GRFFExaNERS

Dates and Guess-dates for Architectural Sequences at Piedras “egras.

Table 1 desls with deteble monument meterisl where it can be used
to date masonry comstructioms which defime "phases” in stratigrsphical
saquences. I think the dates themselves may be sccspted as firm, even
somE {b VvaS]c‘DL)b"laKO(f-

when supplied with single question-marks, wmewy of which have been addc@(to
Morley readings witholt them. Where there are two questiom-marks, of course
there is more doubt, but if wrong, there is sound evidence that they are
not very wronge In an imstance or two & curremnt kmm hotun-snd is given
fmxxfnx instead of the only date, or the latsst date actuaslly resdorded,
this being 2 non-tun ending.

The table equatos«horizonta1f§§%£ monument or group of mouuments
being"assigned” to a particular mesonry comstruction grepresented by its

wnYhose ‘0(1?(-5

labele At & given mound ordinal mumbers and final let sTs)carry oue down or
into the moundp hence backward in time,"*1lst" or "-lst=A" being the latest
phasso

At the Acropolis,Str. J-6-lst (or at least it's Room 1) was spparently
built to receive Throme 1, which thus seems to date the building securely
at 9017415.0.0. Six sequenmt periods, each prssumably involving many buildings,
have been distinguished at the Acroplis, and have been number I-VI in
chronological order. Str. J=6-1st, because of the latsness of its date,
doubtless belongs in Period VI, but this could mot be proved stratigraphically.

(pxia ove b
It proves 1atoﬂbuilding sctivity in the West Group. It would felacious to
infer that Period VI did mot begin soms considefable time befors Str. J=6~lst
‘ Mo [oh st (Feswwj Je@ Guitdmg the perevel.
and 9.17.15,0,0, F woy sy ol w2 T ’ 71
‘ ~ The other sequences are in single mounds. Str. R-3-lst consists of a
nn-~valted
A templs building which utilized Lintel 11, and a final increment to its pyramid

which was probably mecessary for the support of Stele 29. The two monuments



ho C\l\/\\h"’$
are 81l glyphio, andAapparently agresd in being in"early style”.

Y]
Concejably the building might be later than the stela, but it seems

(chronologicdl
safe to ses a stricﬁAoquation between the construction and the stelas

Such an equ%Fion is certain for "Series 2"~ D snd Stela 25,
15 onés 2 apflid tha the osef frlodformm of o mmevadted hanjde -
snd for the G phass and Stela 26>\Ths structural units involved were
the
specially designed to, support stelse. The same is trus for K=-5-lst-B

» entipe vhw(&/@ KM/S&, o
and Stelas 39 and 38, There are two, "stela platforms"/ both of which

can be assigned stratigraphically to a single pmximd phase. Ses Satterthwaite
Sa the r}I,nua\\“Q_
1240 1939 and 1940 for drawings of the K=5 sequgnc@5{41944 for drawings

of the R=9 structurese.
When we come to Str. 0=13 we deal with more monuments and a more

complicated stratigraphical picturs which has nét been worked out in all
Laze St R-3 & hus met ()ggnﬁub/m/\ad as yote We Fivst Cops 1A Fhe
possible detailtk‘ fragments of three monuments

which were troken up snd reused, s&y&aga‘hly-that~Ih0que;:;;§Lch~duning
| . oo bR They wer€ sursly re-ugs4

the sas-indicated, By vertical gyratificationiﬁghnmmm during the finsl

Gsolp of phuseq. o fmmilses , Evl
ma jor "lst" plaesey By horizontal positihon M.S.S. 16 must have come from a Fenfile -
uﬁ&ghwd1ﬁW+FW5w% /
, the final @ phese” while one of two halves of MLintel" 12 was observed in
173 deu‘/ Mrru ‘1 Yo /J%ag,@ X
position in smmQO=l3eleb-d-wail, Plaster on M.S.S. 16 (which also appeared

on "Lintel" 2) indicated thet it also was used &s a wsll-stone. Thus it
satisfactorilyy - if not absolutely certainly - dates a major re-building of

O3} -ANe ) Cosbredes y sdberbL 9,150,008
the O=13~1lst temple ighzilﬁk&=asnaftor i i %ATho re-use of

MeS.S. 1 could have been in any of the three physes of the"-Lst" period,

SowmE ong «d Flataw
s0 it merely assures us thatﬂthsﬂoﬁﬁ%@e£w~@f thess, 0=13=1st=C, was no

sarlisr than its dedicstory date@, rather surely fixed st 9.10,1040, 2
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From thé’ re-used fragments alone we may safely infer no more, except
that the obther five monunents listed, which appear to have been functioning
v at the end, presumably had fallen fron their original locations. Their dates

thg Eonfly hm ot fan amﬂibdwua o th whitdn ”‘-"y W TVE tigs A
are all after 9.10,10.0.0, and-so—ape—bhe—da tes—of—the three—pheses. of
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phases 0-13
The earliest of these‘e,\consisted of a final raising of the Dyramid—tog,

of—the~0—13=2ullf phased and the erection of a high building platform and

[ 3
presumably temple building, the platforam stairwa being set behind a stage )
b o f Wa mor storwwod- tia 0"'?‘“Jw" g S fo hove bt onmin 6&7 i
¢—b3 : id In the next (¥B)ystage,the platform was great ly
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i changed at sides and back and perhaps elsewhere, and a ne
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T
consructed; in the final phase there was extensive remode ling of the building,

a

almost surely involving a new vaulted roof, and certainly/\widening ofxkhex
’ o

T e = o,
L B ¥

frmmiaeman: at the front of both the building and platform, and its stairway.

o

Fach of these phases was, individually, a considerable undertaking.

hl> /,

RSF

‘ By positions found,it is clear that stelae 15 and 12 stood on the
iaﬁ‘”‘j fynomn ’*"JA’ et wonss 'éw

& J pstage. The only reasonable reconstruction must place the three panels called
Lﬁw MM‘ @\eﬂw mw'hnﬁ hw’(um.. ‘4“5\3" oM ag#y
nlintels" on mpsonry blocks on the platform stairvay, with "Lintel" 2 on the
positional
ilable’Arecord goes, these

five monunents could all have been placed during the earliest phase, and

exposed and .
have remained,functioning during the two later ones.

