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PALACES AND PALACE COMPLEXES IN THE PUUC REGION

The use (or misuse) of the term "palace" to describe a great

variety of different building forms found in the lowland Maya area

has a long and varied history. Beginning with the Spanish

Conquistadores, who spoke of the great Maya palacios (palaces)

the term palace has become firmly imbedded in the Literature

describing Maya culture and Maya settlements. The general

outline of the history of the use of the term "palace" has been

reviewed in some detail by both Harrison (1970) and Kowalski

(1987) and need not be repeated here. Harrison's review was

fundamental to his analysis of the functions of the various

buildings of the Central Acropolis at Tikal while Kowalski's review

provided the needed background for his assessment of the

function(s) of the House (Palace) of the Governor at Uxmal. Both

noted that early on the term "palace" was used to distinguish

multi-chambered buildings, often with complex ground plans from

"temples" which consisted of a few rooms with a simple ground

plan. In addition, the temples were generally found on pyramidal

substructures while palaces were situated on low platforms.

Finally, temples were assumed to be used exclusively for religious

purposes while palaces were assumed to be residences. Even

today (1994) this dichotomy still persists and I will come back to

this point later.

Both Harrison and Kowalski also noted that during the time when

Maya settlements, and in particular the larger settlements, were

viewed as "empty ceremonial centers" (1920's-1940'a), it was

asserted that the so-called palaces were more likely to have

provided spaces for civic-administrative functions, and at best

would only have served as temporary living quarters for priests

and other dignitaries during those times when people from the

surrounding countryside came to the erstwhile "ceremonial center"

for periodic celebrations. In this scenario, the priests or other

"elites" were assumed to live in the countryside in thatch-roofed

houses the same as everyone else. Settlement and epigraphic

studies, accompanied by excavation at numerous Maya sites in

nearly all parts of the Maya area over the past three decades

have finally laid the "empty ceremonial center" concept to rest

and the pendulum has once more swung in the direction of

"palaces" as residences for members of the Maya elite class(es).

In the Puuc region, it seems fair to say that Teobert Maler (1895,

1902), who spent many years exploring the forested hills and

valleys in the rural area of Yucatan and Campeche, was among the
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first persons to use the term "palace to describe the larger (and

better preserved) stone masonry structures he encountered,

particularly those with well preserved stone sculpture on their

principal facades. A few years later, Maler (1911) also used the

term palace to describe a number of large, two-story, multiroomed

structures at Tikal and other sites in the Department of Peten,

Guatemala. In both cases, many of these same buildings still

carry the common name of palace, regardless of their specific form

or size. ? Actually, Maler used three different terms, Palace,

Temple-Palace, and Castillo (castle) to make finer distinctions

among these structures. jf-

'-In general, Maler referred to those multichambered stone masonry

buildings in the Puuc region, both large and small, that carried

elaborate architectural sculpture as "palaces" (fig. 1) while many

two-story buildings, with numerous rooms on the ground floor and

small, generally four-room structures on the upper level, reached

by broad stone stairways, were described as Temple-Palaces; the

lower story being the palace and the upper story the temple (fig.

2). Maler's Castillos (castles) were those stone masonry buildings

situated on the tops of high hills as opposed to those on the

lower slopes of hills or on the floors of valleys (fig. 3). Thus, his

Castillos might be about the same size and have the same floor

plans as "palaces" found on the floors of valleys. Thanks largely

to Maler's terminology, buildings differing greatly in size and form

such as Structure 2B1 at Sayil with 94 rooms (fig. 4), and

Structure 1 at Xlabpak, with only 9 rooms (fig. 5), both carry the

designation Palace, regardless of their size or potentially different

functions. In this connection, it is worth noting that John Lloyd

Stephens (1841) almost always used the more neutral term casa

(house) to describe the same buildings that Maler later caUed

"palaces" or "temple-palaces".

Some indication of the continuing confusion and concern in regard

to the term palace can be gleamed from Harry Pollock's changing

view of these structures over time. In 1935, Pollock discussed

palaces in connection with the architecture at Coba as follows:

"Maya buildings are in general divided into two large

classes, temples and palaces, the former supposedly

having been used for strictly religious purposes and

the latter for residence. The two are normally

differentiated from each other in that the temple

consists of a few rooms with a simple ground plan,

while the palace is multichambered and often an

extremely complicated plan. In addition, the temple is



associated with the pyramidal type of substructure

and the palace with the platform mound. These

characteristics are not invariably true, however, and

there are many borderline examples that are difficult

to place in their correct categories."

By 1965 he had become disenchanted with the palace as residence

concept and had this to say:

"The least satisfactory class of buildings, both from

the point of view of type and of function is the so-

called palace. This term is used primarily for

multiroomed structures that most often rest on

relatively low substructures, but it has tended to be

a catch-all designation for buildings that fit into no

other class. To add to this confusion, we know little

about the functions of palaces."

By 1980, Pollock was thoroughly disgusted with the palace concept

and dismissed any further discussion of the matter in these terms:

"I have little to contribute to further defining

or redefining the unfortunate term "palace".

Structures conforming to what has generally been

thought of as representing this type occur in great

numbers and in a large range of sizes and designs."

Under the heading of Superstructures, Pollock made reference to

many Puuc buildings that are commonly called palaces but

described them only in terms of their size and form without

reference to their identification by others as palaces or to their

possible functions.

PALACE TYPES, PUUC REGION

Based on the data now available in regard to the so-called palaces

or palace complexes from over 160 different sites in the Puuc

region (Fig. 6), it is clear that there are three basic types of

multi-chambered, and in some cases, multi-storied buildings or

complexes of buildings generally falling into the Palace category

which differ significantly in their basic form and organization.

Here we are considering only "large" buildings or complexes

(those with ten rooms or more).

TYPE I PALACES (range-type buildings)

Type I Puuc palaces include all known one-story range buildings

with 10 rooms or more. The extant examples include buildings

with one to three parallel rows of rooms, some with lateral rooms

at the ends. It should be noted here that in other regions (c.f.

Tikal), there are many large range-type buildings (palaces) with

two levels of rooms, in which the upper level rooms are centered



directly above those on the lower level, but there appear to be

few, if any, examples of this form in the Puuc region where

range-type buildings are consistently only one-story high.

Table 1 shows a total of 38 buildings of this type which are found

at 18 different sites. At the outset, it is important to recognize

that 16 of the known examples of this building type are found at

Uxmal and that a total of 26 are found at only 7 of the largest

Puuc sites. It is also noteworthy that most of the examples at

Uxmal are parts of quadrangular complexes and I will return to

this fact a little later. None of the individual range-type

buildings have more than 26 rooms, compared to the 94 rooms in

the three-story Palace at Sayil (Type II) but the Quadrangles at

Uxmal have upwards of 80 rooms in all when all four buildings

forming the quadrange are considered. Plans of the best

preserved buildings of this type are shown in Figure 7.

TYPE II PALACES (Solid core surrounded by perimeter rooms)

Type II Puuc palaces, in which a solid, artificial rectangular

masonry core is surrounded on all sides by rows of rooms opening

to the exterior, form an important, and virtually unique building

type which is essentially restricted to the Puuc region.11 As

noted earlier, buildings of this type may have one, two, or three

levels of rooms, and in the case of the multilevel structures, the

upper levels are supported on the solid core(s) below. Only

"large" buildings (10 rooms or more) of this type are considered

in the present paper although buildings of the same type with 8

or 9 rooms are probably similar to the larger examples in terms of

their basic functions.*2

As shown in Table 2, a total of 47 buildings of this type have

been identified at 33 different Puuc sites. It is noteworthy that

Kabah, a Rank 1/2 site has 5 examples. Muluchtzekal, a Rank 2

site, has 4 examples and Sayil, also a Rank 2 site, has 5 examples.^

A few other sites have two examples but most have only one. It

is also noteworthy that 16 buildings of this type, some with more

than 20 rooms, are found at Rank 4 and 5 sites and I will come

back to this point later. Of the 47 examples shown in Chart B, 21

are sufficiently well preserved to provide some basis for a

tentative functional analysis. See Figures 8 and 9 for plans of

the best preserved Type II palaces.
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TYPE III PALACE COMPLEXES (Hilltop complexes)

Type III Palace Complexes are defined as complexes sited on

hilltops (low or high) which have two basic components: 1) one or

more rows of rooms at the edge of a terrace which has been

formed by leveling the top of a hill; and 2) one or more buildings

occupying the top of this terrace. In most cases, the roof of the

rooms at the edge of the terrace is level with the top of the

terrace behind while in a few instances, the roof of these rooms is

about a meter higher than the level of the terrace. It is the

combination of the rooms at the edge of the terrace together with

the structure(s) on the upper level that gives these complexes

their unique character and form (fig. 10).

As shown in Table 3, there are 35 examples of these unusual

configurations, with a total of 10 rooms or more, divided among 26

different sites. Chart C also shows the number of rooms at the

edge(s) of the upper terrace(s) as well as the number of rooms of

the structure(s) on the upper terrace. Seven sites have two

examples but only one (Chacmultun) has three examples. As is the

case with both Type I and Type II palaces, a number of the

hilltop complexes are found at Rank 4 and 5 sites, including two

with 30 or more rooms (Dzula and Xpostanil). It should also be

noted that the Palace at Labna (Structure 1) is included in this

group since the majority of its 63 total rooms are found along the

southern and eastern edges of a low hill which has been leveled

on top to form a large, irregularly shaped terrace which supports

several additional good sized, range -type buildings. It is also

noteworthy that in six cases, the structures on the upper level

are large enough to be considered as Type I or Type II palaces in

their own right. Included in this latter group are the upper level

structures of the Chacmultun and Cabalpak Groups at Chacmultun,

upper level of Structure 1 at Dzula, Structure 5 at Nohcacab,

Type II building on 5th tier at Xkochkax, two-story Type II

building on upper level at Xpostanil, and upper level range

building of Group B at Xtampak I.

