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THE "PALACES" AT SAYIL: ELITE RESIDENCES OR "CIVIC"

STRUCTURES?

Introduction

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

variety of different building forms as 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. Suffice it to say that both

noted that the term "palace" was generally 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, temples were generally found on high pyramidal

substructures while palaces were situated on a low platforms. In

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

1902) was among the first persons to use the word palace to

describe the larger (and better preserved) multiroom stone

masonry structures he encountered at Puuc sites, particularly

those with well preserved stone sculpture on their principal

facades. Others picked up on Maler's designations and numerous

buildings throughout the Puuc region are commonly called Palace

such and such to this day (c.f. Great Palace and South Palace) at

Sayil (figs. 2 and 3). In nearly all cases, the so-called palaces

were also assumed to be residences for the highest ranking

members of Maya society.

In recent years, the concept of palace as residence (or as elite

residence) has come under fire. Some sense of this general

reorientation can be gleaned from Harry Pollock's changing views

of these structures over a period of 45 years. 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 C
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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:P

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 (G. Andrews, 1982-1993), it is clear that there are three

basic types of multichambered, and in some cases, multistoried

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 "very large" buildings

or complexes (those with 9 rooms or more).

Type I Palaces include all known one-story range-type buildings

with 9 rooms or more. The extant examples include buildings with

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

ends (fig. 4). 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, although some examples are found in the Chenes region

(c.f. Palace at Santa Rosa Xtampak). Buildings of this type may

have one, two or three levels of rooms, and in the case of the

multilevel examples, the upper levels are supported on the solid

core(s) below (fig. 5). Only "very large" buildings (9 rooms or

more) of this type are considered in the present paper although

some known examples with 8 rooms or less are probably similar to

the larger examples in terms of function. Type III Palace

Complexes are defined as complexes sited on hilltops (high or low)

which have two basic components: 1) one or more 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 (fig. G). 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 give these complexes their unique character and

form.

Before continuing this discussion of the "very large" Puuc palaces

and palace complexes, some mention must be made of the smaller

masonry buildings (1-8 rooms) that make up the bulk of all

vaulted masonry buildings at sites throughout the Puuc region.

In earlier studies of building types and architectural styles in the

Puuc region (G. Andrews, 1982, 1986, 1990), I made a preliminary

count of the number of rooms in each of the nearly 600 buildings

included in these analyses as of 1990 (fig. 7). This study showed

that very small (1-4 rooms) vaulted masonry buildings represented

about 65 percent of all buildings recorded and that 83 percent of

all vaulted masonry buildings had less than nine rooms. This

leaves very large buildings (9 rooms or more) representing about

17 percent of all Puuc buildings recorded as of 1990. If the

rooms in foundation braces were added to those in masonry

buildings, the number of buildings with 1-8 rooms would increase

enormously, as there are no known foundation braces with 9 rooms

or more.

The Sayil Archaeological Project

The Sayil Archaeological Project was initiated in 1983 by Jeremy A.

Sabloff, who was later joined by Gair Tourtellot in 1984 as co-

director. A large number of other collaborators participated in

the field work at Sayil including the author who made a detailed
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architectural survey of the site in 1985 (Tourtellot et al., 1988).

During three field seasons (1983, 1984, 1985) the core area of Sayil

was mapped in great detail, resulting in the identification and

location of thousands of man-made features ranging from small

chich mounds to large multistory vaulted masonry buildings with

as many as 94 rooms (fig. 1). The completed map of Sayil shows

more than 34 different types of features at Sayil, of which at

least 29 are cultural (Sabloff and Tourtellot, 1991). Of the latter,

it is now believed that the possible ancient residential features

consisted of six structure types that are either buildings with

rooms or the foundations of such buildings. Of these six types,

foundation-brace buildings (buildings with no more than half-

height stone walls covered with pole-and-thatch roofs) and stone

buildings, both vaulted and nonvaulted, are assumed to be the

most likely candidates as residences, although the other types,

including chich mounds, cannot be entirely ruled out. Foundation

braces almost always consist of a single row of rooms, each with

an outside entrance, while the stone buildings show a variety of

plans and the larger examples (generally called "palaces") also

include "apartments" of two or more interconnected rooms with a

single common exterior entry. As we will see later, there are

several types of apartments which are here called "suites".