A

been placed in Phase *B or -A, or distributed among the three phases.

£
e 5

5&@ 4o Seegs

axis, the others on either side. So far as the ava

Or they could all have

However, these monunents fall into two groups with a 6-katun

(8}
interval between "ILintel" 2 and the earliest of the others, mlintel 3 and

Stela 15. We may.adéd Steladém-.at mmmmmmammmm
ane> Ivxkhe < Westxtroup,
oo mve  The date of the latter two, 9.18.5.0.0,falls in the katun

of the latest dated monument at the site, whether or not one accepts iorley's
reading of 9.19.0.0.0 for Altar 3 - but rejecting his reading for Altar 1,
as lhompson has shown one must do. One cannot resist the conclusion that

such late monuments belogg with the latest of the three phases, and that



the "lintel" carved as much as 6 katuns before any of them belongs with one
of the earlier phases, as shown in the table,

We cannot be so sure as at the other mounds that the construction of
the phase of Iintel" 2 did not precede its placement by a significant amount

placement of monuments on and before it at
of time, nor that 0-13-lst was not built souwswhat before/9.19.15.0.0. All-of-
Sr-or-beiors :
the-six-menumnents-eould -have-been-plaeed-at-any-time, lacking real evidence
on this, there is none to the contrary. Placement of "ILintel" 2 on the axis
may well have been in the original plan of one of the early phases; and
symietrical pk cment of the other two"lintels" on either side of it may well
have been part of the re-building plan in the final phase. It is simplest to
sca:ﬁbely

assume this and the error, if any, will be memssignificant.

Making this assumption, if "Lintel" 2 dates the 0-13f-1st-B phase,
;o , ,

H& ,unotionadkor 6 kentunsy mhidszthezsariisrz0aisxistscxphasexfunctionedzion

A
tsxsxthexzRzkakunsyzsvsncifznexplasexikzatx§xi102 0203 Ly xthexexeiyxixzkexax
Wy have mo definite check, but on genersl princiiples this seems sexcessive,
I am inclined to suppose, without prodf} that "Lintel"™ 2 dates the earlisst
pphsse O=13=lst=C, and that the 6-~katun gap in cerved dates mridxmsz covers
inpxpaxivds the durations of two phases rather than of one. However, Thble 1

shows uncertainty in this respect.



With Yable 2 we becoms highly spsculative and reach
guess-dates for all phases in the mound sequences preceding those
reliably deted in Table lo The dates are given two questiong marks to
emphasize that they are mere guesses, though they are reached on the basis
of identicsl assumptions. These are:

First The dated time~-span for the monument-buildlmg complex is
taken a5 905004000 (Stela 30) to 9.19,0.0,0 (Altar 3). A katun is added at
the end, and 5 katuns are sdded at the beginning to obtain the whole of
Baktun 9 as the theoretically assumed complete loecal Classic period.

This allows for two or threse later monum@nis whose dates may have been

(4 amconn a0 the
lost; sand for three building phsases st Stro R=3 before 9.6.0.0,0 ??Afor
the latest) and forl; period of soms length when stelae may have been

at 2 katuns psr phase,
small snd plaine This early extension of the dsted psriod iﬁﬁexnxxkiy perhaps

dul3

axcessiVQ rether than otherwise; if we shortsned it the guess-dates would
come out a bit later, but—met—wry-much.

Second lM~re re-surfacings of structures are disregarded; formXly
phases formally recognized im the labeling system are all assumed to have been
of squal durstion unless thers is clesr evidence to the comtrary. This is,
of course, s highly arbitrary assumption which, one hopes, results in guess-dates
sometime wrong in one direction, sometimes in the other. One gussses that a
plus~or-minus allowance of 2 katums ought to cover these errors, but there
is no real check, Perheps it should bs moreo.

Third It is sassumed khxk not only that the occupation began st 9.,0.0.0.0,
but that it spread over the whole ceremonial msx ares at once (though not
necessarilly with ceremonial architecture at all spots at this time. This gives ms
2 theoretically assuned dete for the sarliest phage at any spot, provided it is
on badrookc(In the special case of Str. 0-13, whers the earlisst kmown phase is

AC
the top of aAhigh pyremid, Str. 0-=13-4th, it is assumed that excavetion wouMk



low y

woudd show an earlier,0-13-8th, snalegous to the situstions at R-3 axd E~5), .

Failure to sllow for unprovable lags in building at specific spots would ssdeo
: s B
tend to make the guess-dates a bit too ;éi}?, ruther thum tos Iobes
As to the utility of the results, they are worse than nothing if

taken litterally. Rexhxzxzkkxgxsilizssxsssfeizizxbrgiagzioximaginsxokakziha
naXzREXEXDELR
xitexﬁiﬁxRikzzxtxaxgivlnxpuzioﬁzxzizizxwhckhnzxxmnxlxpxixznﬂxstznztuxax

whishzners «simiixrxorzdixsiniixe
. Possibly they mey be useful in formimg or checking hypotheses iuavolving the

site a8 a whols, or concerning temporal sssociations of architecture with
eaches, .
pottcry,dmonumsnts,and other classes of objsctse