Before continuing this discussion of the "large" vaulted masonry

Puuc buildings, some mention must be made of the smaller vaulted

masonry buildings (1 to 9 rooms) that make up the bulk of all

vaulted masonry buildings at sites throughout the entire Puuc

region. In earlier studies of building types and architectural

styles in the Puuc region (Andrews, 1982, 1985, 1990), I made a

preliminary count of the number of rooms in each of the 578

buildings included in this analysis as of 1990 (fig. 11). This

to



study showed that very small (1 to 4 room) vaulted masonry

buildings represented 64 percent of all buildings recorded and

that 83 percent of all vaulted masonry buildings had 9 rooms or

less. This leaves large buildings (10 rooms or more) representing

17 percent of all vaulted masonry buildings included in the 1990

study (Table 4). If the rooms in foundation braces were added to

those in the vaulted buildings, the number of structures with 1 to

9 rooms would increase enormously.

In considering the above figures, it must be kept in mind that

our data is almost entirely restricted to what can be gleaned from

reconnaissance surveys of exposed surface remains as only one

Puuc site (Sayil) has been mapped in sufficient detail to produce

reliable figures for building size, form, and room counts

(Tourtellot et al. 1990). In spite of this, experience has shown

that few large buildings are likely to be missed even in fairly

preliminary site surveys and that the larger structures tend to be

better preserved, in part just because of their sheer mass. For

this reason, I would assume that more complete data on building

form and room counts from future site surveys in the Puuc region

would tend to increase the number of smaller buildings (1 to 4

rooms) while only slightly changing the counts for the larger

structures. This suggests that the percentage of large buildings

at all sites will fall with better data, simultaneously increasing the

number and room counts for the smaller buildings. As an

indication of how much the preliminary figures for all sites might

change, they can be compared with those from Sayil, where only 6

of 214 vaulted masonry buildings or almost 3 percent had 10

rooms or more.

RECENT STUDIES OF PALACES IN PUUC REGION

In recent years, several studies have been undertaken which

examine the extent to which Puuc "palace" buildings should be

considered as residences for members of the elite class. The first

of these dealt mostly with a single building, the House (or Palace)

of the Governor at Uxmal (Kowalski. 1987). Following his

exhaustive review of the architectural and iconographic

organization of this most grandiose of all the Puuc "palaces",

Kowalski concluded that it was probably the residence of Lord

Chac, the last ruler of Uxmal, and cited additional evidence that it

also served as an administrative center and astronomical

observatory, (fig. 12). This interpretation is in accord with the

belief held by a number of other investigators, including the

author, that many Maya "palaces" were in fact multi-functional

structures which, depending on their size, complexity,



organization, internal spatial differentiation, and circulation

systems, must have provided spaces for a combination of

residential, civic, administrative, storage and other functions

associated with the normal life styles of the highest ranking

members of the elite class.

In a more general review of Puuc palaces, Kurjack (1990)

interpreted the large Puuc "palace" type buildings or "great

houses" as elite residences which provided only minor spaces for

non-residential functions. In this interpretation, each individual

room, or "apartment" (suite of two or more rooms with only one

exterior entryway) served as the residence for a nuclear family.

In turn, the whole building was seen as providing housing for

large elite kin groups. The latter circumstance, coupled with

observation that there is little differentiation between the various

parts of a palace, also led Kurjack to suggest a somewhat

egalitarian structure for the large kin groups, numbering up to

100 adults, that occupied the palace buildings. Kurjack also

believed that in those cases where an internal sacbe was used to

connect two different palace complexes, there was obviously an

important relationship which was the result of marriage alliances

between different kin groups. Labna was cited by Kurjack as an

excellent example of this relationship where a sacbe connects the

palace complex (Structure 1) at the north end of a sacbe with the

buildings of the Mirador complex to the south (fig. 13).

Interestingly enough, Dunning (1992) cites the same sacbe and

connected structures as an outstanding example of an elite

residential complex (Palace) connected by a sacbe to a civic-

ceremonial complex (Mirador complex).

Various aspects of the "palaces" at Sayil have been discussed by

a number of individuals who took part in the Sayil Archaeological

Project including G. Andrews (1985), Tourtellot et al. (1988, 1990,

1992), Sabloff and Tourtellot (1990), 1992), McAnany (1992),

Carmean (1990) and Smyth (1990). Since many of the above

studies at Sayil had the goal of gaining a better understanding of

the nature of the small feature clusters, assumed to represent

"ordinary" households, only tentative conclusions were reached in

regard to the larger "palaces", which include all the multistory

buildings at the site. These tentative conclusions were

summarized by Sabloff and Tourtellot (1992:158) as follows:

Within its borders Sayil appears to be roughly divided

into two concentric zones. The inner zone consists of

the narrow, 1.2 km. long site core on the valley floor,

comprising the central causeway and its appendages



like the Great Palace, Mirador, South Palace, and

ballcourt plus a high percentage of the stone

buildings and sculptured stones and all the multistory

buildings. The outer ring, or site-periphery, is

located on the outcrops and includes a high

percentage and high density of the perishable

buildings and chultuns.

Within the central site-core the series of

building complexes linked by the causeway may be

heuristically and tentatively subdivided into two

sectors. The first is an elite residential area at the

north, perhaps for the ruling families. This area

consists of gradually expanded multistory and "palace"

complexes with some 11 chultuns, numerous pilas or

metates for food preparation, and a possible reservoir.

The second sector, a civic-ceremonial area at the

south, consists of the formal South Palace, used

perhaps for bureaucratic office space, an adjacent

vast and empty platform, a stela platform, and the

ballcourt, but only three chultuns and one pila.

I believe that the architectural data now on hand leads to

somewhat different conclusions as far as some of the northern

palaces are concerned, and I will have more to say about this

later.

RECENT STUDIES OF "PALACES" IN OTHER LOWLAND REGIONS

TIKAL: Mention has already been made of Harrison's (1970) study

of the Central Acropolis at Tikal, which was aimed at identifying

the functions of the 50+ buildings which make up this huge

complex (fig. 14). In addition to suggesting that certain buildings

were family residences or priest's residences, Harrison believes

that other buildings probably accommodated temporary residential

functions such as men's ritual houses and boy's premarriage

houses while others served non-residential functions such as

oratories (shrines) and storehouses. A few buildings, particularly

those with long, gallery-like interior spaces, were left unclassified.

Harrison used three major categories of evidence in making his

functional interpretations: 1) trash deposits, including both

artifactual and non-artifactual materials; 2) ethnographic analogies;

and 3) formal features of architecture. Not available to him at the

time of his analysis were data from ceramics, burials, or artifacts

recovered from stratigraphic excavation. Also, not included were

epigraphic/iconographic data of the kind that has recently been
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used in the functional analysis of various buildings and building

complexes at Copan (see discussion of elite residences at Copan

below).

Haviland (1981:89-117) who made a detailed study of a small

residential complex at Tikal (called Group 7F-1) based his

functional analysis of its masonry buildings on a combination of

data from architecture, burials, artifacts, and ceremonial deposits.

Using this data, he concluded that the two largest multichambered

structures (Structures 29 and 32) were elite residences.

PETEN AND RIO BEC: R.E.W. Adams (1974) began investigating

Classic Maya palace populations at Uaxactun, based primarily on

the presence or absence of "sleeping benches" in various rooms.

In this study Adams notes:

I have argued elsewhere (1970) that Maya palaces are

quite suitably arranged for elite class residence.

Rooms which are fitted out with benches were

designated as residential in function by Vaillant

(Merwin and Vaillant 1931), but on an intuitive basis.

Depictive evidence from several sites (e.g. the

Bonampak murals) indicates that the benches were

indeed living areas. The motor habits of the ancient

Maya seem to have been well adapted to such physical

arrangements, with a crosslegged "tailor's" position

being the favoured one for sitting. Confirmation of

this interpretation comes from recent excavations at

Becan, Campeche (Potter, in press), where palace

rooms with benches in them are associated with such

domestic features as built-in fireplaces, drains which

serve tilted floors and which could have been baths,

and many cupboards which might have served as

storage places for portable furnishings. These

cupboards seem to be correlated to a high degree

with rooms with benches in them. This is also the

case at Uaxactun (Smith, 1950: 78). Vaillant long ago

noted that rooms with benches in them are

consistently wider than other palace rooms. Finally, it

should be noted that the rooms containing benches

are grouped into clusters or what might be designated

apartments of one or two rooms. These apartments

tend to be together in clusters of from 2 to 8 rooms.

The results of Adams' analysis of Structure A-V at Uaxactun are

shown in Figure

w



A few years later, Adams (1981) examined six different buildings

or building complexes in the Peten and Rio Bee areas which he

identified as "palaces", without defining in detail what was meant

by the term palace. Central to this study were the presence (or

absence) of sleeping-type "benches" in the various rooms of these

structures. Rooms with benches were assumed to have functioned

as dwellings while those without benches were assumed to have

housed special purpose (non-residential) functions. Included in

this group were:

TYPE A TYPE B

Structure A-V,Uaxactun Structure I, Chicanna

Structure IV, Becan Structure II, Chicanna

Structure XX, Chicanna Structure 5D-46, Tikal

Adams further distinguished two types of palaces which he called

Types A and B. Type A palaces were described as aglutitions

which are functionally diverse, while Type B palaces were thought

to be entirely residential in function. Adams also indicated that

Type B palaces were clearly represented in the Peten area at

Holmul, Tikal, and Uaxactun. As an interesting sidelight, Adams

also noted that "palaces" from the Puuc and Northern Plains areas

were omitted from his study as "there are more than ordinary

difficulties in functional interpretation of these northern

structures". I heartily concur with this observation and will have

more to say about these difficulties later.

