén
and those of the major sites of southern Maya lowlands of the Classic period.
Mayapén has a denser, more tightly nucleated pattern, and ceremonial structures are
more highly concentrated at the site center than they are at sites in the southern
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lowlands. Notwithstanding their differences, the two residential settlement patterns are
also fundamentally alike, sharing a similar distribution of residential plazuela groups
located on residual karstic knolls without any kind of grid in evidence. Some of the
differences between the two patterns can be attributed to hydrology and topography.
Although both areas possess similar karstic landforms and drainage, the karst is older
in the south, and the relief there is more abrupt and pronounced, creating a somewhat
more dispersed settlement pattern. Nevertheless, the basic similarities between the two
pattemns justified archaeological testing of Vogt's hypothesis at Mayapan. To the
extent that the test does not support the hypothesis, apologists can say that Vogt never
claimed that the model applied to Mayapén.

What is the distribution of water sources at Mayapan?

A good water supply was all-important to a city the size of Mayapan, and the
choosing of this particular location was probably in part due to the great
quantity of cenotes to be found there. The map of Mayapan shows 26 within
the city wall, 19 of which have water today. Landa says that if there were
only a few wells they were near the houses of the lords. At Mayapan all the
cenotes, except 3 that were associated with ceremonial groups, were accessible
to all. None was confined within the property walls of family groups. Some
had lanes leading to them, one in particular which could be approached from
four directions by streets. (Smith 1962:265)

For the sake of clarity, it should be understood that the "cenotes" in this part of
Yucatén are not classic collapse dolines like the Sacred Cenote of Chichén Itzi. They
are virtually all solution caverns with pools of water in them. Sometimes the form of
the cenote is such that water can be retrieved with a bucket from the ground surface.
More often, though, one must descend into the cave to draw the water.

It is difficult to determine the number of cenotes present within the site from

inspection of the site map (see Fig. 2). It is not clear why some are named and others
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are not. It also appears that no systematic investigation was made to determine

whether caves held water, which is the only distinction between caves and cenotes in
this area. For example, the Cenote Polbox is marked on the map as having water in it.
A short distance north of the cenote, a cave is marked with "W?" indicating that water
may be present. In fact, the northern cave was the principal entrance to the Cenote
Polbox in antiquity. The northern entrance has a stairway, while the southern one is a
precipitous hole in the ground.

To take another example, the Cenote Zuytun Cab is marked as having four
entrances, only one of which is indicated as having water. My inspection shows that
the four mouths lead to three cenotes, one of which appears to be dry today but which
clearly had water in the past. The other two cenotes both contain large pools of water.
The western mouth is a well-like hole in the bedrock that opens into a large chamber
from which one could draw water in buckets. Exploration revealed that a tunnel leads
off from this large chamber. The tunnel is littered with artifacts, including an unusual
quantity of chert, which is normally rare in caves. The tunnel is not now passable to
someone of my girth, but fresh air in the tunnel suggests the presence of another
entrance, now largely sealed off, which probably was the main access in antiquity.

The mouth of the tunnel may be buried in one of the large depressions mapped south
of the cenote. So, the map indicates one cenote where there are actually three in
proximity. Moreover, one of the entrances to one of the cenotes is apparently lost and
may in fact liec some distance away. Finally, it is known that some cenotes have been
sealed, to prevent injury to cattle or to block up raccoon lairs, since before the time of
the Camnegie Il;stitution project. Some of these have not been explored in modern
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times. One was reported by Bullard (1954:245), but does not appear on the site map.

In short, the Camegie map is not an accurate indicator of the number and location of
cenotes. The map does provide, however, a minimum distribution of water sources.
For the question of settlement patterns and hypothesis testing, the important fact is that
cenotes are point sources of water and that they have a restricted distribution.

To test whether there were different social groups associated with different
cenotes, excavations were condm@ in the vicinity of three cenotes. At each of the
selected cenotes, test units were excavated in a number of nearby houselots. One of
the cenotes, the Cenote Polbox, was located in the southwestern quadrant of the site.
Two cenotes were located in the southeasten quadrant: the Cenotes Zuytun Cab and
Chacsinkin. The recovery of samples associated with three cenotes within two
quadrants permitted evaluation of the hypothesis that there was greater stylistic
homogeneity within quadrants than near cenotes or the reverse. More generally, of
course, it allowed comparison and contrast of these possible units of settiement.

Although settlement pattemns are the topic of Chapter 4, a word about houselots
is in order here. Households at Mayapén were delineated by dry-laid stone
"boundary" walls about 1 m high which are virtually identical to those used by the
Maya today to define their solares, or houselots (Bullard 1952, 1954). Access to
cenotes was not restricted by houselot walls. Generally, it was possible to tell from
the configuration of houselots which cenotes were most likely used by houselots and
groups of houselots. These facts are less clear on the Camegie site map, mainly
because it does not include the houselot walls, which are important guides to the flow
of pedestrian traffic through the site.

e
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The Boundary Wall Hypothesis

By now, it has been pointed out more than once that a patrilocal, patrilineal
social organization is often attributed to the lowland Maya, both at Contact and at
carlier times. Logically such a social structure should create residential groups of
closely related families considerably larger than the nuclear family, that is, the lineages
themselves. Is there any physical evidence that could help one to identify the form
and boundaries of localized lineages at Mayapan? The answer is yes.

The structures at Mayapin are arranged into groups. A. L. Smith surveyed and
described the groups. He also identified the function of many of the structures based

on historic and ethnographic descriptions of Maya communities.

Of the 4000 structures at Mayapan, 2800 were in domestic house groups and
some 140 were ceremonial and located in the main and four minor ceremonial
groups. This leaves about 1100 individual structures that were not directly
associated with any other structure. At least 700 of them are house mounds;
the rest, with a few exceptions, are platforms, terraces, and remains too far
gone to do more than record....

In all there are about 1100 house groups at Mayapan; of these well over half,

around 750, are groups of two structures, 240 are of three, 65 are of four, 16 of

five, 7 of six, and 2 of seven....

The number of dwellings in a group varies from one to four. The majority,

over 600, contain only one dwelling, more than 300 have two dwellings, about

35 have 3, and possibly 3 have four (Smith 1962:205-206).

According to Smith (1962:167), the figures quoted above derive not only from

the site map, but from an exhaustive survey conducted by him and several of the other

archacologists. They examined all the structures on the map, discovered some new
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ones, and sometimes defined the structures better by digging out the comers. In

addition, they made sketch maps of all the groups and individual structures. The work
led not only to Smith's important Residential and Associated Structures at Mayapan
(1962), but also provided for a revised editioh of the site map (Pollock 1957). The
scale drawings of the structures most unfortunately have been lost.

Equally important for the study of social groups at Mayapin is that individual
residences and house groups almost always were surrounded by boundary walls.

These units of settlement at Mayapén have usually been called "houselots,” which is
preferable to "houscholds” for two reasons: houselots are spaces, while households are
people; and, a houschold is specific type of social group and using the word would
imply that we could be certain what type of social group lived in the lots. The dry-
laid stone walls, called in modem Yucatin albarradas, or in Yucatec kot, were
originally studied by Bullard (1952, 1954) during the Carnegie Institution project at
Mayapién.

There are, then, two sources of information about the organization of residence
and settlement: 1) the physical arrangement of the structures themselves, comprised of
their spatial configuration, proximity, orientation, and use of substructures; and 2) the
presence, absence, and arrangement of the boundary walls that define housecholds
(Bullard 1952, 1954).