Only for the 0-13-1lst ssquence can it be said that there is sone
basis for considering the result s reasomable ones. It is, of course, mere
coincidence that our gusss~date system places 0-1321st-C at precisely thedste

of MoSeS. 1, 2 portable sltarglpplt which mey have first got te this
dabe=0f
logatien be@ause it was made for use inm th- temple of thst phase. The

coincidence might #till be ¢ re=l oOne, in which case "liatel" 2 was added
a generstion letter as a secondary fsaturs on the stairway. Thizmxisxmx

xxzxnxxhi@yxupﬁmxitimnx Nvtryﬁ%ﬁ~hhaté3ur arbitrery system, working beck
spproeximately
to 9,0,000.0 by ,equal stages,{xzxmaxxxxs does not requirs o G-katun life for

Str. 0-13-lst-3., At the four mounds it gives us *heoretically inbervala

4
which vary frem 2 katums to nearly féar ketuns, wikhxzhorfsrxixksxizaix For the South
Group ealy the larger of the two latervels is em]y 2 and l/éﬁh lmtuns, and
dezidwdigxehonbarxonsxziaxt e xZRuEE XEX ONPXWRE R X REK AR XX XZX EXEALAZEBASRZX BT
these sequemces sind esrlisr tham the others. Whether there is amy meaning in
mexziyxamzxoxzihazxatznxkkernidxinzaixtexbnapratigxidxpariot X pRCRpXEXOLg
this I will net attempt to say,
supxaskixgbhekcmitdingxxokivibywhanxansnzank azuckinsxinskhazRronprxixe

ceaseds



Table 1

Dated Monuments 8tratigraohical'y Related
to Architectural Sequences

Bians
Bewgohs 7 SR S
Bt A AR A L D A

Dedicatory " Proskouriakoff

Share o—b-ims Dates Per Style-dates
Inscriptions References
Stre Re
R-3-1sF Tintel 11 (illegibls) (all-glyphic)
" Stela 29 9. 6. 0.0,077 M (all-glyphic)

Stre B-9 Basal Platform ("Series 2")

Sevies 3, -'D Stela 25 Yo 8415,00070 M,P 9 8,10 4~ 2

: Series 2~ 3 Stela 26 9. 9.15.0,07 9.10, 0 4 2
Acropolis

Str. J-6-1st 9417.15.0.0  M,P 9.16, 0 4 2
Stre 0-13

0-13-1st (<G, < BYe#ad) . "Iintel 2  §,11,15,0,07 M,P 92i3.10 4- 2

O=13-15t-A "Hntel® 3 9.17,15,0,0? T,Note 1 9,17, O o= 2

" Stela 15 9¢17.1540.07 M,P 9.16,0 + 2
" 3t€1ﬂ ]..2 9;33.5.0;0 ? :‘E"P 9.171 O t’ 2
1 "lintel"l (dnscription late Classie,
missing) Dynamic FPhase?

Fragments re-used at Str, 0-13

*

¢ .
In 0-13-1st (-C,-B6F“A) 1.5.5. 1  9,10,10,0,0? T, liote 2  (all-glyvhic)

In 0-13&-1st--A "IHntel" 12 9, 5. 0,0.077 M,P,Note 3 Farly Classie
or Formative
" MeS4S.16 9415.. 0,0,07 T, Note 4 917,10 % 2

Note 1:® T, changes reading from 9.16.0,0,0 of ¥ and P.
lote 2: Current hotun of T's or !'s differing reconstructions of the IS,
lote 3: M gives 9.4.0,0.0?7 as an alternative approximation; inscription incomplete.
Note 4: Current hotun of three IC positions allowed for by T; chosen to allow
time for use and destruction with the style-dated "spread",

Stra K""S
K-5-1st-3 Stela 39 9,12, 6.0.0 M Chantan dhedid)
. © Stela 38 9,12.10.0.0  M,A " 0
"lintel" 7 9.12,10,0,077 M,B '-o“g';;;f,ro'mi'ré
' 1950 )

AgB,M,P,T refer pespectively to Andrews, 1942; Berlin (¢4 , M prley, 1938, Proslkburiieats
Thompson, 194L4. ” ” , » ¥, 1938, pako



Table 2
Guess—dates for Phases of Four architectural Sequences

(Forward to Fhase Comtrolled by Dated Monument)

Str. R-3 Stro. K=5
Str. K-5
Re=3=4} 84 Op 0u0.0 17 H»5&4th. 0, 09320, 0:0.0 77
R=3=7d 9. 2. 0.0,D 7% E=5=3d 9s 30 0,0.0 12
R-3-2nd 96 4o 04000 27 E=5=22d 94 6, 0,0.0 77
R=3-1s% P 6. 0,0,0 27 (Stels 29) K=5=1st=C 9. 9. 0,0.,0 77
Str. R=9 Basal Platform K=5=18t=3 9.12, 5,00 (Stela 39)
9:;120100000 (St.h 38)
Series 2 =H Y 60 0e0s0 77 FmB=lgt=4 9412619060 tgﬁvﬁﬁkﬁ&;" 11)
p QolZOlluuc‘cC" \Dt"ifld 3&
by -G 9 20 540000772 9:12510,0.0°177 ("Lintel™ 2%
" BF 9. 4,10,0,0 27
" =E 9 6.15.0,0 710
» =D 9. 8015.0.0 £7 (Stels 25)
il "C Sg Ou 59000 ??
- -B - 9.9,15s 040 (Stela 26)
Str. O=13
/7= 3%‘;{2
O‘l3’5th ? 90 OQ OoOuO ol e,
( ) PHTT> 013 ot At D TS
0-13~2th 9, 3.840.0 77 WRE o metes ofp @ rrbus ohs 20 b
2 N &
cqy 300,02
SY
0-13-3d 9, §. 0.0.0 77 1 (wtD
B 42 288 J

-’W»f‘: . >
0-13-3e= 1 0.9, 0.0 729("Lintel" 2 centered om Platform stairway st 9.11,15,0,0%
G- 9 e, - 4,12.]0. © 322 [ MaSesS. 1, 2 portable altar, in use heredf 1.10.10.0.02
O-15-1s% robable
0-13-1st=B 901§ 0.0,0 ?7? (M.S.8. 16, o', small stela, erected here at 5.15.0.0.0 ?)
: #iS.S. 1 broken srd used im fill here ? Oy |oksr$

O=13=1st=A 9018415400 ("Lintel"™ 3 added to platform stairway at 9,17.15.0.0
"Stsla 15 erected om pyramid stage at 9.17,15.0.0
"Lintel™ 1 probably added during this phase.
Stela 12 added at 9.18.5,0.0
"Lintel"12 axd M.S.S. 16 bopken and used in
masonry of this phase (Dedicatory dates
94650.0.,0 7?7 and 9,15,0,0.0 ?)