I also concur with Adams in his assesment of the multi-functional

character of Structure IV at Becan and in a recent paper

(Andrews, 1992) I suggested that Structure IV provided a

combination of residential, ceremonial, administrative, and storage

facilities, such as one would expect to find in a Maya "palace".

This conclusion was based on an analysis of its interior and

exterior circulation systems, its internal "zoning", differences in

room type size, location, and interior details (benches, wall niches,

etc.), orientation, private vs. public spaces, and architectural

iconography, where still in place. In a similar paper dealing with

the three-story Palace at Santa Rosa Xtampak (Andrews, n.d.) I

came to roughly the same conclusion regarding the multi

functional character of this extraordinary Chenes "palace", based

on a similar architectural analysis. See Appendix for summary of

room typology in these two structures.

COPAN: P>.ecent investigations of "elite" residential structures at

Copan, Honduras have turned up "palace" (elite residential)

configurations that differ considerably from those seen in most

tf



other regions. Webster (1989) described the general situation at

Copan in regard to palaces as follows:

"Configurations of elite architecture at Maya centers

usually occur in central zones of monumental buildings

and include "range" structures lineally arranged
rooms on low substructures, commonly also called

palaces. Although many such palaces have been

cleared and reconstructed (Andrews, 1975), very few

have been sampled adequately, with the result that

their functions remain debatable (see Harrison n.d. for

a review). At many Maya centers such as Uaxactun,

Tikal, Palenque, and Uxmal, such elite palace complexes

are closely juxtaposed with major ceremonial groups

and are integral parts of the core areas of

monumental civic architecture. At Copan the situation

is somewhat different. The Main Group is very

compact and well defined, lacking palace complexes

such as the Central Acropolis at Tikal or the Palace of

the Governors at Uxmal. The only excavated building

that looks like a palace is the so-called Temple 22

(Fig. 6) located in the East Court (Trik, 1939). This

building may be the residence of Copan's last ruler,

Rising Sun. Most of Copan's elite complexes are

concentrated outside the Main Group, in the rest of

the urban core

Many of Copan's Type 3 and 4 elite groups are

different from their palace counterparts elsewhere in

that those at Copan consist of many structures that

have grown organically especially through lateral

expansion into complicated arrangements of cojoining

buildings and courtyards with considerable internal

variations in the size, layout, and quality of

construction."

Webster's description makes it clear that there are no "large"

palace buildings (individual buildings with more than 10 rooms) at

Copan although there are many groups of residential structures

such as Group 9N-8, Las Sepulturas, with numerous one to five

room dwellings, including elite class residences (fig. 15).

Nevertheless, the investigations of residential compounds and

residential buildings at Copan, including the now well-known

House of the Bacabs, have shown that valid functional

interpretations can be made when a combination of architectural

features and plans, associated artifact concentrations either within

or near buildings, burial distribution in terms of location, age.

/(,



and sex, together with data obtained from the analysis of the

content, form, and significance of accompanying facade sculpture

is available. Unfortunately, such is not the case for most

"palaces" in other regions, particularly those in the Puuc region

where data from burials, trash deposits, associated artifacts, etc.

is rarely available.

ALTUN HA

David Pendergast (1992), who spent several years excavating

numerous structures at Altun Ha, including several "palace"

buildings, offered the following general comments about such

structures:

The second category of architectural evidence that

bears on the elite is, of course, residential. At Altun

Ha evidence available in quantity allows identification

of classes of elite domestic buildings as well as the

tracing of the histories of a good many such

structures. Residential structures offer the additional

advantage of association with refuse, a link that

embodies specific meaning in itself and also yields a

variety of evidence that compliments and amplifies the

architectural information.

There are three architectural criteria on which

identification of a structure as an elite residence can

rest: Location, form (and occasionally specific elements

of plan), and construction type. A building may meet

aU three standards, but may easily omit the first of

the three....I have placed location at the head of the

list simply because it is very often the first basis on

which elite residences can be identified and the only

one that can serve as a guide prior to excavation in

conditions of major structural decay.../

DISCUSSION

In considering the extent to which the so-called Puuc palaces

were in fact residences for members of the elite class(es), it is

important to keep in mind that all residences, from the smallest

one-room house to the largest multi-chambered mansion, manor

house or palace, have to accomodate a minimal set of basic

activities, as outlined below.

1. General "living" activities

2. Food preparation

3. Eating

4. Sleeping

5. Hygiene, including disposal of waste

n



6. Storage

7. Trash disposal

As a way of gaining some understanding of how the various

spaces in Puuc palaces might have been used, we should first look

at how the minimal set of living activities were accomodated in

ordinary Maya "bush houses" (pole-and-thatch dwellings).

According to Wauchope (1938) these basic activities were

accomodated in a modern (circa 1934) Maya house in Yucatan and

Campeche as shown below:

1. General living activities both sides

2. Food preparation kitchen side

3. Eating kitchen side

4. Sleeping family side

5. Hygiene family

6. Storage both sides

7. Trash disposal trash heap,outdoors

In the above example, the house is divided into two basic spaces,

a family side and a kitchen side, by the two central doorways in

the long walls (fig. 16). It is generally assumed that the ancient

Maya one-room house was roughly the same size as its modern

counterpart and was used in much the same way, although it may

have had only a single central doorway. The differences may be

mostly in the provision of sleeping accomodations (hammocks for

modern houses vs. wooden platforms or floor mats in ancient Maya

houses) and in certain modern-day furnishings not available to

the ancient Maya.

The next question involves the extent to which the ancient Puuc

palaces provided specialized, non-residential spaces in addition to

those used for residential purposes. By way of comparison, we

might first look at palaces of the European variety, which are

multi-purpose buildings including a variety of highly specialized

spaces such as libraries, ballrooms, music rooms, theaters, chapels,

throne rooms, great halls, art galleries, reception rooms, billiard

rooms, gymnasiums, etc., in addition to a host of other specialized

domestic spaces associated with eating, food preparation, sleeping

(family, guests, retainers), dressing, hygiene, storage, and

maintenance (fig. 17). One very necessary consequence of the

long list of specialized spaces in European palaces is the fact that

each change of activity requires moving to a different space, in

many cases over a considerable distance. It should also be kept

in mind that these palaces also included a variety of specialized
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outdoor spaces (gardens, walks, mazes, ponds, fountains, woods,

etc.).

Given the above, it is clear that the differences in quantity and

quality of space, as well as furnishings, between the smallest and

largest residences may be enormous. These differences are based

for the most part on the extent to which very specific activities,

or sets of activities, are accomodated in specialized spaces set

aside for particular purposes and the extent to which individual

spaces are multi-purpose. In a one-room dwelling all basic

"residential" activities as outlined above have to take place in

essentially the same space which might be partly subdivided on a

temporary basis as needed (screens or curtains) or zoned by

means of particular furnishings (cupboards, tables, etc.) which in

themselves do not create additional rooms. In palaces the extent

to which specialized spaces are included is mostly limited by

economics how much are you willing to pay and where do you get

the money (or equivalent)?

The primary evidence for the presence of a variety of

"specialized" spaces in the various Puuc palaces comes from the

fact that there are 6 basic room/doorway configurations utilized in

these buildings, 4 of which represent suites of two or more rooms.

As shown in Figure 18, Type A rooms are single rooms with one

exterior doorway, while Type B single rooms have multiple

entrances formed by doorway columns or multiple individual

doorways. Type C suites consist of two rooms, with one room

behind the other; the exterior room has only a single doorway to

the outside. Type D suites also have two rooms, one behind the

other, but the exterior room has multiple exterior doorways (2 or

more). Type E suites have two or more rooms in a row, wherein

the extra room(s) are entered from doorway(s) in the ends of the

main room, which has a single exterior doorway. Type F suites

have a main exterior room, with one or more rooms behind, and

may have rooms at the ends of the main room(s) as well. The

main exterior room has multiple doorways, formed either by

doorway columns or multiple individual doorways. See Tables 5-8

for summaries of room/doorway types in Puuc palaces and in

palaces from other regions.

First, let's look at the potential functions of the six basic

room/doorway types based on their general characteristics. As

suggested by Kurjack (1990), Type A single rooms and Type C and

E suites seem well suited to residential usage; their single outside

doorways, almost universally equipped with both cordholders and



rod sockets, allow for maximum privacy. It is assumed here that

each single (Type A) room or Type C and E suites would be

occupied by a nuclear family. The Type A rooms provide about

the same amount of space as found in both ancient and modern

Maya pole-and-thatch houses (12-18m2) while the total floor space

in the suites is considerably larger. Some of the Type A single

rooms were undoubtedly used only as temporary residences, for

example as guest quarters for visiting elites from other

communities while others might even have been occupied by live-

in servants. In connection with the Type C and E suites,

Tourtellot et al. (1992) noted that:

"Apartments" (two to four interconnected rooms with a

single outside entrance) certainly indicate a more

specialized use of interior space and may indicate

occupation by larger co-residential groups that only

an elite could sustain or a combination of elite family

quarters and servants rooms.

Both the single rooms and suites would provide more floor space

per person than ordinary dwellings since it is assumed that the

elite families would have their food prepared elsewhere, which

would be brought to them by servants, the latter also taking care

of numerous other service functions including the removal of

wastes, personal or otherwise. Each elite family would also have

access to numerous "special purpose" rooms in the same building,

thus in effect increasing their personal floor space.

In contrast, the Type B single rooms and Type D and F suites, all

of which have multiple exterior doorways, seem better suited for

more public, non-residential purposes; i.e., their openness

suggests their use for a variety of "specialized" semi-public

activities such as meeting rooms, audience halls, shrines, offices,

storage, etc. Nonresidential uses seem particularly likely in view

of the scarcity of interior benches or storage niches, hallmarks of

palace residences in other regions. These activities are semi-

public in the sense that the rooms in which they occur are used

by aU families having their residences in the same building. In

addition, some of these special purpose rooms might well be open

to the general public, such as certain offices and audience halls.