A problem in identifying residential groups arises when one compares the patio
groups defined by the Camegie, as represented by their numeration of structures on the
site map, with the patterns of solares, as defined by boundary walls, or albarradas.

We found a number of cases where the numeration did not agree with houselot groups.
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For example, one houselot contained structures AA-49a, AA-49b, and AA-50.

Similarly, another houselot encompassed structures S-130a, S-130b, S-130c, and S-
131; all three were in close proximity, apparently forming a single group. In this case,
not only were the structures in the same houselot, they even shared a single
substructure platform. It appears that Ruppert and Smith, who conducted the
settiement survey at Mayapdn, did not give a great deal of weight to the arrangement
of albarradas in defining patio groups. The first example of a discrepancy mentioned
above was in Square AA, where the albarradas were mapped by Bullard in 1952, so
Smith and Ruppert certainly would have known about the albarradas in time to correct
the numeration of the structures before the final edition of the map was published in
1957. Thus, it appears to be an error or inconsistency in interpretation.

That the boundary walls delineate social boundaries cannot be reasonably
disputed. One could mount statistical, cross-cultural, comparative arguments to
demonstrate the point, but I think in this case, the culturally specific argument is more
germane. The modem Yucatec Maya use similar boundary walls today to outline their
houselots. The differences are few. The modern walls might be slightly higher, but
then those at Mayapén are in ruinous condition. If the modem walls are higher, it is
understandable because they have to contend with, and sometimes contain, pigs,
horses, and cows. The modem walls are usually found in the context of a different
settlement pattem, a grid pattern. Their configuration is, therefore, typically different
from the ancient one. And, because the kinship system changed in the late eighteenth
or early nineteenth century, the social groups inhabiting the houselots are now
different. But the social functions of the walls must be the same.
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The walls, modem and ancient, are effective barriers to human passage. They

are too high to be comfortably jumped over, and the stones are too loose for them to
be safely climbed. More important, they are social barriers. When approaching a
house, be it of a friend, relative, or stranger, the polite and customary action is to
announce one's presence by calling out from the entrance in the wall. The "threshold"
of the house is not literally "on the doorstep,” as it is in our society, but rather at the
boundary wall, or kor. The modern Maya would take quite seriously the adage, "Good
fences make good neighbors.”

Examination of Bullard's maps of boundary wall (1952, 1954) leads one to
certain observations. Sometimes, an isolated structure is surrounded by its own wall,
sharing that wall with no other houselot. Sometimes, a group of structures is
surrounded by a wall that it shares with no other houselot. Very occasionally, more
than one group of structures is surrounded by a single wall. Sometimes the walls of
one houselot are shared by other houselots, which encompass other structures or
groups of structures. Although the patterns are complex, one can distinguish groups of
houselots if membership in such a group is defined by sharing at least one simple wall
with at least one other lot. For example, houselots I-31 and I-32 form a group of two
houselots by that definition (Smith 1962: Figure 1). Larger groups of houselots are
especially apparent in Square AA (Bullard 1952). Such groups of houselots are set off
from each other by open areas and lanes. Thus they form discrete entities.

Might not such groups of houselots constitute social groups more inclusive than
the family, perhaps localized lineage segments of small size? [ first noticed these
clusters of houselots on Bullard's maps of the albarradas of Mayapén. On the maps
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they are not especially common, but they appeared to be sociologically significant.

Therefore, they were chosen as units of sampling to address the questions:
a) whether clusters of houselots were identifiable as social groups on the basis
of their artifact assemblages, and
b) whether the artifact assemblages from houselots within a cluster showed
greater or lesser stylistic homogeneity than the artifact samples representing
cenotes or quadrants.

In practice, I examined four clusters of houselots in proximity to three different
cenotes in two different quadrants. The first, in Square AA, I selected because it
appeared on onc Bullard's maps (1952: Fig. 1). By examining this cluster I was able
to confirm the existence of the pattern. The other clusters were identified by first
examining the Camegic Institution map for likely, well-populated landforms. Then
clearing and following the albarradas in the field allowed me to identify and define
additional clusters. Toward the end of the fieldwork, the location and arrangement of
the clusters became sufficiently clear that I was able to predict accurately that there
would be a cluster on the Zuytun Cab landform before I went out and found it. Two
of the four clusters occurred in proximity to a single cenote, the Cenote Chacsinkin.
The other two were located near the Cenotes Polbox and Zuytun Cab. One or more
excavations were made in several of the houselots of each cluster. Surface collections,
cither truly random or systematic, were made in some houselots as well. The artifact
samples thus represented individual houselots. They also represented the clusters in
which those houselots occurred. The samples also acted as artifactual proxies for their
respective cenotes and quadrants. The fact that two clusters of houselots occurred in-
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proximity to one cenote permitted the influence of cluster membership to be
distinguished from the effect of cenote affiliation.

A total of 22 excavations were made in the course of this sampling, as well as
several hundred surface collections. Fortunately, the clusters of houselots turned out
to be much more common than one would presuppose from Bullard's maps; otherwise,
it would have been impossible to test these three hypotheses. Obviously, in addition
to the excavations and surface collections, the testing of the these hypotheses required
a considerable amount of mapping of albarradas and structures, because all three
hypotheses depend upon settiement patterns.  Although laborious and costly, the

resulting settlement pattern data have themselves provided significant new information.

The Censer Hypothesis

There is a fourth hypothesis to be discussed. Since it is formulated in a
somewhat different way and is more specific than those described before, it is being
treated last.

One of the most distinctive ceramics of the Late Postclassic period is the
"Mayapan-type censer," as it is often called. It has a wide but possibly discontinuous
distribution in the Maya lowlands, being found from the lacustrine zone of the central
Peten to the many late sites on the east coast of Quintana Roo. The censers are a
good horizon marker for the later part of the Late Postclassic period.

At Mayapén the censers are designated "Chen Mul Modeled effigy censers.”
They are made of Mayapan Unslipped Ware and consist of a very complex and highly
omamented standing effigy figure attached to a pedestal-based vase. They normally
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stand something over 40 cm tall. The faces were moldmade and molds have been

found, but it cannot be demonstrated that any two effigies were identical, because
presumably the extensive appliqué decoration could vary, as well as the orientation of
the arms, legs, and fingers, and the offerings or other objects held in the hands of the
figures. A great deal of variety occurs in the treatment of the face, even though its
shape may have been created in a mold. The entire front of the effigy was painted
with an extraordinary variety of colors: red, orange, yellow, blue, green, turquoise,
white, and black, and less commonly, gray, purple and brown (Smith 1971:210-212).
Thompson (1957) analyzed and categorized the deities that appeared to be represented
by the standing figures.

These strange pots are diagnostic. What is surprising is their frequency.
During the latest part of the Mayapan occupation, represented ceramically by the Tases
Complex, the sherds of these censers totaled 128,118. They constituted 45.9% of all
the Tases Complex sherds excavated by the Camegie Institution project (Smith
1971:206).

In his analysis of the Mayapdn ceramics, Smith (1971:103-113) was able to
show that "ceremonial" pottery was differentially associated with "ceremonial”
architecture. Ceremonial pottery included several kinds of censers, including the Chen
Mul Modeled effigy ones, as well as several other more minor vessel forms.
Ceremonial architecture was found to include colonnaded halls, temples, and some
shrines and oratories. It is apparent that one reason why the Chen Mul Modeled
effigy censers made such a strong showing, proportionally, in the Camegie Institution
sherd count, was that the Camegie archaeologists excavated a great deal in ceremonial



82
contexts. Nonetheless, ceremonial pottery, and particularly the Chen Mul Modeled
effigy censers, were found broadly distributed around the site.