Note: see text for arbitrary sssumptions.



October 5, 1956

Mr. Robert £, Smith

Carnegie Institution of wWashington,
10 Frisbie Flace,

Cambridge, Mass,

Dear Mr, Smith,

Thank you very much for all your help in straightening me out on that
cache matter, I'm afraid, though, that I have to turn to you again.

We're presently trying to stratify Piedras legras® 94 caches, The K5
complex has a good cache sequence which can be pinned down to and prior to 9.12.5 (St,
39, associated with K=5-lst-B). You connect this date with Tepeu 1 in your recent
report, Dr. Satterthwaite guess-dates the beginnings of F. N. architectural activity
at 9.0,0.0.0, In this instance, K«5=4th ie the first of the K~5 complex, Un the basis
of estimated building intervals, K-5-3rd dates to 9.3. This sounds very reasonable if
pottery is disregerded beyond the absence of local pre~Claszic mteriel. lowever, Cres-
son, in his unpublished studies, includes in his Group 1 (that is, clay and soil de-
posit just above bedrock and below fill of K=5w3rd = in other words, Kef-ith) the fol-
lowing materials

(a) Head: typical Style Y (see Butler,1935,X11I1,28,29)
Leg: short, stubby; lines for toes...
Armess
Large hollow molded ‘hg'a heades.
A few Polychrome A and B sherds

(v) Flanged bowl sherds
Basal ridge bowl sherds
Basal molding bowl sherds
Barrel-shaped bowl sherds (usually Polychrome D)
Flat-based bowl sherds, incurving sides
(usually Polychrome B)

The material listed under g would suggest Late Classic. 4 Type Y head though was found
on bedrock of the Aeropolis. "Mexican" has been applied to this type by Butler. Poly-
chromes 4 and B sre evidently Tepeu, Yet the material listed under p would seem to be
wholly the equivalent of Tsacol.

The question then is whether this K5-4th deposit is trangitional from
local Tzacol to Tepeu. 1f it is, Dr, ‘atterthwaite's estimates would indicate transition
around 9.0 to 9.3. This of course is far out of line with the 9.8 Uaxactun estimate, How-
ever, if 9.8 is roughly correct for Uaxactun and also applicable to F.N. and if the de~
posit truly represents transition, you then rust squash an enormous amount of building
and important innovations into four or so katuns, Naturally, there are other speculative
possibilities,

We'd certainly sppreciate any ideas that you might heve on this situation.

Very sincerely,
William Coe
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_ STRUCTURE J-29
DATING: This temple atructure consists of four rce?%iuablo build:lng phases, labeled
«D, the uarlie\nt, through =A (see Satterthwaite, 1936a, pls5). Two caches were enw
countered, Cache J-29«1 appeared below the base cf a column gltar set in a ventilated
niche at the rear of the room, The second cache, J-29«2, wae found below but slightly
protruding above a floor known as Floor 3. - '

Thie second cache was patently intrusive, its crude repository havéfpenetrated
not only Floor 3 (which connects with Phase D), but Floor 2b (yrhich connects with
Phase B) and Floor 2a (which origirially turned-up at either Ph;ae B or at FPhase 4),
The excavated hole had been plugged with M and plaster; its surface was flush
with the surface of Floor 2a, indicating that the cache was intruded during the use
of Floor 2a and none later, lo signs of a »turn-up were found for this {loor and thus
it might pertain to either one of the two finel phases, 4B or =i |

The altar cache, J=29-l, relates to the niche, to the sill in front of the niche,
and ultimately to Floor 3 rather than any- floor following it.

Theérefore, it is most probable that Cache J-29-1 was dedicated at the time of
building Structure J=29«D, vhich had as its surface Floor 3. Its dedicatory character
is indicated by its placement in regard to the altar and by the altars axial loecation,
Cache J«29-2, however, was made intf*uively after the Euilding of Jw29=B g;; after
the btuilding of Jw20wiiy

Strﬁ;f.;zre Je29=h has been used (see Appendix) to mark ihe first attempt, known to
have been successful, to utilize the corbelled roof. On the basis of evidence supplied
by Structures K=S-1st-B and 012, J=29-A has been gufess-dated at 9410.0.0,0, Thus
Cache J=29«2 can belong in time no earlier that the date of J«29-B's construction
) St et i e Sony epsiciien 10 o 0 NS
dating of phases other than -A is possible or;ly dn the basis of estimated building
intervals, There is no reason to belleve thal any great amount of time was involved

(Svatterthwaite, verbal communieation)
in the whole sequence; for one, only minor superpositioning occurred, & situation
quite unlike that fz;;l:;metum;oxuﬁ and O»13 and so forth. Perhaps one, perhape two

or three katuns at most would have sufficed for the four phases, Cresson's J=29



ceramic study (Cresson, n.d.) illustrates the presence in every phase of sherds

attributable to Late Classic (Tepeu) times; Phase D contained one sherd of Polychrome
, e ,

B, a type intermediate in the Acropolis series, the bottonm stmaa J;f which contains

Tepeu elements,

3
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GENERAL REMARKS

Strs. S=-17 and S-18-1st can be conveniently considered together.