Obviously any of the rooms or suites could be used for almost any

purpose depending on how they were equipped with perishable

furnishings, and Type E suites seem particularly well adapted to

both residential or non-residential functions, since those with

very small and dark end rooms suggest storage rather than family

living.



Nick Dunning (pers. comm.) has stressed the probable need for a

considerable amount of storage space in the larger Puuc palaces

as several generations of "rare and wonderful treasures" were

accumulated. In support of this assertion, Dunning cited the case

of a recently excavated palace at Aguateca which had collapsed

while still occupied, so that all worldly goods of the occupants

were still in place. At least two rooms of this structure had been

filled with whole ceramic vessels and other items, one on top of

the other, as if shelves of stored items had been crushed down

when the vault above collapsed. Other rooms, probably living or

work areas, were relatively clear.

In assessing the above possibilities, it should be kept in mind

that the majority (75 percent) of all the rooms in all three palace

categories are Type A single rooms with a single outside doorway.

These rooms average around 2.5 x 5.7 meters in size, which makes

them about the same in area as typical pole-and-thatch dwellings

used by both ancient and modern Maya families. In addition, if

the two-room Type C suites (one room behind the other) are

added to the Type A single rooms, at least 90 percent of the total

rooms are accounted for in all three categories of Puuc palaces.

Additional supporting evidence for room specilization might be

gained from a careful examination of the formal attributes of Puuc

palaces with reference to the following considerations:

1. Variability in room size within any particular building or

complex.

2. Ease or difficulty of access in regard to individual

rooms, suites, or zones of individual buildings or complexes.

3. Orientation of rooms or suites in regard to adjacent

open spaces and/or buildings.

4. Presence or absence of architectural sculpture on

facades of various exterior rooms, together with characters of

symbolism of sculptures, where present.

5. Data from sculptures and hieroglyphic texts is found on

jambs, lintels, columns, or other parts of buildings.

6. Presence of roofcombs and significance of any

acompanying sculpture.

Given all of the above, I suggest that if, in fact, the multi

chambered vaulted masonry buildings at Puuc sites included in

the present study (those with 10 or more rooms) were indeed

"sumptuous residences" for members of the elite class, it seems

reasonable to assume that: 1) they would include a number of

"specialized" spaces catering to the elaborate and multifaceted

7-\



lifestyle adapted by the elites; 2) that the total amount of

enclosed space per/person would be greater than the amount of

space available on a per/person basis in an ordinary one-room

pole-and-thatch dwelling; 3) some number of associated service-

type structures, including servant's quarters, would have to be

found in reasonable proximity to the Palace structures since food

preparation, clothes washing, disposal of wastes (personal or

otherwise) and certain kinds of ritual activity would not likely

have taken place within the confines of the spaces identified as

elite living quarters. Here it is assumed that servants would

bring food to the various living units from central kitchens and

take care of a multitude of other daily housekeeping chores and

service functions; 4) as a special requirement in the waterless

Puuc region, chultuns would have to be found in platforms close

to the palace buildings themselves, or in association with the

service facilities described in #3 above.

In regard to space per/person, studies of modern (circa 1934)

Maya pole-and-thatch houses (Wauchope, 1938) show that these

houses may have one of three different plans: 1) apsoidal; 2)

rectangular, with rounded corners? and 3) rectangular (fig. 19).

While these houses vary in size, from about 12 square meters of

floor space to around 18 square meters, they seldom are

significantly larger (or smaller). The rooms in ancient Puuc

palace buildings, and smaller vaulted masonry buildings as well,

seem to come in three basic sizes: 1) "small" rooms, with less than

10 square meters of floor space; 2) average" sized rooms, with 12

to 18 square meters of space, and "large" rooms, with 18 to as

many as 45 square meters of space. The suites of rooms (Types

C-F) almost always provide "large" amounts of floor space, i.e.,

more than 18 square meters. At Tikal, Haviland and Moholy-Magy

(1992) report that although palace groups there differ

considerably in the number of buildings included and the

complexity of their arrangement, they do tend to command more

living space per living unit than do lower class household groups.

In regard to the necessity of providing for various "service" and

other ancillary facilities in conjunction with both elite and more

ordinary residences, several comparisons can be cited. It is now

fairly well-known that both ancient and modern pole-and-thatch

Maya dwellings consisted of something more than a single building,

normally thought of as "house". In a study of modern Maya

houses Wauchope (1938) noted that many Maya houses included a

walled-off lot that was large enough to accomodate a number of

anciHary facilities including outbuildings such as kitchens,



storehouses, wash-sheds, fowl and animal pens, as well as open

spaces used for orchards and kitchen gardens. In addition, there

might be a sascab mound for repairing floors as well as a walled-

off toilet area (fig. 20).

In a like manner, detailed excavations of residential compounds at

Copan (Sanders, 1989) have shown that the largest of such

compounds include both elite and ordinary residences of several

types as well as bachelor houses, kitchens, domestic work areas,

temples, shrines, storage buildings, and on occasion, craft work

areas (fig. 15). At Tikal, where suburban residential complexes

have also been investigated in considerable detail, the story is

much the same as such complexes normally include outbuildings

such as storehouses, kitchens, and servant quarters, as well as

private shrines (Haviland and Moholy-Nagy, 1992).

Questions involving natural water resources and their association

with architecture do not normally arise when most parts of the

Maya area are considered. It has simply been assumed that

wherever natural water resources in the form of cenotes, lakes,

aguadas, and rivers and streams are present that these will be

exploited by nearby populations on a year-round basis. I cannot

point to any study which examines the question as to exactly how

water was transported from these various resources to the places

(buildings and other structures) where water was required on a

daily basis. In many instances, this would require transporting

water over a considerable distance. The assumption appears to be

that one way or another, water would have to be hand-carried

from one or more "community" sources by members of individual

families, or in some cases, by servants. This situation still

pertains today in the rural parts of the Puuc region where a

single modern or colonial well may be the sole source of water for

a whole community (small town or ejido), which then must be

carried by hand to individual dwellings or other buildings several

times a day, mostly by women.

In the Puuc region, there is almost no surface water except for a

few shallow basins (sartenejas) or small ponds (aguadas), both of

which normally go dry during the six-month dry season. In

addition, the water table in this region is 40-90 meters below the

surface, precluding the construction of prehistoric wells. As

noted by McAnany (1990), lacking the cenotes of the northern

Yucatan plains or the aguadas of the Peten, the Puuc populations

constructed large numbers of water-storage facilities (here

referred to as chultuns) in order to have access to adequate
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water during the long (six months) dry season (fig. 21). McAnany

(ibid) has also shown that there is an intimate relationship

between these water-storage facilities and the location of stone

buildings, especially those used for residential purposes. This is

particularly true of the smaller (1-6 rooms) masonry structures

(foundation braces and vaulted masonry buildings) which make up

the bulk of all stone buildings. Somewhat surprisingly, there are

fewer chultuns/per room associated with the larger structures (8-

94 rooms), suggesting that these buildings may have had only

limited residential functions and I will return to this consideration

later.

PROBLEMS RE: FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS

As noted by Adams (1981) some years ago in connection with the

Puuc palaces, "there are more than ordinary difficulties in

functional interpretation of these northern structures" several of

which are outlined below.

1. Lack of differentiation among rooms in terms of size and

built-in details.

2. General lack of accompanying data from artifacts,

burials, and epigraphic/iconographic sources, of the kind recently

used in the functional analysis of elite residential structures at

Copan, Honduras (Webster et al, 1989)

3. Lack of detailed data in regard to number and location

of chultunes and metates at most Puuc sites. The major exception

to this is Sayil, where this kind of data is very comprehensive,

and to a lesser extent at both Uxmal and Kabah, where some data

has been recorded in regard to chultunes within the central core

areas.

4. There is an almost complete lack of artifactual data from

trash deposits associated with palace buildings of any type, as

used by Harrison (1970) in his study of the functions of the

buildings in the Central Acropolis at Tikal, by Sanders (1989) in

his study of Group 9N-8 at Copan, and by Pendergast (1992) in

his investigations of the palaces at Altun Ha. Lacking these data

for the Puuc region, we are almost entirely dependent on

architectural data such as building and room typology and

ethnographic analogy from which functions can only be inferred.

In regard to lack of differentiation among the rooms in Puuc

palaces, it is clear that most of the rooms in Puuc palaces of all

types, as well as those in smaller vaulted masonry buildings are

about the same size and can be called "use neutral". By that is

meant that many of the built-in interior features are found in all

rooms, both typical and atypical, thus negating their value as
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indicators of particular functions. These "standard" features

include the following:

1. Rod sockets in door jambs (generally 1 high, 2 below).

2. Cordholders in interior walls, adjacent to doorways (high

and low, both sides of doorways).

3. One to three rows of wooden crossbeams in vaults.

4. Raised floors in rear or side rooms, where such rooms

are present.

5. Small "vent" holes (about 16 cm square) in exterior

walls, immediately below medial moldings. Number and location

varies.

6. Shallow, projecting moldings just below capstones.

7. Small offsets at vault springline, both in long walls and

end walls.

8. All interior surfaces (floors, walls, vaults, capstones, and

platforms where present) were finished with a smooth coat of

plaster.

Our data (Andrews, 1982-94) shows that the above standard

features are almost universally present in all rooms of vaulted,

masonry Puuc buildings, large and small, and thus provide no real

clues as to the functions of average sized rooms. Very small

rooms, or those considerably above average in size, might well

have been "special purpose" rooms, even though they lack any

"special" interior features as described below.