One of the stated goals of the Sayil Project was "for the first

time to classify and assign functions to the full range of features

and structures of an ancient Puuc community, concentrating on

the long-neglected small feature clusters or potential

"households". (Sabloff & Tourtellot, 1991:7)" The present paper

deals with the classification and probably functions of the larger

buildings at Sayil (those with 5 rooms or more) of the kind

generally called "palaces" throughout the lowland Maya area.

Palaces at Sayil

The new map of Sayil (Sabloff and Tourtellot, 1991) shows that

there are 212 stone masonry buildings at Sayil (vaulted and

unvaulted) within the 2.45 square kilometers mapped in detail of

which 9 have 9 rooms or more and another 10 have 5-7 rooms.

The rest (90 percent of total) have only one to four rooms (fig.

8). This means that only slightly more than 4 percent of all

masonry buildings at Sayil have 9 rooms or more whereas we have

already noted that this figure is about 17 percent for the Puuc

region as a whole. This makes it appear that the distribution of

building sizes at Sayil varies considerably from the norm by a

considerable margin but this is probably not really the case. At
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most other Puuc sites the data in regard to building type and

size is much more complete for the larger buildings, which tend to

be better preserved, while many of the smaller buildings are now

little more than shapeless mounds which do not appear in building

counts; at Sayil, the data from small buildings is essentially

complete. Nevertheless, Sayil does differ to some degree from

nearby Class 2 sites such as Kabah, where there are 6 very large

palace buildings, 5 of which have over 20 rooms (Andrews, n.d.)

while Sayil has only two buildings of this scale. Unfortunately,

we have no counts of the smaller (1-4 room) buildings at Kabah.

The larger buildings at Sayil (those with 5 or more rooms) are

listed in Figure 9, together with the number of rooms and number

of floor levels in each structure. It should be noted at the outset

that all of the individual buildings included in Figure 9 are parts

of larger "feature clusters" which generally include a variety of

additional man-made features. Each of these complexes (clusters)

consists of a basal platform, or a series of contiguous basal

platforms, on which are found some number of superstructures

(buildings, foundation braces, chich mounds, monuments, water

cisterns (chultuns) and other components, fig. 10) and I will

return to the significance of the various features a little later.

The distribution of the feature clusters containing the very large

buildings at Sayil are shown in solid black in Figure 11, a

simplified map of the urban core of Sayil, and plans of the

individual clusters are shown in Figures 18-20. With the

exception of feature cluster X8600/E4900 (Platform Complex A), all

of these clusters are on the valley floor associated with, or in

proximity to, the central north-south causeway which links the

northern sector of the site to the southern sector.

Room Types and Doorway Configurations

In a recent study of palaces and palace complexes in all parts of

the Puuc region (G. Andrews, n.d.) it became clear that there were

six basic room/doorway configurations employed in these buildings,

four of which represent suites of two or more rooms. As shown

in Figure 12, Type A rooms are single rooms with one exterior

doorway while Type B single rooms have multiptle entrances

formed by doorway columns or multiple individual doorways. Type

C suites consist of 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
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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. Figure 13 shows the various room types in

the largest palace buildings at Sayil (9 rooms or more) and Figure

14 shows the same information for those with 5-7 rooms.

Studies of "palaces" in Other Regions

Before attempting to assess the functional attributes of the

"palaces" at Sayil, we should first look at the results of studies

of palaces in other regions. 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. 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 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.

Somewhat earlier, R.E.W. Adams (1974) had begun 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 eHte class residence.
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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 15.

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
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to be entirely residential in function. 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 assessment 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, 1989)), 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.

Recent investigations of "elite" residential structures at Copan,

Honduras have turned up "palace" (elite residential) configurations

that differ considerably from those seen in most 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 \J
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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 co joining

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 9 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. 16).

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.

has rarely been recorded.

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). FoUowing 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
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observatory (fig. 17). 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, ceremonial, 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

beHeved that internal sacbes were sometimes used to connect two

different palace complexes as a way of indicating 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. 18).

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).

In a very recent paper dealing with Maya elites (Tourtellot et al.