These censers are one of the few types of prehistoric pottery about which we
have ethnohistoric information.

Some confusion in early Spanish accounts between pottery idols and effigy
incense bumners probably reflects a lack of clear-cut differentiation among the
Maya informants, but it would seem that the effigy incense burners of Yucatan,
like those of the present-day Lacandon, had the dual purpose of serving as
receptacles of the burning copal and of idols of the gods they portray, for in
the Relacion de Valladolid (Relaciones de Yucatan, 1900, 13:19, 27-28) we
read: "They worshipped some idols made of clay, like small jars or the flower
pots used for sweet basil, with different faces on the outsides. Inside, they
burnt a strong-smelling resin called copal. This they offered to those idols,"
and, with reference to the temple on top of the pyramid, "They had their idols
in the building on top, made of pottery in the shape of basil pots but with very
irregular outline [muy bocadeadas]), with their feet, and on them faces, ill-
featured and deformed with evil grimaces. They put into this idol a resin-like
incense which they called copal." (Thompson 1957:601)

Thompson's reference to the Lacandon incense bumners takes on great
significance in the light of several other facts concerning that group. Although the
Lacandon incense burners are crude, they bear a resemblance to those of the Late
Postclassic period. The resemblance was noted by Tozzer (1907:85-86), who was the
first to study the Lacandon idols, and Thompson has discussed it at some length
(1977). The Lacandon bear an extremely close historical and linguistic relationship to
the Yucatec Maya. Lacandon is a Yucatecan language, so similar to Yucatec that
some have considered the two to be dialects, rather than different languages.

More important, the Lacandon kinship system (Tozzer 1907; Rees 1977) is
practically identical to that reconstructed for the Colonial Yucatec (Eggan 1934;

Thompson 1978). We also know, from Tozzer (1907:84, 103-104), that each family
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or group of connected families living together possesses several censers, but that there

are differences between all these assemblages, and that the censers are inherited
patrilineally. All the rites and rituals associated with the censers and idols are
exclusively male in participation and execution.

Several statements, like this one by the schoolmaster of Yaxcaba, derived from
Inquisition testimony about idols, lead one to believe that the censers of the Yucatec

Maya were also patrilineally inherited:

Dijo que...tiene idolos este testigo, los cuales son sesenta idolos que eran de su
padre, y los tiene en una cueva escondidos adonde les ha quemado
copal....(Scholes and Adams 1938, vol. 1:104)

This witness said that he has idols, numbering sixty, which were his father's,
and he has them hidden in a cave where he has bumt copal to them.

Thus, we see the Lacandon censers representing a pantheon that varies by
family, or family group, and that is patrilineally inherited. Their kinship system, and
other aspects of their social organization and religion, are very similar to that of the
carly Colonial Maya and the Late Postclassic-period Yucatec Maya. Extant
descriptions (Scholes and Adams 1938, vol. 1:25, 58, 63) establish beyond a
reasonable doubt that censers much like those of Mayapan were being used at Contact
and that these as well may have been patrilineally inherited.

One cannot help but think that these censers carry a great deal of information
about social organization. A special effort was made to collect effigy censer sherds
from the houselots and houselot groups that were sampled.
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These data were intended to serve two purposes. First, it was hoped that the

analysis would be able to establish whether the deities represented varied in
association with houselots, houselot clusters, cenotes or site quadrants. Second,

| assuming that our arguments are persuasive that these censers carry information about
the patriline, a comparison of their spatial pattern of variation with that of other
elements of the ceramic assemblage would be instructive. For example, if we discover
that the style of censers is more homogenous within houselot clusters than between
them, it would suggest that these were virilocal patrilines. If we simultaneously found
that the stylistic variation in nonceremonial, utilitarian ceramics was greater within
houselot clusters than between them, the contrast with the censer distribution might
suggest that the utilitarian ceramics were associated therefore with consumption
practices and social groups unrelated to patriline membership, perhaps, say, matriline
membership of the women of the houschold. Whatever the altemative proposition, it
could be investigated ethnohistorically.

In the event, Chen Mul Modeled sherds were remarkably rare in the
excavations and, when they occurred, they tended to be too small to provide the kind
of detailed stylistic information necessary for testing the hypotheses of interest. Such
tests were attempted, but the small body of data rendered them of little interest.

Summary

Following the statement of the research problem and its significance in the first
chapter, this second chapter described the hypotheses to be evaluated and the methods



85
used to do it. It was explained that four hypotheses (in part proposed by other

authors) were developed based on extant ethnographic, ethnohistoric, and
archaeological information. The sociological and psychological theories of human
behavior and material culture that underlie the archacological tests of the hypotheses
also were discussed.

I could now plunge directly into the results of the present project, but in the
reader's interest | will forebear long enough to describe previous research at Mayapén.
While presenting the results of previous investigations at the site may seem like no
more than a tedious convention, in this case it is important for two reasons. First, it is
necessary to orient the reader so that he or she can appreciate the state of knowledge
about Mayapén when the project began. It is important to do so because so much
research has been undertaken at Mayapén. At another site, such an orientation might
be unnecessary. Second, the intellectual history of research at Mayapén is poorly
known, intrinsically interesting, and of far greater importance than is usually assumed.
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CHAPTER 3
PREVIOUS RESEARCH AT MAYAPAN

Introduction

Mayapén enjoys the rare distinction of being one of the few "lost" cities of the
ancient Maya that was never misplaced. Mayapén was known to both Maya and
Spaniard during the Colonial period, as the Documentos de Tabi reveal. The earliest
of the Spanish chroniclers refer to the city, including Cuidad Real (Noyes 1932: 354-
355), Landa (Tozzer 1941:23-40) and Ldpez de Cogolludo (1957:179-182), to mention
only the most prominent. Roys (1962) has reviewed the ethnohistoricql documentation
most directly associated with the site in great detail. To do so again here would serve
no purpose. Pollock has reviewed the history of archaeological research at Mayapén
up to the beginning of the Camegie Institution project conducted there during the
1950s (Pollock 1962:1-4).

Early Explorations
Not surprisingly, modern exploration of the ruins of Mayapén began with John

Lloyd Stephens and his irascible but indefatigable British companion, Frederick
Catherwood (Stephens 1963: I: 72-78). They spent a day at the ruins and provided
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clear descriptions and illustrations of the two principal temples in the ceremonial

center, the "Castillo” (Str. Q-162) and the "Caracol" (Str. Q-152). As always,
Stephens’ observations were as astute as they were charming. He rightly assessed
Mayapién as the ruin of a Maya city, in spite of the obvious differences between it and
the other cities with which he was more familiar, like Copan and Uxmal. Moreover,
he recognized that Mayapan was the same city described by the Spanish chroniclers as
having been abandoned shortly before the Conquest. This fact was an important link
in his argument that the Maya ruins "were not the works of people who have passed
away, and whose history is lost, but of the same races who inhabited the country at
the time of the Spanish conquest, or of some not very distant progenitors” (Stephens
1963: 11:307, 308). This observation, so simple, clear, and obvious to this Emersonian
New Yorker, was dismissed by his Continental successors, not mention most North
Americans and even the Yucatecan intelligentsia.