They stand side by side in the Southeast Section, and are linked typologically

by the faet that they are the only known portico-type palaces at the site

which are single-ranged though free-standing. Either could have been

double-range so far as space-limitations are concerned. THey had masonry

walls with either thatch or beam~and-mortar roofs, which adds to their interest.

The reconstriuctdons of Fig. 1 are larcely in broken line, but so far

as they go these are considered to be reliable, The only important real doubt
(lower right in the figure)

applies to Str. S-17, where possibly the two left doorways/should be

eliminated, as in the plan ofi Exgxx%, the map of the site (Fig. 3, Part I).

Data used in the reconstructions of both structures is noted below, together

with reasons for modifying the original reconstruction of the plan of Str. S-17.

Qur information was not all gathered at one time. While surveying

in 1933 zkax Parris noted prmssmsexsfxpiarwxindieziimg signs of piers nesr
mistakenly

the right end of Str. S-18-1lst. His field sketch shows he/thought there was

a line of them along the rear as well as the front (as at Str. 0-18) . During the

next year excavations were not permitted the writer made sketeh-plans of

wall~indicating ridges and pier-indicating humps of debris, and drew several

cross~sections and two longitudinal ones which were carefully contrlled with

tape and levling instrument. The longitudinal profiles aprear in Fig. 3. This

work, still without excavation, showed that the plans of both buildings were

essentially as here presented, though practically no masonry showed anywhere.

In 1936 Cresson did enough clearing of debris to fix levels of constructional

features, to confirm the "reading" of debris contours, and to provide reasonably

average
reliable/measurements of walls and piers. His excavations were between the



right end of the Str. S=-17 and the nearby left end of Str. S-18-lst,
within the respect galleries near these ends, and through the docrway
just right of the central doorway of Str. S-18-1st. The latter cut
through debris reached the £kmm rear wall, and followed it as far as
center,without encountering signs of a bench or other centered @ atuee.
The extent of all cle:ring within the buildings is indicated with
reasonable fidelity by solid-lije portions of Fig. 1.

In 1939 the writer cleured a bit more of the floor of Str. S=-18-1st

lowest

ne:r center, and also ecleared a narrow path forward to the /base-surface
at the front, which we have labeled "Bourt Floor 1". As may be seen on the
map this was clearly an artificially leveled@ surface which possibly might
better be styled = smmll plaza. On this cleared path two pits were dug &and
associated cuts were made into platform units as shown in ENEXE RN ERREX
Section e~f (Fig. 2). This minor digging within mmziewkxmam intact construction
had for its maln object a search for sherds, but it revealed the existance

of an earlier wall and floor designated Str. S-18-2nd.



DETATILS, AND BASES FOR RECONSTRUCTION

It will be more convenient to mske a few remarks on Str. S-18-2nd
after discussing all other piukfwrm units, though some of them are lster.in age.
Units have been lettered for reference as usual, ¥uk in different series
for each structure. 3imma Fig. 1 show three structures, and Unit F re eives
the structure 3-19,
its designation in the series for that sweathouse, which is partially shown
here to indicate its spatial relationship to Str. S-18-1lst. It should be remembered

Units A, B and C are Units A, B and C
that Ymés-8 of Str. S-17 f# not the same thingsas WH{f/¢ of Str. S-18.

(Fig. 2)

Platform Units, Court Floors /
Court Floors The upper of the two court floors/was guite deeply buried,

but this was by sherd-bearing fine marth considered to
be wash. The floor as found conisted of crushed stone, probably remains of
lime concrete which disintegrated while still exposed. Court Floor 2, 45 cgy.
below Court Floor 1, lay below a solid fill placed in Maya times, yet showed
no signs of plaster or mortar. It was recorded as a 1l0-cm. layer of "medium
crushed stone”, implying larger fragments than those of the leter floor,
and these were sketched as larger. Probably this was an "earth-and-stone"”

the nearby
floor without mortar, such as was found umdmxxihe associated with/Str. V-1l-lst.



Basal Platform (Units C-C* As the map shows, the original natural
Qf Str. 3-18)

surface rose toward the southwest, behind

behind our two structures, and it xeuxxEnaxpxixeexsiruckuresy xand ik prokably
in a southeasterly direction
probably rose more gradually as one passed from the position to be occupied
by the left end of Str. 3-17 to that to be occupied by Str. 5-19. A basal platform
fimxaddttiwnxke rising from the Court floor may have been necessary if
level surfaces were to be maintained everywhere in front of the loei of the
existed
two palaces. Such a platform certainly axpzaradxkxfexe in front of Str. S-18%1st
(Unit C-C', Figs. 1 and 2). Accuratrly determined levels show that the base-
at
surface of the sweathouse (Str. 5-19), that is Unit F, was about the same level
as the top of Unit B' of Str. S-18-1st, the next to highest component of its
building platform. In Fig. 1 the suggested manner of pessing from the lower area
in front of the palaces to the higher area in front of Str. 5-19 is entirely
Ximnxkiy
hypothetical; its only purpose is to/show visually that the association of
sweathouse and palaces was not quite to intirate as a plan alone would suggest.
(in broken line)

On the map of the site the right end of the basal platform is shown/as exposed;
it may have been originally, but probably was not by the time of Str. S-19.

Referrins to Fig. 2, it is clear that the two levels of Unit C* are

a structur 1l unit; the wall behind the two faces appeared to be a fill wall
stepped-
only. This unit (¢g#C') is structurally later than the the main broad platform

(Unit C), but there is no particular reason for doubting it belongs wkkkxxk

in the same phase. It is to be dated as contemporary with, or latter than,
the

Court Floor 1, so that whole basal platform is almost certainly lster than

Court Floor 2 (which was seen in Pit 2 only).