"Special" features, which occur only occasionally (number varies)

may offer some clues to room usage. This group of features

includes the following:

1. Pairs of projecting stone rings tenoned into interior wall

surfaces, generally just above doorway lintels.

2. Low platforms (15-25 cm high) of varying size and shape

in ends of rooms or against rear walls.

3. Masonry "benches"(40-50 cm high) also in ends of rooms

or against rear walls.

4. Shallow niches, generally in end walls of rooms, just

below vault springline.

5. Projecting stone "feet" (stone hooks), found in various

locations in both walls and vaults.

6. Wall paintings (murals)

7. Red hand prints, on walls or vaults.

8. Painted capstones. In all cases these are on central

capstone in relation to length of room.

9. Painted surfaces (both walls and vaults).
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10. Sculptures and/or hieroglyphic inscriptions carved on

doorjambs, lintels, or doorway columns.

Unfortunately, the presence or absence of most of the special

features noted above do not directly point to specific special

functions, since their distribution seems fairly arbitrary relative

to the various room types. For example, Adams (1975, 1981) and

Smith (1955) have assumed that the presence of large "benches"

of several types in palaces in the Peten and Rio Bee areas, most

of which are in Type A rooms, indicates that the rooms containing

the benches were used for residential purposes. The assumption

here is that the benches were used for sleeping purposes (at

least at night) and that all rooms without benches were used for

non-residential purposes. The same assumptions hold true for

Copan where all rooms in Group 9N-B, Las Sepulturas, with large

benches were also assumed to be residences (Sanders, 1989). In

contrast, I believe that rooms in Puuc palaces equipped with large

benches were probably used for non-residential purposes since

large benches of any kind are so rare that they could hardly

have been used for sleeping purposes, since most palace rooms

assumed to be used as dwellings lack these features. This being

the case, it must be assumed that either wooden platforms (beds)

were used for sleeping or that the Puuc elites simply slept on

mats placed directly on the floor. In a like manner, many of the

other special features, such as red handprints, painted capstones,

and stone "feet" do not point to any specific room function.

One possible exception to lack of correlation between the special

interior details and room features cited above is found in those

cases where sculptures, including both human figures and

hieroglyphic inscriptions, are found on doorway columns, lintels or

jambs in rooms of any type. These sculptural features are seen

in rooms in some of the large Puuc palaces (Oxkintok, Structure

3C7, Kabah, Structures 1A1 and 2C6) and in smaller buildings as

well (Xculoc, Building with Sculptured Columns, Sayil, Structure

4B1). In virtually all cases, they occur in Type B rooms and Type

D and F suites, all of which have been classified as specialized,

non-residential spaces. In these cases, I believe the sculptures

and/or inscriptions do suggest that rooms so treated served as

ritual/ceremonial spaces for high ranking members of the elite

class.

With respect to the lack of data from artifacts, burials, and

epigraphic/iconographic sources, numerous writers, including

myself, have commented on the fact that with a few notable
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exceptions (Oxkintok, Sayil, and to a lesser extent, Kabah) the

excavation projects undertaken at major sites in the Puuc region

have been largely oriented toward "tourism" rather than multi-

disciplinary archaeological projects, with the result that we still

do not have reliable ceramic sequences tied to architecture or

data from burials, trash deposits and stratified excavations. In

addition, interpretive studies from epigraphic/iconographic sources

are still in their infancy although considerable progress in this

direction is now being made Kowalski, 1989, 1990; Taflbe, 1992) .

The general lack of stratified excavations in both buildings and

their supporting substructures creates serious problems in regard

to building and site chronology as well as building function(s).

It has also been noted earlier that reliable data in regard to

numbers and locations of chultuns or other man-made water-

storage elements is lacking from most Puuc sites, particularly with

respect to large residential complexes, further muddying the

waters in regard to building function. Because of the special

climatic and geologic situation within the Puuc region, reliable

data in regard to water storage is essential to our understanding

building usage, as weU as population estimates. (McAnany, 1990)

Finally, the lack of data from trash deposits associated with palace

buildings and palace complexes leaves us without certain basic

information in regard to daily life which is needed to supplement

the data from other sources Harrison ( 1970:63-64) has noted that

non-artifactual materials such as remains of food recovered from

middens may be especially important in determining building

functions, and Pendergast (1922: 68-71) has discussed the

usefulness of data obtained from middens associated with

residences at some length.

SUMMARY

We began this discussion of Puuc palaces by suggesting that the

concept of the "empty ceremonial center" so popular in the early

part of this century had essentially been laid to rest following

more recent settlement surveys accompanied by large scale

excavations, and breakthroughs in epigraphic analysis. This

reorientation was recently described by Sanders (1989) as follows:

On the basis of what can only be called an epigraphic

revolution (as well as thorough excavation of temples,

palaces, and residences via settlement surveys), our

views of Maya society, polity, and religion have

undergone a dramatic reorientation. The Classic Maya

states (segmentary states) were clearly ruled by kings

who headed large expanded households. Rulers, and
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at least some of their relatives and retainers resided

in the palaces. The temples were apparantly funerary

monuments to kings and their ancestors. In fact, it is

not an exaggeration to say that the complexes of

funerary temples and residential structures that make

up the great concentrations of buildings found in

Maya "ceremonial centers" (central core areas) are not

fundamentally different in function and concept from

the ordinary residential compound, differing only in

scale and the obvious increased ceremonial-political

functions related to the exalted status of the

compound head."

While Sanders was referring mostly to sites in the southern Maya

lowlands, the same situation appears to have prevailed in the

central lowlands and Dunning (1992), Dunning and Kowalski (1994)

and Ball (n.d.) have all shown that there is considerable evidence

to support the belief that the distribution, organization and make

up of the various Puuc centers match Fox's (1977) segmentary

state model almost perfectly. In this model, the larger (Class 1-4)

Puuc settlements are seen as "regal-ritual centers", or capitals of

small segmentary states, as described in Fox's urban hierarchy.

According to Fox, regal-ritual cities function primarily as central

places for the rulers and nobles and their expanded households

and for religious rituals closely integrated in nature and function

with political power. As noted by Dunning (1992:149-50),

"The essential elements of the capital cities are

largely replicated in the lesser, subordinate centers,

but on a reduced scale: both in size and number of

such features as palaces and pyramid temples

decrease down the urban hierarchy".

The extent to which rulers, and at least some of their relatives

and retainers resided in the Puuc palaces is still open to

question, however. Our review of the distribution and makeup of

the large Puuc palaces and palace complexes has produced mixed

results in regard to their use as elite residences. As test cases,

we can look at our data for the large palace complexes at Uxmal,

Kabah, and Sayil, where we have the most reliable and up-to-date

maps and architectural data. Table 9 summarizes our analysis of

the potential residential populations of the palace complexes at

these three sites based both on room typology and support

capacity of associated chultunes. In making this chart, I have

assumed that Type A, C, and E rooms or suites were probably

used as residences while Type B, D, and F rooms and suites were
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used for non-residential purposes. In addition, I have assumed

that single rooms (Type A rooms) housed an average of 4 persons

while suites (Type C and E) accomodated an average of 6 persons.

Based on McCanany's (1990) study of chultun support capacity, I

have shown both her minimum and maximum figures, based on 15

and 30 persons/chultun respectively. An examination of this chart

indicates there are huge discrepencies in many cases between the

projected residential population of certain palace complexes based

on room typology and the potential population for the same

complex based on chultun support capacity, suggesting that many

palace complexes must have been restricted to civic/ceremonial

(non-residential) functions, while most others were functionally

diverse since they included both residential and non-residential

rooms and suites.

In the case of Uxmal, it now appears that much of its central core

area (area within the enclosing wall) might well be considered as a

huge "civic center" since most of the larger complexes, many of

which are quadrangles, show an almost complete lack of chultuns

and accompanying service facilities (fig. 22). As shown in Chart

, this group of "civic" complexes includes the Nunnery

Quadrangle, Adivino Quadrangle, North and South Quadrangles of

the South Acropolis (Palomas complex), Cemetery Group and the

West Quadrangle. In addition, the Adivino Pyramid, Stela Platform,

Ballcourt, Great Pyramid, and Pyramid of the Old Woman can be

added to this group since they are generally considered to

represent civic/ceremonial (non-residential) structures. In short,

within the site center at Uxmal, only the House of the Governor

(and its adjunct support facilities) and the North Group among the

complexes with "large" palace type buildings seem to have the

requisite chultuns and service structures to be considered as

residential compounds. In the area south of the enclosing wall,

both the Chanchimez and Temple of the Phalli complexes appear to

be elite residential compounds and there are numerous other small

residential groups (now only mounds) within the closing wall

itself.

The situation at Kabah differs considerably from that at Uxmal

since the existing site maps show that Kabah appears to have a

relatively small "civic center" (central zone) compared with the

truly monumental civic center at Uxmal (fig. 23). In addition,

Table 9 shows that all of the palace complexes in both the

eastern and western zones show a sufficient number of chultunes

and accompanying service facilities (foundation braces and

associated structures) to have functioned as elite residential
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compounds. While the number of known chultuns at Kabah is

slightly low, I suspect that some number of chultunes have been

overlooked since the chultun count there was made many years

ago when the importance of chultuns in relation to population

estimates and other considerations was not yet recognized. Based

on the nature of their formal architectural differences, I suspect

that Kabah is a much more typical regal-ritual center than Uxmal.