Approximately two decades later, Brasseur de Bourbourg visited the site and
provided a few additional details (Brasseur de Bourbourg 1866, 1984). He attempted
to correlate some of his observations with Landa's description of the site. In general,
however, “all of Brasseur's work is a weird pot-pourri of sound sense, great leaming,
absurd theories, groundless fantasies, and proof that is no proof, the whole in a spirit
as remote as possible from the scientific” (Bernal 1980:108). Brasseur de Bourbourg
was followed by the colorful Augustus Le Plongeon in 1881 (Le Plongeon 1882),
whose theories were even more remote from reality than Brasseur's. It has been
reported that the peripatetic Teobert Maler drew Stela 1, but there is no published
mention of a trip to the site itself (Andrews and Patton n.d.: 27).
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Among these nineteenth-century explorers, Stephens and Catherwood clearly

belong to the intellectual tradition described by Willey and Sabloff's "Classificatory-
Descriptive” period (1980:34, 57-58). Stephens and Catherwood's work was soundly
empirical, descriptive, logical. Le Plongeon and Brasseur hardly deserve to classified
under the same rubric even though their work is somewhat later. Like Stephens and

Catherwood, Maler was a fine archaeologist in the Classificatory-Descriptive tradition.

Early Work of the Carnegie Institution of Washington

In the carliest decades of the twentieth century, no substantive work was done
at Mayapdn. It wasn't until the 1930s that more modem and scientific archaeologists
took a look at the site. Not surprisingly, most of those archaeologists were affiliated
with the Carnegie Institution of Washington and its Hydra-like program of Maya
rescarch. Lawrence Roys visited the site in 1936 (Pollock 1962: 3) and wrote an
article that attempted to trace the evolution of Maya architecture (Roys 1941). T. A
Willard visited the site in these years as well and provided an entertaining account of
his trip (1941: 221-233).

The first serious and detailed work at Mayapén was a survey undertaken by
Ralph T. Patton, partly at his own expense, but under the auspices of the Camegie
Institution. The survey was conducted because "the archaeological importance of
Mayapan...appeared to be far less than its political preeminence in the thirteenth,
fourteenth, and fifteenth centuries...would have demanded” (Morley 1938:141). In
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other words, Morley thought the ruins called Mayapén seemed much too shabby to

really be rhe Mayapén of song and story. This recalls Thucydides' observation:
Suppose, for example, that the city of Sparta were to become deserted and that
only the temples and foundations of buildings remained, I think that future
generations would, as time passed, find it very difficult to believe that the place
had really been as powerful as it was represented to be. Yet the Spartans
occupy two-fifths of the Peloponnese and stand at the head not only of the
whole Peloponnese itself but also of numerous allies beyond its frontiers.
Since, however, the city is not regularly planned and contains no temples or
monuments of great magnificence, but is simply a collection of villages, in the
ancient Hellenic way, its appearance would not come up to expectation. If, on
the other hand, the same thing were to happen to Athens, one would conjecture
from what met the eye that the city had been twice as powerful as in fact it is
(Thucydides I, 10 [1972:41)).

Patton's survey followed the Great Wall in its circuit around the site and also
included the ceremonial center. He traced the ciruit of the great wall and briefly
described its construction. He showed that the masonry was dry-laid of large irregular
blocks. It measured about 9 km long, 3 to 4 m in thickness, and about 2 m in height
on the exterior. The parapet along the outer edge, the interior stairways, and nine of
the portals were identified. The survey of ceremonial center revealed the presence of
colonnades and four round structures, both rare forms of architecture in the Maya
canon. The survey also located a number of stelae with short-count dates that Morley
interpreted (Morley 1938:142). It is apparent from other evidence described below
that Patton located and mapped the main sacbe at the site and the large residential
groups associated with it. Morley concluded that "although Mayapan reached a
position of first importance only at the close of Maya history when architectural
decadence was well under way, its size satisfactorily agrees with the political

preeminence ascribed to it by both the native and the Spanish chroniclers" (1938:142).
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Although Pollock later avowed that Patton's map was of great help to Morris Jones in

making the final site map (Pollock 1962: 3), Patton’s work was never published,
although Brainerd used part of his map of the ceremonial center as an illustration
(Brainerd 1958: 347).

Not long thereafter, in 1942, George Brainerd undertook the first intensive
excavations at Mayapdn, again under the auspices of the Camegie (Brainerd 1942,
1948: 21-23). Thirteen trenches were excavated, yielding a collection of more than
32,000 sherds. Brainerd was able to identify limited stratigraphic change in pottery
types, notably the succession from "coarse slateware” (now Peto Cream ware) to
"coarse redware" (now Mayapan Red ware), and the increasing frequencies of effigy
censer fragments through time. In these observations, he adumbrated the findings of
Robert Smith (1971) and established the main features of the Mayapan ceramic
sequence. Brainerd's analysis and conclusions were not published, regrettably, until
the later and much more detailed investigations of the Camegie Institution at Mayapén
were almost complete.

Toward the end of Brainerd's work at the site, E. Wyllys Andrews IV arrived
and spent a month studying the architecture. He cleared, largely or completely, eight
buildings, in addition to performing a number of other small excavations (Andrews
1942: 261). He noted the reuse of Puuc-style stones in the Mayapan-period
architecture, but observed no standing Puuc architecture. He recognized the Temple of
Kukulcan as a slightly reduced copy of the Castillo of Chichén Itzd and noted the
resemblance of the largest of the round temples at Mayapin to the Caracol at Chichén.
He described the Mayapdn masonry in some detail, including the salient differences
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between it and the masonry at Chichén (1942: 262). He also commented on the

remarkable similarity between the Mayapén architectural style and masonry and that of
the east coast of Yucatén. Based on his excavations at a number of sites in northern
Yucatin, Mayapén included, he was able to sketch an outline of architectural evolution
in Yucatén that stands to this day: Early Classic and early Late Classic block masonry
being succeeded by Puuc masonry, followed by Mayapén-style masonry (1942: 262-
263).

It is not widely known that at one time Patton, Brainerd, and Andrews IV
planned to collaborate on a monograph-length study of Mayapén, entitled 4
Preliminary Study of the Ruins of Mayapan, Yucatan, Mexico (Andrews and Patton
nd.). Joann M. Andrews of Mérida kindly allowed me to make a copy of the
manuscript as it exists today. It is substantially complete. The work consisted of about
six chapters: 1) an introduction by Andrews describing the physical environment of the
area, the history of research at the site, and the authors' researches; 2) a chapter on
architecture, also by Andrews, presenting a typology and description of the main
classes of structures, such the colonnades, round structures, and temples; a description
of the masonry; a discussion of the architectural stratigraphy; and comparisons to
related types such as at Chichén and on the east coast; 3) a chapter on the Great
Wall, by Patton, describing not only the wall itself, but also house mounds and some
other outlying constructions; 4) a chapter on the ceramics, by Brainerd, was
apparently planned, but this part of the work either is missing or was never written,
more likely the latter; 5) a chapter on the sculpture, by Andrews, describing the ten
stelac then known; a number of other sculptures, mostly architectural ones; the



associated inscriptions; and the dating of the sculpture as well as its stylistic
relationships with materials from other sites and regions; 6) a conclusion, by
Andrews, summarizing the data and discussing the relative and absolute chronologies
of northern Yucatdn. The complete, well-illustrated typescript, even without Brainerd's
chapter, runs to over 300 pages.