Building Platforms Cresson's findings between the two structures

show definitely that the end and front faces
of the buukding platform of Str. S-17 were batterred, while the end of the
corresponding component of Str. S-18«lst was vertical.
plinth-forming

Tnexpectedly he shows no mxpxmsExmf exposure of the top of the
platform at the ear, in either case. Though narrow, these were clear along
the ends and fronts. Here at the rear the building platform walls were
not followed very far down and wd can probably safely dimrsfzxdx regard
the fact that the rear face of the Str. S-17 platform seemed to be vertical
were seen. Similarly, the indicated lack of narrow plinthsexpesmwres- at the
rears of both buuldings may be local and accidental.

right
The end of the step-like Unit C of Str. S~17 could be followed.
It is 55 em. from the corner. It is structurally secondary to the building
platform, as determined by a cut through it opposite the completely outlined
pier.
Fig. 2 shows that the corresponging element of Str. S618 (Unit B')
is a structural unit with the building platform itself, and it undoubtedly
always
ran from end to end (Fig. 1). Being decidely higher, Unit B' probably required
something like the lower Unit B"™, and though this latter is struecturally
secondary, one doubts i1f it belongs to a later phase. W_ have some confirmation of
this in the fact that it rested on the floor of Unit C, which presented a
reéognizable crushed stone surface (presumably with lime mortar), yet finishing
plaster was not present kmxim below the protecting Unit B".
In Fig. 1 it is suggestédﬁthat‘fhe main element of the basal platform

(Unit C of ’
¢gf Str. S-18) probably extended before the locus of Str. S-17, but thatbif it
did, in that region at least its surface was raised about 20 cm., at or before

the construction of the S=-17 buil ing platform. This seems to most reasonable

explanation of the clearly recorded fact that the right front corner of



building
the S=17 plastform is 20 cm. higher than the base of the S-18-1st building platform

at a point only 87 cm. distant. If a raising of the Exikx@xfimeroriginal
basal platform floor is the true explanation of the diffe ence in levels,
The S-17 platform is later than thet of Str. S-18-1st, so the question is
of same importance.

Unfortunately the floors were not carefully examined here. Some difference
in age is clearly implied, but one could inmagine a sequence of events which
made the lower base-level the later one. Thatuseems unlikely, however,
since the difference is so little, and raising of eld floors by comparable
amounts is known to have ocurred eleswhere at the site. While no such secondary
raising was noted in front of Str. 5-18 (Fig. 2) it might have been confined
to the region aof Str. S-17 and have been intended to compensate for the lesser
height of that building platform.

The right front corner of the S-17 building plagform was 10 cm. below
the plinth-level of Str. S-18 opposite; proceeding to the rear corners, the

The drawings do not

S-17 platform sloped up 10 em. while the S-18-1st platform rose 20. em. llo account
attempt to reflect

@2 these mXmpesx front-to-rear slopes, and there is no satisfactory evidence that

they appeared consistently within the buildings.

Buildings Plans reflected in Fig. 1 depend in-she-meim on average

dimensions km listedin the Average Dimension %able, and these
in turn depend on satisfactory measurements of excavated portions fairly well
indicated in the figure. The point of view chosen prevents showing evidence that
the left jamh of the left doorway was about 1.80 from the corner , though this
was only a single surviving "possible jamb stone". Fortunaetly the other jamb was
gkgar clear and two widths for two other doorways (1L.5% and 1.54) confirm the position.
On Str. S=17 the right jamb of the right doorway could be measured directly

as 1.12 from the corner, that is, about one pier-width instead of something more

than a pier=width. With these dimesnsions known we can reconstruct a portico-type



/ x

positions,
based on a few known Jamb-positi
cfor
facade using known average dimensions mfxaxfxw piers and doorways provided

we can safely assume symmetry, and if we know either the total length or
the total number of piers (one less than the total number of dorpways).
It scems safe to assume the puetico type building in both cases here--
that is, a facade with a line of @ standard-size piers am# between
standard-size doorwayss-on the basis of approxinately equally-spaced

actual
humps of debris, confirmed by a fair sampling of jamb-positions below them. ///

Fig. 3 shows the evidence for nine front doorways &nd a solid
rear wall of Str. S-18-1st, and its vertical relationships to the structures
on either side. The drawing is in three overlapping segrments, arrows
indicating the amount of overlap. In the upper segment Section a-b begins to
the right (observer's left) of Str. S-19, passing through the rear of the
lintel of its sweat®room at Point 1 (Point 2 locates the cross-section of
Fig. 2). The approximate floor level of Str. S-19 is indicated in broken
line, and a symetrical reconstruction with the lintel at center requires us
to end this platform at about the indicated point.on the second segment.

Section a=b continues on the same line, above the humps snd depressions
some of Which were dug out to reveal piers and doorways of Str. S-18-1st.
The floor of this is also approximately located., kxkimexmf @rosses mark the
centers of doorways as reconstructed, the placement being with releztion
to the known end, and the central one being underlined. Tyeref are only nine
based on assuming a symmetricel portico

dips to be accounted for; the reconstruction pleces the crosses below a dip
in every case, and calls for ending the building about where this just leaves
room for Str. S-19. Section c-d is parallel to Section a-b, about 2.80 behind

1t, over the ridge whieh indicated the rear wall of Str. S-18-1st. It shows no

dips comparable with those of the for ard section and excavation showed there



0

Wwas no rear docrway below the small depression near center.
These carefully controlled profiles were not extended across
the mound of Str. S-17, but the sketch plan shows s similar situation,
though the rear ridge and the forward humps were lower and less distinet.
with a small-cross line
In Fég. 3 Section a-b is extended over the small poetion of Str, S-17 shown,
‘indicated
on the basis of the plan.suXx The greater depth of debris on the floor
i1s controlled by a cross-section at the end of this less accurate portion
o approximately equally spaced
of the forward profile. Tiye plan calls for five humps along this line,
the hump fartherest fram the right end of the building being somewhat
doubtful. In reconstructing the plan on the map of the site we disregarded
this doubtful fifth pier, and could not assume symmetry because & small
exposiire of the left end of the building platform called for a building length
of about 20 m. (Unit B* of Str. S-17 in Figure 1). Hence that plan supposes
vauguely
an expanse of blank wall at the left end, comparable with the northwesterly
facade of Str. J=-2 on the Acropolis. This remains a possibility, but it seems
more likely that signs of a sixth pier became completely abliterated.
Reconstructing on this basis with average pier and doorway dimensions
and assuming symmetry,
established at the other end,gives a length for the building which is just about

what is required.