The conditions at Sayil seem to fall somewhere between those seen

at Uxmal and Kabah. On one hand, four of the large palace

complexes (called "feature clusters" at Sayil) have no associated

chultuns (or metates) suggesting that they were restricted to

non-residential functions, while the Main Palace complex (feature

cluster N8127/E4998) has only half the chultuns required to

support its projected residential population based on room

typology. On the other hand, four of the smaller palace complexes

do include adequate water storage supplies and probably should

be considered as elite residential compounds which include only

incidental non-residential spaces. It is noteworthy that nearly all

of the seemingly non-residential palace complexes are found in

close proximity to the Main Palace complex (Structures 2B1 and

2B2) and that collectively these structures form the heart of what

can be considered the site-core (fig. 24), which is defined as the

area along the central north-south causeway on the Sayil valley

floor. See Tourtellot et al (1988) and Dunning (1992) for further

discussion of the north-south causeway and its associated

structures. It should also be noted that these complexes contain

most of the so-called "apartments" (Type C and E suites) as well

as most of the Type B rooms and Type D and F suites. The

suggestion here is that the "civic center" at Sayil is more

dispersed than those at Uxmal or Kabah, since it appears to

spread out over a distance of over 1 kilometer, the distance

between the Main Palace and the South Palace. The latter

structure, as shown in Table 9, lacks any associated chultuns, and

therefore probably housed non-residential functions.

It does not seem fruitful to attempt detailed analyses of room

typology in relation to chultun counts and population estimates at

most other Puuc sites since much of the architectural data from

these sites comes from unexcavated buildings and chultuns have

rarely been systematically recorded. The room types within all

three types of palace complexes as they are presently understood

have been recorded, however, and these are shown in Tables 1-3.

These tables show clearly that on the basis of room typology, all

palaces and palace complexes throughout the Puuc region show a

lo



preponderance of residential type rooms (room Types A, C, and E),

ranging from 90 percent for Type II complexes to nearly 94

percent for Type III complexes. As we have already seen,

however, room typology in itself is not necessarily a good

indicator of room function, since the presence of other ancillary

features, such as chultunes, metates, and service oriented

structures also appear to play an important role in determining

the actual use of the proposed residential type rooms and suites.

What does come through from these tables, however, is the fact

that nearly all Puuc palaces and palace complexes of any type

contain some rooms assumed to be used for non-residential

purposes, leading to the conclusion that many were multifunctional

to some degree, and those lacking both chultuns and service

facilities might well have been entirely restricted to non

residential functions. On this basis, it appears that the larger

Puuc sites did in fact include "civic centers" of some size, with at

least some large elite residential compounds nearby.

Our review also suggests that Uxmal represents a special case,

since it appears to have a huge civic center but relatively few

large elite residential compounds within its central core, compared

with other large Puuc sites such as Kabah and Sayil. This

distinction seems to support the view expressed by Kowalski and

Dunning (1994) to the effect that for a brief time, between A.D.

850 and 925, Uxmal became the capital of a regional state in the

eastern Puuc zone. As such Uxmal could be expected to have

extensive civic/ceremonial facilities as befitting a regional capital,

as well as extensive administrative facilities providing the spaces

necessary to house the "bureaucratic" operations that inevitably

accompany statehood. At the smaller sites, the large palace

complexes undoubtedly functioned as combined

residential/civic/administrative centers, providing housing and

specialized support facilities for minor or second level elite groups

who controlled only limited local populations and resources,

including prime agricultural lands. While additional data is still

required to fully substantiate the case, our study also suggests

that the elites who occupied the larger "palaces" lived and acted

the way members of any favored socioeconomic class usually do:

their housing was more substantial, provided them with more in

the way of personal space, and was arranged in such a way as to

maximize their privacy. Their needs were catered to by servants,

they had access to a number of specialized spaces not found in

conjunction with ordinary dwellings, and took part in numerous

activities that were restricted to members of the elite class.



PUUC SITES WITH LARGE RANGE TYPE BUILDINGS

SITE

DSECILNA 2

HUNTICHMUL I 3

HUNTO CHAC 4

KABAH 1/2

KIUIC 3

LABNA 3

MAP 5

MIRAMAR 5

OXKINTOK 1

SAYIL

UXMAL

BUILDING RANGES ROOMS REFERENCES

Str. 1, So. Group 3 17 GFA

Str. 2, Group A 2 12 GFA, NPD

Structure 1 1/2 11 GFA, NPD

Structure 1A2 2 18 HEPD , GFA

Structure 2C1 2 12 GFA

Str. 1, Group 5 ? 10 GFA

Structure 11 1/2 18 HEDP , GFA

Structure 1 varies 12+ UG

Structure 1 varies 11+ GFA

Structure 3C5/6 2/3 14+ MRD, GFA

Structure 3C7 3 12 MRD, GFA

Structure 2B8 1/2 11 GFA

Structure 2B4 2 10 GFA

Structure 4A1 1/2 11 GFA

No. Bldg., Nunnery 2 26 GFA

So. Bldg:;, Nunnery 2 20 GFA

E. Bldg. , Nunnery 2 14 GFA

W. Bldg. , Nunnery 2 14 GFA

E. Bldg. , Adivino Q. 2 12 GFA

W. Bldg. , Adivino Q. 1/2 8 GFA

N. Bldg. , Adivino Q. 2 11 GFA

S. Bldg. , Adivino Q. 2 10 GFA

E. Bldg., NO. Quad.,
south Acropolis

2 12 GFA

W. Bldg., SO. Quad.,
South Acropolis

2 14 GFA

Dove Cotes Bldg, So.

Acropolis

2 23 GFA

E. Bldg. , So. Quad.,
So. Acropolis 2 10 SGM

W. Bldg, So. Quad.,
So. Acropolis

2 12 SGM

S. Bldg., So. Quad.,
So. Acropolis

2 19+ SGM
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SITE RANK BUILDING RANGES ROOMS REFERENCES

UXMAL 1 Governor's Palace 2 21 GFA, JKK

E. Bldg. , West Quad. 2 12 ES

XCANAHELEB E. Bldg. , Group A 7 10+ GFA, NPD

XCORRALCHE I 2 E. Bldg., Group A 3 12 GFA

XCUNCAT 5 Structure 1 1 10 GFA

XKOKOH 4 Structure 1 2 16 GFA, NPD

XLABPAK 4 Structure 1 3 9 HEDP, GFA

XKIPCHE 3 Structure A- 17 2 10 HJP, GFA

Structure D-l 2 10 HJP, GFA

YAKALXIU 2 Str. 6, N. Cent. Gr. 7 10+ NPD

CODE FOR REFERENCES: GFA = G.F. Andrews

NPD = N.P. Dunning

UG = Uwe Gebauer

JKK = J.K. Kowalski

SGM = S.G. Morley

HEDP = H.E.D. Pollock

HJP = H.J. Prem

MRD = M. Rivera Dorado

ES = E. Shook

?J



PUUC SITES WITH CORE - PERIMETER ROOM TYPE BUILDINGS

SITE RANK BUILDING LEVELS ROOMS REFERENCES

ACANMUL 2 Structure 1-Palace 3? 10+ HEDP

BANQUETATUNICH 5 Structure 1 2 26 GFA

CHAC I 5 Structure 1 2 10+ GFA, GT

CHAC II 5 Structure 1 2 10+ NPD

CHUNCANOB 3 Structure 1 1 10+ GFA

Structure 7 1 18 GFA

COOPERATIVA A 5 Structure 1 2 29+ GFA, NPD

DSECILNA 2 N. Bikdg. , NW Group 2 10+ TM

W. Bldg., NW Giroup 2 10+ TM

HALAL 3 Acropolis 3? 10+ GFA, HEDP

HUNTICHMUL I 3 Str. 1, Group 1 3 10+ GFA, NPD

Str. 2, Group 1 2 15 GFA

ICHMAC 3 Structure 1 (pal . ) 2 9+ GFA, HEDP

KABAH 1/2 Structure 2A1 2 21 HEDP, GFA

Structure 2C2 2 32 HEDP, GFA

Structure 2C3 2 36 HEDP, GFA

Structure 2C6 1 21 HEDP, GFA

Structure 1A1 2 22 HEDP, GFA

MULUCHTZEKEL 2 Str. 1, Cent. Group 3 10+ GFA, NPD

Str. 4, Cent. Group 2 10+ NPD

Str. 5, Cent. Group 2 10+ NPD

Str. 1, So. Group 1 10+ GFA

NAKASKAT 4 Str. 1, Group I 3 10+ GFA, NPD

NOHPAT 2 Str. 1, Group II 2 10+ GFA, NPD

Str. 3, Group II 2 10+ GFA, NPD

OXKINTOK 1 Str. 2C1 1/2 12+ HEDP

SANTA ANA I 5 Structure 1 2 25+ NPD

SAYIL 2 Structure 2B1 3 94 HEDP, GFA

Structure 4B2 2 16 HEDP, GFA

Structure 2B5 lh 12 HEDP, GFA

UXMAL 1 Chanchimez 2 15+ HEDP, GFA

XCANALCRUZ 5 Structure 1 2 14 GFA, HEDP
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SITE RANK BUILDING LEVELS ROOMS REFERENCES

XCAVIL DE YAXCHE

XCOCH

XCORRALCHE I

XKAKOCHNA

XKALUPOCOCH

XKETPA"AP

XKIPCHE

XKOKOH

XULMIL

YAKALXIU

YAXCHE XLABPAK

YAXHOM

CODE FOR REFERENCES: GFA = G.F. Andrews

NPD = N.P. Dunning

TM = T. Maler

HEDP = H.E.D. Pollock

HJP = H.J. Prem

GT = G. Tourtellot

4 Str. 1, Cent. Group 2

Str. 1, SW Group 2

3 Str. ?, Main Group 2

2 S. Bldg. , Group B 2

Str. 1, NW Group 2

5 Str. 1, Group A 2

5 Str. 1, Group III 1

5 Structure 1 2

3 Str. 1, Group A 2

Str. 2, Group A 2

4 Structure 5 2

4 E. Bldg., E. Court 2

2 Str. 2, Cent. Group 2

3 Str. 1, E. Cerro 1

2 Str. 1, Main GrouD 3

15 GFA, TM

12+ GFA

10+ GFA

20+ GFA

14 GFA

13 GFA

10 HJP

10+ GFA

36 GFA, HJP

? GFA, HJP

14 GFA, NPD

10+ HEDP

10+ NPD

15 GFA

10+ NPD
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PUUC SITES WITH HILLTOP COMPLEXES