I have described this work in detail for several reasons. First, since it is
unpublished, it cannot be effectively referenced. Second, being a work of both size
and merit that is for all practical purposes unknown, it deserved more than a passing
mention. Third, credit should be given where credit is due. It is clear from the
manuscript that the main outlines and much of the detail of the archaeology of
Mayapén was already known by the time Pollock, Ruppert, Shook, Proskouriakoff,
Thompson, and the Smith brothers began work there in the 1950s. It was largely
because of Andrews, Patton, and Brainerd that other Carnegie archaeologists knew
almost exactly what to expect when they started work at Mayapan. While they may
not have had the manuscript in front of them, they certainly had copies of their
predecessors' ficldnotes, and, moreover, the manuscript had been submitted to the
Carnegie Institution for publication. It was rejected by A. V. Kidder. In view of the
amount of previous work conducted at the site, Pollock's few sentences describing it
seem miserly (Pollock 1962: 3-4).

The work of Andrews, Brainerd, and Patton falls within the Classificatory-
Historical tradition as defined by Willey and Sabloff (1980:83-84, 130-131). The
concerns of the study are almost exclusively within the realm of description and

typology, of sculpture, masonry, architecture, and ceramics. The other main focus is
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on chronology, as seen in the discussions of stratigraphy and the coraparisons with

other sites and areas. Finally, the ultimate purpose of the data and, really, the
monograph, was to place Mayapin and the culture it represented in a regional space-
time framework. In other words, it was in the intellectual mainstream of its day and
was typical of the kind of research in which the Camegie Institution was engaged
throughout the Maya area.

Later Work of the Carnegie Institution

Repeated reference has already been made to the work of the Camegie
Institution at Mayapdn. Extensive and detailed investigations were conducted at the
site by a large team of experienced archaeologists over a period of five years (1951-
1955). Major preliminary researches preceded that period, and the investigation trailed
off slowly into the late 1950s, so that the entire project stretched out over a period of
nearly ten years. The staff of the project included many of the prominent Mayanists
of the day, including Edwin Shook, Tatania Proskouriakoff, Robert Smith, A. L.
Smith, J. Eric S. Thompson, H. E. D. Pollock, and Karl Ruppert, not to mention a
passel of graduate students and others who directly the daily work and wrote up the
field reports. It is reasonable to ask how such a large and important project was |
conceived and what its goals and plan of research were. That the Mayapén project was
a landmark in Maya archaeology is difficult to dispute, but how and why it was is not
widely known.



The Mayapién project took the form it did largely because of growing
dissatisfaction in the field of American archacology that began to foment in the late
1930s and 1940s. Willey and Sabloff (1980: 130-140) and Trigger (1989: 274-279)
both have traced the burgeoning unhappiness with simple typology and classification
in this period. The disquiet arose from an apparent contradiction: American
archaeologists felt they were supposed to be anthropologists, who study cultures and at
times even peoples. It was, however, becoming painfully difficult to reconcile this
view of what archaeologists ought to be doing with the incessant artifact typologies
that in practice seemed to be all anyone actually produced.

This paradox gave rise to a variety of criticisms, some of the most acerbic
from ethnologists. Clyde Kluckhohn played a leading role in the ensuing drama. His
1940 article, "The Conceptual Structure in Middle American Studies," which appeared
in Alfred Tozzer's festschrift, was scathing. The article was a "critical review of the
theoretical bases of the work” in Middle American archaeology (Kluckhohn 1940:41).
He begins by postulating that any scholarly investigation must have as its ultimate
goal the enrichment of our intellectual grasp of the human experience and that,
moreover, scholarly procedure must include a conceptual as well as a factual or
evidential element. The gathering of facts was in and of itself not scholarly research.
The process must have a higher purpose, which should be properly conceptualized by
the investigator and made explicit in his writings. In other words, he wrote, quoting
Talcott Parsons, "The facts do not speak for themselves; they must be cross-
examined" (Kluckhohn 1940: 42).
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Turning to Middle American studies, he found "a great deal of obsessive

wallowing in detail of and for itself* by investigators who were "but slightly reformed
antiquarians” (1940:42). He went on in the same tone:

Yet proliferation of minutiae is not its own justification. Authors of research
monographs ought to make it plain (in few words but lucidly) that they have
given such amplitude of detail only toward the end of elucidating such and
such larger questions. And from time to time in any field there should appear
books or articles on a somewhat higher level of abstraction which suggest the
pertinence of various constellations of data to the primary problems of human
interaction. It is the candid opinion of this writer that such efforts by Middle
American specialists have been pitifully few." (Kluckhohn 1940: 42-43)

And then he asked a critical question,

Do researches which require large funds for their support require no social
justification other than that of quenching certain thirsts for knowledge on the
part of a relatively small number of citizens? If archaeologists and ethnologists
have hardly begun to ask themselves the tough-minded query — so what?,
evidence is not lacking that this question has occurred to research foundations
and other sources of financial support. (1940: 43)

It is possible that this statement marks the beginning of the end of the Caregie
Institution's program of Maya research. One of the ways in which the Mayapén
project was a landmark was that it was the last of the Camegie projects, the end of an
era.
Kluckhohn specifically addressed the Maya research of the Camegie Institution,
at that time under the direction A. V. Kidder.
No one, of course, has greater abhorrence of an archacology which is on the
intellectual level of stamp-collecting than Dr. Kidder. In the Year Book of the
Camegie Institution he has insistently reaffirmed the necessity for "work of
synthesis and exposition," for interpreting facts as well as collecting them.

Little effort scems, however, to have been given to developing an explicit and
consistent logical scheme for attaining these ends. Thus far the published



record suggests that his staff are still predominantly preoccupied with
answering questions of a factual order. (1940:45)

Kluckhohn allowed that archaeological research could take an essentially
historical approach, as opposed to a scientifically anthropological one, but insisted that
in either case, an explicit conceptual and methodological scheme was indispensable to
productive research.

At all events, one wants to know whether the work of the Camegie Institution
aims, to use Kroeber's phrases, at historical integrations in terms of sequences
and larger culture wholes or at processual integrations in terms of conceptual
constants. Is the cardinal intention to preserve phenomena intact as phenomena
or "to decompose phenomena in order to determine processes as such?"
(1940:50)

As reasonable as most of Kluckhohn's observations were, it is pertinent to ask
whether they were fair. It can be argued now that, after some 40 or 50 years of trying
to do processual archaeology, it is much more difficult than it seems. It also could be
argued that much of the progress that has been made has come not from conceptual
schemes such as cultural ecology, but from methodological and technical advances,
particularly in archacometry and in specialized fields such as paleobotany and faunal
analysis. Nevertheless, the article seems to have had an important impact on the field,
in part because of its stinging tone, which must have been shocking to the close-knit
group of Mayanists who practiced such marked gentility and forbearance in their
interrelations.

Whatever the impact of Kluckhohn's comments, they were overshadowed a few
years later by a similar, but much more detailed and devastating critique from Walter

W. Taylor (1983 [1948]). Taylor's book, which was originally his dissertation, written
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under the tutelage of Kluckhohn at Harvard, is intensely interesting and has become
quite famous. The level of interest that it has excited is, I think, shown by the fact
that, although it is a difficult book to read, turgid, technical, and very specialized, it
remains in print after nearly fifty years. It was probably the first book-length critique
of American archaeology as well as the first extended presentation of a formal theory
and methodology for the scientific and professional practice of archaeology. In this, it
marks the arrival of archaeology as a fully professional discipline, the evolution of
archeology from a pastime for wealthy dilettantes and gentlemen-adventurers to the
vocation of recognized experts within the ambit of universities and research institutes.