1992) it was noted that if in fact the multistory masonry buildings

at a large Puuc site such as Sayil were residences for the elite,

some or many of the rooms within them may have functioned for

broadly administrative rather than dwelling purposes (e.g., as

antechambers, audience halls, shrines, offices, visitors quarters,

dressing rooms, artisan's workshops, and storage rooms). It was

also noted that nonresidential uses seem particularly likely in view

of the scarcity at Sayil of interior benches or storage niches,

hallmarks of palace residences in other regions. . i
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The Palaces at Sayil

One of the major difficulties in evaluating the functional

possibilities of the rooms in the Sayil palaces (and other Puuc

palaces as well) is the lack of differentiation among most of the

rooms, which are about the same size and can be called "use

neutral". The latter term means that many of the built-in interior

features are found in all rooms, thus negating their value as

indicators of particular functions. These "standard" features

include the following:

1. Rod sockets in foor 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 rooms, where such rooms are

present.

5. Small "vent" holes (about 16 cm. sq.) in exterior walls,

immediately below molding; number and location varies.

6. Shallow projecting moldings just below capstones.

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

in end walls.

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

platforms where present were finished with a smooth coat of

plaster.

Our data from Sayil and elsewhere in the Puuc region (Andrews,

1982, 1985, 1986, 1990) show that the above standard features are

almost universally present in all rooms of vaulted masonry

buildings, large or small, and thus provide no real clues as to the

functions of average sized (12-18 m2) rooms. Very small rooms, or

those considerably above average in size, might well have been

used for "special", though unspecified purposes. In this

connection, it is noteworthy that so far it has not been possible

to positively identify storage rooms in any of the multichambered

buildings at Sayil (Smyth, 1991) in spite of the wealth of data

gathered by Smyth in nearby communities on modern Maya storage

behavior.

The above review of recent investigations of "palaces" in various

parts of the lowland Maya area, including the Puuc region, shows

that Adams (1975) was correct in his assertion that "there are

more than ordinary difficulties in functional interpretation of the

northern (palace) structures." These difficulties include the fact

that most of the rooms in the Puuc palaces are about the same

size, are use-neutral, and for the most part lack the "sleepingl
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benches" that are diagnostic of residential rooms and suites in

other regions. In addition, the kind of data used in determining

building and room function in other regions such as associated

artifacts recovered from trash heaps, burials, sub-floor

excavations, caches, inscriptions, etc. are not available for most

palace buildings in the Puuc region, including those at Sayil.

Still, some data bearing on functional considerations is available as

described below.

1. Number and spatial distribution of the largest buildings

at Sayil; i.e., those with 5 rooms or more.

2. Plans and feature typology of all Feature Clusters

(Platform Complexes) which include the larger buildings.

3. Floor plans of all buildings with 5 or more rooms.

4. Room/doorway typology for aU the larger buildings.

5. Varying amounts of architectural data for all masonry

buildings at Sayil, including both interior and exterior details.

6. Number and location of chultuns and rnetates associated

with feature clusters containing the larger buildings.

I believe that some linkage between the data described above and

room function can be made as described below.

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 suite would be

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

the same amount of space as found in ancient Maya houses, which

at Dzibilchaltun averaged around 16.5 m/2 in apsoidal type pole-

and-thatch houses with stone foundations (Kurjack, 1974), 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

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. i **
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Both the single rooms and suites would provide more floor space

per person than ordinary dwellings since it is assumed that 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,

work shops, etc. These activities are semi-public in the sense

that the rooms in which they occur are used by all families

having their residences in the same building. In addition, some of

these special purpose rooms might well be open to the general

public, with proper authorization. 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.