ROOMS AT ROOMS ON

SITE RANK BUILDINGS EDGES OF UPPER REFEREI

TERRACES TERRACES

BALCHE 4 Group A 7 7 GFA

Group C 2+ 11 GFA

CHACMULTUN 2 Chacmultun Group 20 21 EHT, GFA

Xetpol Group 15 23 EHT, GFA

Cabatpak Group 28 8 EHT, GFA

CHUNHUHUB 3 Group of Str. 3B1-8 11 8 GFA

CHUNHUITZ 5 Group of Str. 5 7+ 3 GFA, NPD

DZULA 4 Structure 1 25 17 GFA

HUNTICHMUL I 3
. Group C 7 6 GFA, NPD

Group D 6+ 3 GFA, NPD

ITZIMPTE 2 Structure 63 10 10+ EVE, GFA

KIUIC 3 Structure 4, Group 1 7+ 8 GFA, HEDP

Structure 6, Group 1 10 8 GFA, HEDP

KOM 3 Group A 5 25 GFA

Group B 4+ 11 GFA

LABNA 3 Structure 1 30 33 GFA, HEDP

NOHCACAB I 3 Hilltop Group 10 18+ GFA

REFORMA, LA 3 Group A 11 3 GFA

Group B 11+ 12 GFA

SANNACTE 4 Group 5 7 12 NPD

SAYIL 2 North Group 7 4 GFA, HEDP

SISILA 5 Palace 7 7 HEDP

SODZIL 5 E. Cerro Group 7+ 11 NPD

Str. 1, Valley Group 8+ 8 GFA, NPD

UXMAL 1 North Acropolis 16+ 20+ SGM, GFA

South Acropolis 40+ 80+ SGM, GFA

XCALUMKIN 3 Init. Series Group 5+ 6+ HEDP

XCANAHELEB 4 Structure 6 13 7 GFA

XCOCHA 4 SW Group
7 7 HEDP

XKALCHETZIMIN 5 Main Group 10+ 4+ GFA, HEDP

XKOCHKAX 4 Tiers 4 & 5 7 9+ GFA, HEDP
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3 Complex A 7 7 GFA

5 Main Group 12+ 17 GFA

5 Group B 10 8+ GFA

2 Str. 22, Cent. Group
7 7 NPD

XKUKICAN

XPOSTANIL

XTAMPAK I

YAKALXIU

TOTALS 354 414

CODE FOR REFERENCES: GFA = G.F. Andrews

NPD = N.P. Dunning

EVE = E.V. Euw

SGM = S.G. Morley

HEDP = H.E.D. Pollock

EHT = E.H. Thompson
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SUMMARY - LARGE PALACE BUILDINGS AND COMPLEXES IN THE PUUC REGION

SITE RANK TYPE I TYPE II TYPE III TOTA

ACANMUL 2 1 1

BALCHE 4 2 2

BANQUETATUNICH 5 1 1

CHAC I 5 1 1

CHAC II 5 1 1

CHACMULTUN 2 3 3

CHUNCANOB 3 2 2

CHUNHUHUB 3 1 1 2

CHUNHUITZ 5 1

COOPERATIVA A 5 1

DSECILNA 2 1 2

DZULA 4 1

HALAL 3 1

HUNTICHMUL I 3 1 2 2

HUNTO CHAC 3 1

ICHMAC 3 1

ITZIMPTE 2 1

KABAH 1/2 2 5

KIUIC 3 1 2 3

KOM 4 2 2

LABNA 3 1 1 2

MAP 5 1

MIRAMAR 5 1

MULUCHTZEKAL 2 4

NAKASKAT 4 1

NOHCACAB I 3 1

NOHPAT 2 2 2

OXKINTOK 1 2 1 3

REFORMA, LA 3 2 2

SANNACTE 4 1 1

SANTA ANA I 4 1 1

SAYIL 2 3 3 1 7

SISILA 5 1 1
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SITE RANK TYPE I TYPE II TYPE III TOTAL

2 2

1 2 19

1 1

2 2

1 1

1 2

2 3

1 1

1 1

1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 3

1 2

1 1

1 1

1 1

1 1 2

1 1

1 1

1 1 3

1 1

1 1

SODZIL 5

UXMAL 1

XCANALCRUZ 5

XCAVIL DE YAXCHE 4

XCALUMKIN 3

XCANAHELEB 4

XCORRALCHE I 2

XCOCH 3

XCOCHA 4

XCUNCAT 5

XKAKOCHNA 4

XKALACHETZIMIN 5

XKALUPOCOCH III 5

XKETPA'AP 5

XKPICHE 3

XKOKOH 4

XKOCHKAX 4

XKUKICAN 3

XLABPAK 4

XPOSTANIL 5

XTAMPAK I 5

XULMIL 4/5

YAKALXIU 2

YAXCHE XLABPAK 3

YAXHOM 2

TOTALS 38 49 34 122



Table 1. Puuc Region
- Summary of Room Types, Large Range-Type Buildings

SITE NAME BUILDING

room/doorway type

D F ATYP. REMARKS

DSECILNA

HUNTICHMUL I

HUNTO CHAC

KABAH

KIUIC

LABNA

MAP

SAN APBLO

SAYIL

UXMAL

Str. 1, So. Group 2

Str. 2, Group A 8

Structure 1 7

Structure 1A2 12

Structure 2C1 3

Str. 1, Group 5 5

Structure 11/12 11

Structure 1 9

Structure 1

Structure 2B8 11

Structure 2B4 10

Structure 4A1 8

N. Bldg. , Nunnery

S. Bldg. , Nunnery 16

E. Bldg., Nunnery

W. Bldg. , Nunnery

N. Bldg. , Adivino

Quad. 1

E. Bldg., Adivino

Quad. 2

W. Bldg., Adivino

Quad. 4

S. Bldg. , Adivino

Quad.

E. Bldg., N. Quad.
So. Acropolis 12

W. Bldg., N. Quad.
So. Acropolis 14

S. Bldg., N. Quad.

So. Acropolis 9

Dove Cotes Bldg. ,

So. Acropolis 21

E. Bldg., S. Quad.
So. Acropolis

W. Bldg., S. Quad.
So. Acropolis 12

S. Bldg., S. Quad.

SO. Acropolis

13

2

4

7

4/5

4/5

2

5?
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Governor's Palace 2

E. Bldg., 1. Quad 12

W. Bldg., W. Quad 8

XCORRALCHE I E. Bldg., Group A 4

XCUNCAT Structure 1 10

XKOKOH Structure 1 9

XLABPAK Structure 1 7

XKIPCHE Structure A- 17

Structure D-l 4

YAKALXIU Str. 6, N. Central

Group

TOTALS 233 102



Table 2. Puuc Region - Summary of Room Types, Large Core-Perimeter Room Bldg's.

room/doorway type

SITE NAME BUILDING D F ATYP. REMARKS

BANQUETATUNICH Structure 1 18 4

CHUNCANOB Structure 1

Structure 7

8

18

HUNTICHMUL I Str. 2, Group C 13

ICHMAC Bldg. w/paint' s 9+

KABAH Structure 2A1 12 5

Structure 2C2 28 4

Structure 2C3 19 4 6 1

Structure 2C6 6 5 3

Structure 1A1 10 2 5

MULUCHTZEKEL Str. 1, Cent. Gr. 10

NAKASKAT Str. 1, Group I 10+

OXKINTOK Structure 2C1 12

SAYIL Structure 2B1 43 4 6 6

Structure 4B2 12 2 2

Structure 2B5 5 3

UXMAL Chanchimez 9 1

XCANALCRUZ Structure 1 12 1

XCAVIL DE YAXCHE Str. 1, Cent. Gr. 10 1

Str. 1, S.W. Gr. 6

XCORRALCHE I Str. 1, N.W. Gr. 11 2

XKAKOCHNA Str. 1, Group A 9 2

XKALUPOCOCH III Structure 1 6 1

XKETPA'AP Structure 1 10+

XKIPCHE Structure A-l 18 7

Structure A-2 4 2

XKOKOH Structure 5 9

YAXCHE XLABPAK Str. 1, E. Cerro 8 2

TOTALS 345 16 53 12 14

Mel



Table 3. Puuc Region - Summary of Room Types, Special Hilltop Complexes

room/doorway type

SITE NAME GROUP7COMPLEX A B C D E F ATYP.

BALCHE Group C 9+ 1 1

Group D 5 2 2 1

'

CHACMULTUN Chacmultun Group

Xetpol Group

Cabal pak Group

32

32

19

2 2

4

1

2

6

1 1

CHUNHUHUB Group of Str. 6 8 1 1 1

CHUNHUITZ Structure 5 10

DZULA Structure 1 20 6 2 1 1

HUNTICHMUL I Str. 2, Group C

Group D

13

8

KOM Group A

Group B

17

12+

1

1

3 3

LABNA Structure 1 35 1 10 1 2

NOHCACAB I Hilltop Group 12 1 1 1 2

REFORMA Group A

Group B

14+

25+

SANNACTE Group 5 4 4

SAYIL North Hill Group 13

SODZIL E. Cerro Group

Valley Group

9+

11

4

2

1

UXMAL North Group 35

XCALUMKIN Init. Ser. Group 5 1 1

XCANAHELEB Structure 1 4 1 2 1 1

XKALACHETZIMIN Main Group 7+ 2 1 1

XKOCHKAX Tiers 4 & 5 14 1 1

XPOSTANIL Main Group 12 5 1 1

XTAMPAK I Group B 18

KIUIC Str. 6, Group 1

Str. 4, Group 1

20

7+ 4

TOTALS 430 10 48 11 22
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Table 4. Summary of Room Types, Large Palace Buildings in other regions

room/doorway types

SITE BUILDING ATYP.