The book is divided into two parts: a discussion and critique of Americanist
archaeology and a proposal, with examples, of a set of method and theory for
conducting archacology. In the first part of the book, Taylor traces the historical
development of archaeology as a discipline. He then proceeds to ask whether
archacology is a part of anthropology or of history. After an extended discussion and
definition of both history and anthropology, he concluded that archaeology is
essentially a set of methods and techniques that can be applied to the purposes of
cither discipline (1983:43-44). He then progressed to what has become one of the
most famous parts of the book, his critique of contemporary American archaeology.

Having established a critical standard, it will now be possible to examine
critically the character of Americanist archeology in the United States....the task
will be to analyze what the archeologists say they have been doing and what
they have actually done, and then to see how these two bodies of fact compare.
This will be accomplished explicitly, by reference to the published writings of
particular archeologists and in terms of the definitions arrived at in the

preceding chapter....The only fair criterion for judging Americanist archeology
is, therefore, the extent to which the final results of empirical research measure
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up, or do not measure up, to the aims stated or implied by the various
‘researchers themselves. (1983:45)

There follows a detailed content analysis of the writings of several of the most
prominent North American archacologists then practicing, chosen as representatives of
the field as a whole. He turned his sights first upon A. V. Kidder, who was then
director of the Camegie Institution's Division of Historical Research.

The influence of A. V. Kidder upon archeological research in the Americas has
been, and is now, of the greatest proportions. It is not too much to suggest that
he is the most influential exponent of the discipline active in the Western
Hemisphere today. (1983: 46)
First he argued that Kidder had claimed in his writings to be using archaeology as a
means to study the history of mankind, although his view of history and its purpose
was largely anthropological (1983:46-47). Then he tried to demonstrate, through an
analysis of Kidder's own publications and those of the Camegie Institution produced
under his directorship, that he had failed to accomplish the goals he had stated.
To date, no cultural synthesis, no picture of the life of any site or any group of
sites, has come from his pen. Nor has he used his empirical data to analyze or
discuss specifically and in detail any cultural process, regularity, "law," or so-
called non-material aspect. He has "done" neither historiography nor cultural
anthropology. (1983: 47-48)
Taylor first discussed Kidder's publications on southwestern archaeology and then
moved on to an analysis of the work of the Camegie Institutions program Maya
research conducted under his direction.
Although in his capacity as Chairman of the Division of Historical Research he
has many times proclaimed that archeology, especially Maya archeology, aims

at "reconstructing” history, it is a fact that no history, at least in the sense
defined above as historiography, has come from the Camegie's work in the



Maya field, cither under Kidder's direction or before....[the] Camegie's
publications under Kidder have been overwhelmingly descriptive. (1983:50, 51)

Were Taylor's criticisms just. Although his observations were accurate, for
rhetorical reasons he made the situation sound more dire than it really was. It should
be remembered that when the Camegie began its program of Maya research,
fundamental archaeological methods that seem second-nature to modern professionals
were just beginning to be tested in American archaeology. For example, both
stratigraphic excavation and correlation were novelties in the teens when the Camegie
began its Maya research. Both Gamio's and Nelson's pioneering stratigraphic
excavations in the New World date from the teens and the twenties (Willey and
Sabloff 1980: 84-89). Kidder was a pioneer in the application of stratigraphic methods
(Willey and Sabloff 1980: 89-92). The use of ceramics for relative dating and
chronology building was still innovative in the 1920s, which is what made Vaillant's
dissertation on the chronology of Maya ceramics such a landmark (Vaillant 1927).
Although Taylor would almost certainly disagree, stratigraphic excavation and relative
ceramic dating were necessary preconditions for the kind of hypothesis testing and
historiography that he was advocating.

Another observation that Taylor did not make was the enormity of the
scholarly problem adopted by the Camnegie Division of Historical Research. They
were attempting, at first not very systematically, to outline the whole of Maya culture
history with due regard for adjacent regions. Thus, they were performing
reconnaissance and excavation not only in the Maya lowlands, but also across the

highlands and into Central America proper. They also were attempting to write all
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Maya history. This was too large an endeavor for any one institution, no matter how

well-funded. It is easy to see now that they probably overreached themselves and
often departed from their main goals to address interesting issues as they arose, but
what would we know of the murals of Bonampak or the tombs of Kaminaljuyu if they
had chosen a rigorous program of hypothesis testing?

This is not to say that a scattershot approach is a preferable tactic in
archaeology, but consider the size of the problem. If today, using modern methods,
one were to atiempt to systematically reconstruct the whole of Maya history, under the
practical conditions and with the prevailing knowledge of the 1920s and 1930s, what
would one do? It would be sensible to start with extensive site survey and mapping,
to try to delineate the geographical boundaries of major cultural units, as defined by
the observable architectural and ceramic styles. Then one would probably conduct
intensive investigations at selected sites to build artifact sequences and construct
relative chronologies. This is largely what the Carnegie archaeologists tried to do,
with considerable success and expertise. First Morley and later Kidder trying to
determine what their archaeological goals ought to be and how to achieve them. By
1948 regional time-space frameworks had been established in many parts of the world,
and the procedures for constructing them were far better understood than they had
been two or three decades before.

Taylor's point, of course, was that an archacological time-space framework, if
cobbled together pro forma and by rote, is by itself neither anthropology nor history.

Although he is correct, it must be clear by now, even if it was not twenty or thirty
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years ago, that the development of such frameworks is a necessary precondition for

most kinds of more elaborate, detailed, and interesting research.

In the second part of his book, Taylor proposed what he called the "conjunctive
approach,” which was a set of archaeological techniques for the archaeological study
of cultural processes. He advocated a problem-oriented approach to research that
included the testing of explicit hypotheses concerned with prehistoric culture
(1983:152-159, 167). As a corollary, he insisted that the contextual interrelationships
of artifacts and their characteristics within a site should be the first concern of the
archaeologist (1983: 95-96). He contrasted that approach with presence-absence trait
lists comparing different sites, which were quite common in that period. To
accomplish the goals he set, he argued for absolute thoroughness in data collection,
analysis, and recording, and most importantly, the quantification of data. In his view,
data collection ought to include a consideration of a broad range of environmental
information about both the past and present environment (1983:185-191). In addition,
he advocated a regional approach (1983: 190), in the belief that cultural environment
in which a prehistoric site existed was as important as its natural environment. He
also suggested archaeologists comsider cultural universals and ethnographic analogy
when interpreting their data (1983: 171-172). Finally, he called for interdisciplinary
cooperation in research (1983: 192-193, 200-201).

The effect of both Kluckhohn's and Taylor's critiques on the Camnegie
Institution's Division of Historical Research was profound. Were it not for their
criticisms, the Mayapén project might never have taken place and certainly would not
have taken the form it did. The first and most obvious consequence of their criticism
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was Kidder's retirement as the Chairman of the Division. Although the Camegie

Institution Year Book was largely silent on the reasons for his retirement, Kidder's
biographers have suggested that he felt some pressure to retire because of the public
criticism (Woodbury 1973: 78).