Heights of Walls Faces of rear wall and piers were seeng to

surviving heights of 55 and 50 cm. respectively in the case of Str. 5-17,

and of 52 and 35 em. respectively on Str. 5-18-lst. Assuming that masonry
rose t0 roof height in both cases we should expeet the S-l%n::izps to be lower,
if anything, and the debris over them was lower. At the left rear corner of
Str. S-18-1st this rose to 1.08 above the floor level, while two or three

pindividual blocks of stone, probably in semi-position, inereasd the total

height to 1x3IRxmx 1.45 m. Tyere can be no doubt that the walls and piers of

Str. S-18-1st reached roof height, ang Practically nope S
thoge



of Str. S-17 did also.
Ro@f-types Vault slabs and specialized cap-stones were not noted
and were undoubtedly absent. Debris depths as low as
25 em, in the center of the S-18-1lst gallery, and 40 cm. in that of Str.
S=17 make it certain that both roofs were non-vaulted ones. Fresumably both
were either thatch or beam-and-mortar; if one only was beam-andpmortar,
the somewhat greater debris depth indicates this was Str. S-17.

Nothing is known of this earlier structure except what is shown in

Fig. 2. It was not determined whether the short expanse of wall exposed
by our cut was complete, or the stump of something higher. It may be
the complete face of & building platform about 25 em. high.

The wall rested on &f floor of crushed stone and mortar, though
finishing plaster was not noted. The floor material ran under the wall, while
out side it could be followed for a short fistance only. Criginally it
must have run further forward to the top of some wall, and so far as we know

of the basal platform

this might have carried one down only to the surface of Unit C/ If there
was such a wall connecting with Unit C, examination indicated that it had
not survived to form the base course of the later Unit B' of Str. J-18-lst.
Theoretically Str. 5-18~2nd may have been served by an early basal platform
not reached by out digging, k= It seems most likely that it belong in time
with Tnit C, the connecting wall having been torn out for its stone at the
time of Str. 5-18-1st.

The base of the early wall was 62 cm. below the bas of the facing

wall of the laster Unit B of Str. 5-18-lsy, and about 15 cm. behind it; it was

27 em. abovVe the level of the base of W& Unit B' of that structure.



DATING

Structures S=-17 and S-18-1st were apparently in use up to

the time of abandonment, Either may be later than its building platform,
since evidence of such situations is often herd to find, and it was not
looked for. Therefore, though there is inconclusive evidence that the
building platform of Str. S5-17 is later than that of Str. S-18-lst,
the relative ages of the buildings themselves need not correspond.

QA& to the platforms considered separately, a significant difference in
age is the most plausible explantion &ff minor differences in design:
that of Str. S-17 is slightly lower, its faces are battered instead of
being vertical, and the step-like element along the front fails to reach

The latter
the ends, EX&xit is structurally secondeary while the mogt nearly correpponding
element on Str. S-18-1st is a structural unit with the building platform
proper.
two
Considering the/buildings separately, the masonry is similar and so
are the plans, but there are differences in dimensions whieh strongly
(Average Dimension Table).

sugeest that the S-17 building is later/ The reom spsn ani door-widths ere
slightly greater than those of Str. $=18-1st. Taken alone, these differences
might be non-significant, but the piers amnd walls of Str. S-17 are noticeably

thinner, and at the same time the piers are not iceablv shorter. The pertinent

indices are as follows:
Wall-Span  Pier-Doorway

Str. 5-18-1st 36 107

str. 5-17 a5 64

Str. S-17 is a less massive building in two not necessarily connected
aspects. Because they are so intimately assoc iated spetionally, and so

similar in all other respects, these two buildings afford the best evidence



we have that there was technological progress in the direction of
less massive construction, quite apart from the special problems
presented by vaulted or semi-vaulted roofs. If we do not accept the above
relatively lower

combination of Ygy¥ indices as an indicator of less age for Str. J-17,
we have no e@planation for them, unless we suppose a "heavier" Str. J=18-1st
to support a beam-snd-mortar roof, that of Str. J=17 having been of
thateh. is to this possibility, the evidence of debris depths suggests
identical roof-types, or else beam-esnd-morter on Str. J-17 rather than
on the more msssive structure.

I think we may conclude that the two buildings differed somewhat
in age, with Str. J=17 being the later by some unknown but perhaps short

2 presungklyxkkair
lapse of time. They and/their building platforms (presuming the latter to
belong with them in time) date in the latest period of building activity
surely at least

at this locus. There was at least one prior period, probably two pricr periods,
and there may have been more. The basal platform (Unit C-C* of Str. 5-18)
belongs in the latest or the next-to-latest period, probably the latter,
with a still euarlier period to account for Court Floor 2. This basal
plat form, with its low step-terracing leading to a broad stage, corresponds
rather closely with the basal platform before the temple pyramids of Strs.
k-9 and R-10. Tnere, in the South Group Court, the type first appears sometinme
after a platform which carried Stela 25, dated at 9.8.15.0.0. On the basis of
this gwesx hint we can guess that the latest constructional period -- that of
the two palsce buildings,b:§§nno egrlier than 9.10.0.0.0, and might have begun
later.