UAXACTUN (62)

TIKAL (15)

(21)

(37)

BECAN (25)

(31)

CHICANNA (10)

(24)

SANTA ROSA

XTAMPAK (45)

XKICHMOOK (12)

XPUHIL I (12)

TOTALS 304

Structure A-V

Structure 5D-65

Structure 5C-13

Structure 5E-58

Structure I

Structure IV

Structure I

Structure XX

Palace

Structure 1

Structure I

24

6

7

14

1

10

20

10

5

2

99 38 14 14

REMARKS

See Note 1

See Note 2

See Note 3

See Note 4

See Note 5

NOTES: 1. See R.E.W. Adams, 1974 for detailed room analysis of Structure A-V

2. One atypical suite with 3 rooms and one with 4 rooms

3. All rooms on lower level are parts of atypical suites

4. Room counts based on plans of 5E-58 by G. Andrews (1991) and Orrego and Larios (1983)

5. Room counts based on plans by G. Andrews, 1989

6. Numbers in brackets after site name gives total number of rooms



Table . POPULATION ESTIMATES BASED ON ROOM TYPE AND CHULTUN CAPACITY

Complex

Est. population based or

Total Residential Est. population based on chultun supply capacity
Rooms Rooms Suites Rooms (4) Suites (6) Total Chultunes Min. (15) Max. (30)

North Group

(North Acropolis

Nunnery

Quadrangle

Adivino

Quadrangle

North Quadrangle,
South Acropolis

South Quadrangle
South Acropolis

West

Quadrangle

House of the

Governor

Chanchimez

Complex

Temple of the

Phalli

42+

82

33

35

61

24?

20

32

11

132

64

28

140

132

18

162

90

150

226

118

140

216

78

62

118

105

0

0

0

30

15

60

60

45

60

30

120

120

90

Totals 340 138 75 562 450 1012 21 315 630

KABAH Northwest Group

(1A1, 1A2, +?)
40 22 8 88 46 136 4 60 120

Mirador Group

(2A1-2A3, 1A7, 1A8)
45 23 5 92 30 122 4 60 120

Group of

1A3-1A6
19 8 0 32 0 32 1 15 30

East Group (2B1-3,
2C1-2C6, 1C2, 1C3)

98 65 14 260 84 344 14 210 420

Totals 202 118 27 472 162 634 23 345 690

SAYIL North Group
feat. N8600/E4900

11 11 0 44 0 44 2 30 60

Main Palace

feat. N8127/E4998
98 49 17 196 102 298 5 75 150

feature

N8166/E4960
13 13 0 52 0 52 0 0 0

South Palace

feat. N7200/E4900
22 12 3 48 18 66 0 0 0

Group of 2B4

feat. N8048/E5002
10 10 0 40 0 40 0 0 0

Group of 2B5

feat. N7949/E4962
17 16 0 64 0 64 3 45 90

feature

N7294/E4680
25 21 0 84 0 84 6 90 180

feature

N7487/E4953
25 18 3 72 18 90 3 45 90

feature

N7504/E4890
9 4 2 16 12 28 0 0 0

Totals 230 154 25 616 150 766 19 285 570

NOTES:

1. Residential Rooms include only Type A

2. Table includes only "large" buildings

rooms and Residential Suites include only Type C and E su

and complexes, I.e. those with 10 or more rooms
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Table . POPULATION ESTIMATES BASED ON ROOM TYPE AND CHULTUN CAPACITY

Est. population based on

Total Residential Est. population based on chultun supply capacity
Complex Rooms Rooms Suites Rooms (4) Suites (6) Total Chultunes Min. (15) Max. (30)

UXMAL North Group

(North Acropolis
42+ 33 31 132 18 150 7 105 210

Nunnery

Quadrangle
82 16 27 64 162 226 0 0 0

Adivino

Quadrangle
33 7 15 28 90 118 0 0 0

North Quadrangle,
South Acropolis

35 35 0 140 0 140 0 0 0

South Quadrangle
South Acropolis

61 33 14 132 84 216 2 30 60

West

Quadrangle
24? 12 5? 48 30 78 1 15 30

House of the

Governor
20 2 9 8 54 62 4 60 120

Chanchimez

Complex
32 22 5 88 30 118 4 60 120

Temple of the

Phalli
11 11 0 44 0 44 3 45 90

Totals 340 138 75 562 450 1012 21 315 630

KABAH Northwest Group

(1A1, 1A2, +?)
40 22 8 88 46 136 4 60 120

Mirador Group
(2A1-2A3, 1A7, 1A8)

45 23 5 92 30 122 4 60 120

Group of

1A3-1A6
19 8 0 32 0 32 1 15 30

East Group (281-3,
2C1-2C6, 1C2, 1C3)

98 65 14 260 84 344 14 210 420

Totals 202 118 27 472 162 634 23 345 690

SAYIL North Group
feat. N8600/E4900

11 11 0 44 0 44 2 30 60

Main Palace

feat. N8127/E4998
98 49 17 196 102 298 5 75 150

feature

N8166/E4960
13 13 0 52 0 52 0 0 0

South Palace

feat. N7200/E4900
22 12 3 48 18 66 0 0 0

Group of 2B4

feat. N8048/E5002
10 10 0 40 0 40 0 0 0

Group of 2B5

feat. N7949/E4962
17 16 0 64 0 64 3 45 90

feature

N7294/E4680
25 21 0 84 0 84 6 90 180

feature

N7487/E4953
25 18 3 72 18 90 3 45 90

feature

N7504/E4890
9 4 2 16 12 28 0 0 0

Totals 230 154 25 616 150 766 19 285 570

NOTES:

1. Residential Rooms include only Type A rooms and Residential Suites include only Type C and E suites.

2. Table includes only "large" buildings and complexes, I.e. those with 10 or more rooms
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M A L E R -X L A B P A K, .

Xlabpak, Structure 1 . Maler plan and section and detail of stucco decoration in Room 9.

bas-reliefs high up on one of the lateral walls of the northeast corner

Description of detail reads: "Small

oom."

Fig. 1. AfaZer "Palace". Structure 1, Xlabpak
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Chuncatzim (labeled Labna). Maler plan and section of Structure 1 and detail of decoration on Structure 2. Description of

detail reads- "Top ornament of spherical stones (recalling the skulls of sacrificial victims?) of the subsidiary building that encloses the

north terrace on the west side."

Fiq. 2. Maler "Palacio-Templo" (Temple-Palace). Xcanalcruz, Structure 1.
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Chacbolay, Castillo. Maler plan and section. Title: "Chacbolai. The Castillo. Chacbolai = A little mammal of the cat family."

Legend in north room: "Red wall." Legend at south: "The oldest part of the building." Drawing of face: "Stone found in the ruins of

Kakalna. Kakalna = house of fire, public house." Scale approximately 1:200.

Fig. 3. Maler "Castillo" (castle). Structure 1, Chacbolai
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Fig. U. SAYIL, Plan of Structure 2B1
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Fig. 5. XLABPAK, Structure 1. Principal facade.

-J

-J

-J



GULF .-:}

NORTHERN PLAINS AREA

A Rank l-lll sites

? Rank IV-VI sites

Q Modern towns and vltlanes

Modern roads
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Fig- 7. UXMAL, North Building, Nunnery Quadrangle



Fig. 8. KABAH, Yucatan

Structure 2C2, Plan

G.F. Andrews, 1973



Fi9-9- KABAH, Yucatan
Structure 2C3, Plan
G.F. Andrews, 1974
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LOCATION MPFcng
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Fig. 10. XPOSTANIL - Sketch plan of Main Group
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CHART SHOWING DISTRIBUTION OF PUUC BUILDINGS BASED ON SIZE

Fig. 11. SMALL RANGE-TYPE BUILDINGS

(1 to 9 rooms)
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Fig. 12, Uxmal, House of the Governor. East Elevation.



LABNA, YUCATAN

. Altar

x Mis:. Sculpture
o Chultun
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Sketch Map. Main Groups

After Pollock

Fig. 13. LABNA - Sketch plan, Palace to north, Mirador complex to south
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Fig. 14. TIKAL -

Palace Complex (Central Acropolropolis



Fig. 15. COPAN, Group 9N-8, Las Sepulturas. Dotted lines indicate benches (after Webster)
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Fia. 16. Interior -

typical modern Maya house, circa. 1935 (after Wauchope
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Fig. 17. Large European Palace. Hampton Court Palace, England
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Fig. 13. ROOM TYPES - PUUC REGION
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II - Rounded Corners
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III -

Rectangular

Fig. 19. PLANS OF MODERN MAYA HOUSES
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Fig. 20.-PLAXS OF PROPERTY ASSEMBLAGE

a: House 3, Char. Kom, Yucatan (2-metercontourssketched). b: House ;. Chan Kom, Yucatan
/, Beehive shelter. 5, Shelter. 7 Dwelli-ie A c

2, Wooden chicken house. 6, Storehouse. , Fence 'r[os~c M. ,
t0renouse"

r<
-

. ^-. - * x^ciiLc-^ncioscc carce". 7 irt** tr*c

j, Stone crucKen nouse. 7, Pile o! loose marl. ? Wash troutrh i' d1 !
, Dwe";r.' {Tw

'

r-

..o-tn. <?, Plantain trees.
* =' '

* Chicken house. 9, Uncleared bush.
J. L-nicker. house. /0, Trees.
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Fig. 21. Plans and sections of typical Chultunes - Puuc region
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Fig. 22.
. Central Uxmal: Rank 1 site (after Graham 1992).
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Fig. 24. SAYIL -Site Plan
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