Before retiring, however, he had a hand in reducing and redirecting the
Division's Maya research. In the years after the Second World War, a change of heart
about the importance of archaeological research apparently took place among the
directors of the Institution and this led to the eventual termination of the program of
Maya research and the elimination of the Division. It seems that in casting about
looking for a way to make a graceful exit from the field, the Camegie chose from
among various proposals made by Kidder (Givens 1992: 113-115). They could have
chosen to expand the archaeology program, continue it more or less unchanged,
terminate it immediately and dismiss all the employees, or continue it on a reduced
scale for some years. They settled on the last choice, probably as much to allow
research in progress to be completed as to permit long-term employees to reach
retirement age.

It was Kidder who must have designed the general outlines of the Mayapén
project, which was the work decided upon as the final research project the Institution
would patronize in the Maya area. He presented the basic conceptual structure of the
research in the Carnegie Institution Year Book for 1948 (Kidder 1948). As a
justification for the reduced or narrowed scope of research, he explained:

The review of what has been done to date in archacology and allied fields has

indicated that although many interesting problems remain unresolved and many
regions are inadequately explored, a general outline of the Maya's career has
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been obtained. It was also indicated that indefinite continuance along the lines
formerly pursued might lead to overconcentration on detail and narrowing of
outlook. There seemed to be danger that, in attempting to go farther with a
program covering so long a span of time and so large an area, the interests of
individual workers might become so channeled and specialized that the
manifest advantages of teamwork might be lost. (Kidder 1948: 207)

This statement almost sounds as though Kidder were conceding the merits of some of
Taylor's criticisms, specifically about the pointlessness of pl;oducing sterile catalogs of
excavated artifacts.

Similarly,

For these reasons and also because of the greatly increased cost of fieldwork, it
appeared that there should be a quantitative reduction in objectives and a shift
from a general study of the Maya past to an attack of some specific phase
thereof. This, it was thought, should be a period already shown to be
particularly significant; one on which the attention of the entire staff could
profitably be focused; and one promising to yield, within a predictable time,
results of both historical and methodological importance. (Kidder 1948:207)

Kidder went on to present briefly the plan of research: "These considerations
led to the recommendation, for inauguration in 1951, of an intensive study of the
protohistoric period of northem Yucatan" (Kidder 1948: 207). One of the justifications
was that it would give them the opportunity to test the historicity of the native Maya
chronicles (1948: 208). The decision to focus on one site seems to respond to Taylor's
call to focus on intrasite relationships of artifacts, rather than on regional frameworks
(Taylor 1983: 95-96).

After the first season of work at Mayapén, Pollock, the new director of the new
Department of Archaeology, presented a fuller statement of the planned research at

Mayapén (Pollock 1951). This article, which justified and explained the Mayapén
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project, can be read as a reply to the various past criticisms of the Institution,

responding obliquely to some, directly rejecting others. Pollock began by stating that
the subject of study was aboriginal history. He defined history as

the relation of man to nature and man to man. Man is the protagonist, but his
actions are intelligible only against the background of nature and society.
Indeed, the very essence of the drama is the interplay of man and his
environment, of man and the rest of his kind. The complete story of aboriginal
man in American is, then, our wide field of interest, and our broad objective is
to contribute as much as possible to the unfolding, the understanding and the
telling of that story.

It is quite obvious that so vast a field is subject to attack by no single
discipline, much less by any one institution. It is nevertheless felt that our
interests should not be further limited. Even though we deal directly with but
one section of one small chapter, we are concerned with the entire story, and
the section with which we deal is significant only as a part of the whole. Only
by having such wide objectives in mind are our researches, often highly
specialized, kept in proper focus. (1951: 221)

Such a clear statement of the "conceptual structure” of the research was what
Kluckhohn had asked for: these were the "larger questions” that the research was
supposed to elucidate.

Pollock went on to argue that archacology was primarily a historical discipline,
although it could and did contribute to many other disciplines. He then turned his
attention to the issue of hypothesis-testing, which was one of the major propositions of
the "conjunctive approach."

From time to time workers in other disciplines have attempted to direct the
attention of archaeologists to their problems and to shape archaeological
methods to their objectives. Such efforts on the whole have not been
successful; it is the nature and distribution of archaeological remains which
determines sound procedure, and the concentration on a single objective, or the
sole pursuance of a given hypothesis, results inevitably either in wasteful
destruction of evidence pertinent to other subjects, evidence which may never
be duplicated, or the incidental and time-consuming accumulation of a vast
body of irrelevant material, which must in any case be dealt with in some way.
Since an archaeologist cannot eliminate or ignore irrelevant material, and his
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selection of evidence is limited to the location of his excavations, he is
constrained to pursue simultaneously a wide variety of problems. The directing
aims of his programs must be founded on broader considerations than are
programs in disciplines which can proceed by successive establishment of
specific propositions (Pollock 1951: 222).
These statements are an explicit rejection of hypothesis-testing, coming very much on
the heels of Taylor's book. A coincidence? Read on:

It is quite obvious that the chronological and geographical ordering of the bare

bones of a bygone culture does not complete our obligation toward the study of

human history. Nor does the discovery of the fact that this or that culture was

in contact with its neighbor or some distant culture (Pollock 1951:222).
"It is quite obvious" that this is a riposte to pedantry of a graduate student who had
the temerity to reject the entire oeuvre of Dr. Pollock and his colleagues. Pollock
continued, "our objectives are not attained by knowing how man did things; we wish
to know why he did them....We wish to know culture as a living, functioning entity,
and to do so we must know something of its intellectual content" (1951: 222-223).
The desire to capture the intellectual content of Maya culture led the Carnegie
Institution archacologists to Mayapan, which could be known through historical
documentation. Both native and Spanish documentary history was to be used to
supplement the archaeological record and was "a large factor" in the choice of
research objectives (1951: 223).

We propose to bring to bear on a group of related problems the combined

evidence of historical records, native literature, and field archaeology, and to

test historical, literary, and archaeological evidence against one another and
thus contribute to a critique of basic methods and interpretations (1951:223).
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The specifics of the plan of research at Mayapén more fully reveal the ways in

which the project was influenced by the criticisms of Kluckhohn and Taylor. For
example, one of Taylor's repeated criticisms of the Camegie's work was that it focused
almost exclusively on the "hierarchical" aspects of Maya culture and almost
completely ignored the vernacular (Taylor 1983: 51-57). "The Carnegie has sought
and found the hierarchal, the grandiose. It has neglected the common, the everyday"
(1983: 57). According to Pollock, this was to be remedied at Mayapén where, "what
is known about the site suggests that excavation and above-ground survey be directed
more toward secular aspects of life — types and arrangement of dwellings, household
equipment, settlement pattemns, and the like - than toward a study of the ceremonial
remains that have received so much attention at other Maya centers” (Pollock 1951:
223). And again, "So little is known of the humbler aspects of Maya life and society,
the great weight of previous research having gone into the public, religious, and in
general hierarchic and frequently esoteric expressions of that culture, that the existence
in such number of these relatively simple structures [the house mounds] immediately
pointed up an interesting and important area of research” (1951: 226).

Much of our thinking, moreover, should be directed toward family husbandry,

land tenure, settlement pattern, trade and other such fundamental economic and

social aspects of the aboriginal community....the city of Mayapén seems to

offer exceptional opportunity for a study of the less spectacular phenomena of
native culture...(1951: 229)

This was quite an about-face for the Camegie Institution. At Mayapén the
same archaeologists who had given so much attention to the ceremonial remains

throughout the Maya area were now going to give their full attention to house mounds
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and food refuse! And to some degree they did. Of course, they had known they were

surrounded by house mounds at every Maya site for decades, and so their prominence
at Mayapén cannot explain the sudden interest. Moreover, the chronology of events is
instructive. Morris Jones started making a complete map of all visible remains at
Mayapén in November 1949 (Jones 1950). At the time Pollock was writing, the base
map was largely complete and Karl Ruppert and A. L. Smith had begun their
comprehensive survey of domestic architecture at the site. It is inescapable that these
specific investigations must have been in planning since at least 1948 or carly 1949.
That A Study of Archeology was published in 1948 should not deceive the reader; it
was available in the form of a dissertation for some years before that.