This "guess-dating" is quite consistent with what little was

learned of ceramics. T’ 1939 digging produced 518 catalogued sherds, of



or were contempor ary with
which 164 pre-dated/the/building platform of buiiéing-ef Str. J-18-lst.

(Objectg Table, Positions 5, 6, 7, 9). They show the presence

negattive painting with positive black line, orange bar decoration,

bowls wigk or plates with flat lips, and (probably) a distinctive form
of smgll puttery drum such as was found on the floor Str. J-1ll-l1st,

the least massive of the vaulted palaces on the Acropolis. Included here
also Was a very thin slab foot on a vessel with thin falt bottom, very
different from slab feet normally found with flanged bowl sherds.
Negatively, the whole admitedly small seample mroduced no typical slab feet,
and only three flanged bowl sherds. T®we of t hese pre-dated Court Floor 2
(Position 11); thk other was in a possible late position (Position 4).
All were weathered., S0 far as it goes the ceramic evidence suggests that

flanged bowls were out of style even by the time of Str. J# S-18-2nd.



AVERAGE DIMENSION TABLE
Averzgex Dimensisn: Zubie

Platform Units

Units Heidst Length Depth Slope
Str. S=17 B .75 20.29* 3.95 78
" 'y c ? 19.19* 1.8 ?
Str. S-18-1st B 1.10 30320* 4.30 v
" - B'~B¥* 75 30.20*% 1l.68 v

Building Units

Sections Elevations
‘ ! Length Depth Piers Doors
Str. 5=17 65 2.55 «65 20.09* 3.85 1.05 1.65
Str. S-18-1st .88 2,44 .88 20.90% 4.20 1.60 1.50

Note: Starred dimensions are approximations based on recinstruction.
MASONRY NOTES
final

Both structures were built with tabular stone, apparently iny the

main blocks and small slabs. Fig. 3 shows the right front corner and end
This photograph

of Str. S-173 i¥ indicates that after the building of the S-17 platform
the floor level between the two strucgures was reised somewhat, a fact
not recorded otherwise, aml not shown in the drawings. Surviving plaster
was not recog#tded anywhere, either for floors or walls of Strs. S-17 and
S-18-1st, but there is every reasoj to suppose it had been present on both,
and that the floorxs were of line concréte. For Str. S-18-2nd the same remarks
apply, the floor meterial at the base of the wall having been noted as of

erushed stone and mortar. Court floor 2 was probably a "stone and earth" one,

while Court 1 may be presumed to be disintegrated remains of a lime concrete floor.
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Posit ions

1 On floor of building,

(or possibly from floor material)

Sherds

R
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Str. S-18 Section. Part III Fig. 2. Pencil on tracing paper.
Removed to:

Piedras Negras—

Oversize Plans and Drawings—
Str. O-13 Sections—

P-45-16
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Str. S-17, S-18 S-19 Section. Part III Fig. 4. Pencil on
tracing paper.

Removed to:

Piedras Negras—

Oversize Plans and Drawings—
Str. O-13 Sections—

P-45-16
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Str. S-17, S-18, S-19 Isometric. Pencil on tracing paper.
Removed to:

Piedras Negras—

Oversize Plans and Drawings—
Str. S-17, S-18, S-19—

M-62-6
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Str. O-13-1st through 4th Section. 1956. Pencil on tracing
paper.

Removed to:

Piedras Negras—

Oversize Plans and Drawings—
Str. O-13 Sections—

P-45-16



< %

- Gk vas | (thJS "Uhker Pt )
(" Wown high Tasmus'= dan 29/,
10W sbors "1 wd by

- ) /',7 . ‘ CWOw ko-cl‘,.!.,,. (>1/4)

G-13-2~3
7((’\‘” LS
~T A - 44_.9,.\\ o, “V‘w “} ;'1\
N O-t3-34d "~ ) # p”'ﬂ
{ P - C:\“y,.-"‘ })‘. >
- oot AN
-~ = ,\y{;\,ﬂ »V"AV"‘(
v W
L odveaie o N N
e A
3 @ P
5 k\<"'\j,)w 1
| \ R
2 R -\)"'_ ) o
g G y';\.{;'{
\ ~ w
\ 1(9/'/‘)"..4’5 °
\

\ basa{ stogen fIDMIMfT
\ qub\ 4( ‘.'f«lrwo—a
(J“ov"\vs “Jouren 1Muui

< Lo —>
(3173)
i’(mﬂ7 i

e A 20 s S e s




	PUMu1105_17_15-001
	PUMu1105_17_15-002
	PUMu1105_17_15-003
	PUMu1105_17_15-004
	PUMu1105_17_15-005
	PUMu1105_17_15-006
	PUMu1105_17_15-007
	PUMu1105_17_15-008
	PUMu1105_17_15-009
	PUMu1105_17_15-010
	PUMu1105_17_15-011
	PUMu1105_17_15-012
	PUMu1105_17_15-013
	PUMu1105_17_15-014
	PUMu1105_17_15-015
	PUMu1105_17_15-016
	PUMu1105_17_15-017
	PUMu1105_17_15-018
	PUMu1105_17_15-019
	PUMu1105_17_15-020
	PUMu1105_17_15-021
	PUMu1105_17_15-022
	PUMu1105_17_15-023
	PUMu1105_17_15-024
	PUMu1105_17_15-025
	PUMu1105_17_15-026
	PUMu1105_17_15-027
	PUMu1105_17_15-028
	PUMu1105_17_15-029
	PUMu1105_17_15-030
	PUMu1105_17_15-031
	PUMu1105_17_15-032
	PUMu1105_17_15-033
	PUMu1105_17_15-034
	PUMu1105_17_15-035
	PUMu1105_17_15-036
	PUMu1105_17_15-037