I believe that this analysis of Pollock's article demonstrates how deeply
concerned the Carnegie archacologists were with the criticisms of Taylor and
Kluckhohn. It can be argued that virtually the whole tenor of the project, from its
concern with settlement patterns to its use of ethnohistory, was a response to those
criticisms. Although it is widely acknowledged that Taylor's work adumbrated and
influenced the New Archeology of the 1960s (Watson 1983; Trigger 1989: 278-279;
Binford 1981; Willey and Sabloff 1980:186-187; Taylor 1972), his work is not widely
recoghized to have had any direct and immediate effect on the practice of archaeology
in his time. As we have seen here, it did have an effect. The Mayapén project was
the first attempt at a New Archeology.

These circumstances ensured that the Mayapén project was unlike almost any
previous research in the Maya area. For example, the concern with settlement patterns
at Mayapén predated by some years the publication of Willey's dissertation (1953),
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which is usually cited as the landmark introduction of settlement pattern research in

the New World. The focus on settlement patterns also inspired the research on
boundary walls (Bullard 1952, 1953, 1954), the mapping of the entire site — for the
first time in Maya archaeology - as well as the extensive excavation of dwellings and
other small structures. The focus on the "humble” and the "everyday" also led to
analysis of faunal remains (Pollock and Ray 1957), although they do not appear to
have been systematically collected and therefore did not produce quantifiable results.

Overall, the project comprised an extensive program of mapping, excavation,
and architectural consolidation that lasted throughout the 1950s. The project was
noteworthy for prompt and relatively thorough publication. Publications resulting from
that research included: Adams (1953), Berlin (1953, 1956), Chowning (1956),
Chowning and Thompson (1956), Fry (1956), Pollock (1954a, 1954b, 1955, 1956,
1957), Proskouriakoft' (1953, 1954), Proskouriakoff and Temple (1955), Roys (1962),
Ruppert and Smith (1951, 1952, 1953, 1954, 1957), Sanders (1955, 1960), Shook
(1952a, 1952b, 1953a, 1953b, 1954a, 1954b, 1954¢c, 1954d, 1955), Shook and Irving
(1955), Smith and Ruppert (1953, 1956), P. Smith (1955), R. Smith (1952, 1953a,
1953b, 1954a, 1954b, 1955, 1971), Stromsvik (1953, 1956), Thompson (1955),
Thompson and Thompson (1955), Thompson (1954b, 1957), and Winters (1955a,
1955b, 1955¢).

These publications described extensive excavations in the ceremonial center of
the site. The temple of Kukulcan was partially cleared and slightly consolidated.
Shook (1954a) developed architectural plans of it and, agreeing with Andrews,
recognized that it was a copy of the main pyramid at Chichén Itzd. He and others
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excavated a number of smaller temples in the ceremonial center and in other parts of

the site, like those at the Cenotes Itzmal Chen and X-Coton. Several circular temples
were explored, and a small one was partly consolidated. A number of colonnaded
halls were explored, and this unusual architectural type was defined (Shook and Irving
1955; Winters 1955b). Pollock and Proskouriakoff spent a great deal of time
excavating clite residential quadrangles near the site center (Pollock 1954b, 1956;
Proskouriakoff and Temple 1955). Proskouriakoff also mapped the ceremonial center
and described it in the final monograph (1962a). Robert Smith focused on the analysis
and description of the ceramics. He conducted his own excavations, mostly in
cenotes, looking for ceramic stratigraphy.

Shook also examined and described the Great Wall (1952a). Jones (1952), of
course, mapped the entire site; his map was extensively revised by A. L. Smith and
Karl Ruppert, who spent the better part of the long project examining and performing
limited excavations in residential architecture (Smith and Ruppert 1953, 1956; Ruppert
and Smith 1952, 1954). The mapping of a whole, large site represented a first in
Maya archaeology. A. L. Smith's (1962) analysis of the residential architecture and
settiement patterns was a small landmark in the field. The analysis of faunal remains,
although not perhaps very impressive in substance, was innovative by its mere

existence, at least within Maya archaeology.
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Summary

This chapter has outlined the intellectual history of previous research at
Mayapén. The carliest European accounts of the site come from Spanish friars and
chroniclers. The site later was visited and described by a number of nineteenth-
century, Classificatory-Descriptive-period investigators. During the twentieth century,
a number of twisted intellectual threads converged at the site. The results of the first
serious investigations of the site were not published for reasons that remain obscure.
The second, more intensive investigation represented a major break with all past work
in the Maya area. The character and focus of the research appears to have been
heavily influenced by criticisms of earlier research on Maya prehistory. Obviously,
the historical prominence of Mayapén has attracted a great deal of archacological
attention over the centuries. It is probably fair to say, however, that the site remains

more famous than well-known.
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CHAPTER 4
SETTLEMENT AND COMMUNITY PATTERNS

Introduction

All the hypotheses about social organization at Mayapéan addressed in the
course of this research are related to settlement patterns. The settlement patterns of
the site appear to provide a schematic map of social structure if only we can figure out
how to read it. The research attempted to define and interpret by diverse methods the
units of settiement present at the site. The units of settlement were believed to mark
important social groups and were therefore the entities defined as sampling units. A
description of the settiement patterns at the site is indispensable, but I have made no
attempt to supply an exhaustive description. It was preferable not to repeat the
Camegic's many observations unless necessary. Instead, the focus of this chapter is on
the observations and inferences relevant to the hypotheses and arguments described

earlier.

Methods

A total of 25 houselots were mapped. They contained 59 distinct structures,
including approximately 40 residences (Tables 1-2, Figs. 3-10). Although most (but
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not all) of these structures were identified and mapped by the Camegie Institution in

the 1950s (Jones 1952), neither the albarradas (boundary walls) nor architectural
details such as benches appear clearly on the Camegie map. Karl Ruppert and A. L.
Smith apparently made scale drawings of nearly all the structures on the Carnegic map
(Smith 1962: 172), but these drawings, which would be of great value, have been lost.
During the present research, not only were structures mapped, but also all albarradas
associated with them, and benches, terraces, substructures, column drums, metates, and
other observable features.

A small number of structures were identified and mapped that did not appear
on the Camegie map. Most important among these was Structure R-199 (Fig. 3).
This structure is likely a residence because of its size (48.71 m?), its rectangular shape,
its placement alone within a well-marked solar, and the presence of a burial nearby.
A second, smaller, rectangular structure, also not reported by the Camegie Institution,
was located and mapped in the southem portion of solar (houselot) S-132 (Fig. 3). It
was probably not a residence. Finally, a small oval ring of stones, constructed like an
albarrada, was mapped in the southern part of Solar S-132. Bullard (1953:262,
1952:39) investigated this type of construction, but did not meet with much success in
trying to determine its purpose. One structure identified by the Camnegie apparently no
longer exists. Structure S-133c, a small, poorly-preserved altar, is no longer visible.
It may be buried under the Camnegie backfill from excavations in the S-133 group, or
its stones may have been displaced by cattle.
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