Assuming that the distinction between the residential and non

residential rooms and suites in the larger buildings at Sayil as

described above are valid, some estimates can be made of the

number of elites who occupied the residential rooms. In a recent

study of room counts and population estimates for Sayil, Tourtellot

et al (1990) it was noted that these counts raised several

questions:

The counts present rather startling data on the

question of "palaces" as residences. Frequently

considered elite residences, stone buildings at Sajil

constitute 37% of the most likely dwelling structures

(stone buildings and foundation braces with definable

rooms), 55% of all definable rooms, and 53% of the

! imated population in those rooms. Even deducting

the 596 persons estimated for the 149 rooms in the

multistory stone buildings, on the argument that those

rooms were only for administration, the population in

single-story stone buildings still constitutes more than

48% of the revised total population. Or perhaps only

the people living in the multistory stone buildings I /
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("real palaces") should be considered the elite, their

numbers (596) then representing only 8.3% of the total

living in definable rooms (7159) or 5.5% if we use the

maximum population of 10,858. Even this latter

percentage is markedly higher than one would expect

from other studies (e.g. R.E.W. Adams 1974; Tourtellot,

this volume). Clearly, there is something odd going

on; we hope the study of our collections from

numerous refuse areas associated with a variety of

structures will help clarify the purpose of Puuc

"palaces".

When the figures cited above are adjusted to take account of the

non-residential rooms and suites in the larger stone buildings, the

estimated elite population goes down even though our figures

include all of the larger stone buildings, numbering 9 in all,

instead of just the 5 multistory buildings used by Tourtellot.

Figure 8 shows that of the total of 189 rooms in the stone

buildings with nine rooms or more, only 128 should be considered

as residential rooms. Using the same figure of 4 persons/room (or

suite) as used by Tourtellot, et. al. (ibid), these 128 rooms

provided space for 512 persons, or 7.1 percent of the total

estimated population of 7,159 persons found in both stone

buildings and foundation braces. If the individuals living in the

residential rooms in the medium-sized stone buildings (5-7 rooms)

were included, the additional 42 residential rooms would house

another 168 persons, bringing the total population in these 19

buildings up to 680 persons or 9.4 percent of the total estimated

population. The above figures could be revised downward even

further if the basis for calculating populations in vaulted masonry

buildings as proposed recently by Becquelin and Michelet (1994) is

used. Their population estimates for three adjacent Puuc sites in

northern Campeche (Chunhuhub, Xkochkax, and Xculoc) are based

on the amount of roofed space used per person as opposed to

ratios of persons per room as proposed by Tourtellot et. al.

(1990). Recent investigations in the modern Maya communities of

Xculoc, Campeche (Gougeon, 1987) and in Bachajon, Chiapas

(Breton, 1979, 1990) show that 6.86 to 8.36 m/2 of covered space is

used by each person living in a modern Maya pole-and-thatch

house. On this basis, an average room in an ancient Maya vaulted

masonry building in the Chunhuhub/Xkochkax/Xculoc area, which

has 12.25 to 15.75 m/2 of floor space, can accomodate about two

persons which is only half of the 4 persons per room proposed by

Tourtellot et. al. (ibid). Applying the Becquelin/Michelet

coefficients of space utilization to the 9 large palace buildings at
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Sayil described above yields estimated populations of 271 to 330

persons in 189 rooms. Similar reductions are found if the same

calculations are made on a building by building basis (fig. 24).

These revised figures stiU leave out a further reduction in

residential rooms in the larger buildings when the question of

water supply is considered.

Questions involving natural water resources and their association

with architecture do not normally arise when most parts of the

Lowland 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 to residential

compounds 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. Lacking

the cenotes of the northern Yucatan plains or the large aguadas

and bajos of the Peten, the Puuc populations constructed large

numbers of water-storage facilities (here referred to as chultunes)

in order to have access to adequate water during the long (six-

month) dry season.

The importance of chultuns in making the Puuc region "liveable"

on a year-round basis has led to a number of studies of these

ancient Maya cisterns (Thompson, 1897, Morley/Brainerd, 1956,

Brainerd, 1958, Gonzalez F., 1881, Zapata Peraza, 1989, McAnany,

1990, and Becquelin and Michelet, 1994). Brainerd was among the

first to make population estimates based on chultun numbers and

capacities. His figures (Morley/Brainerd, 1956:265) are as follows:
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The size of chultuns (in the Puuc region) is quite

constant, with an average capacity of about 7,500

gallons (28,500 liters). According to computations

based on monthly rainfall figures for the Puuc, and

upon water consumption of individuals in this area, a

chultun could have comfortably supplied about 25

people with drining and cooking water the year-

round, and the chultuns in one of the larger centers

could have supplied between 2,000 and 6,000 people

permanently. A single chultun would thus have

furnished sufficient water for an extended family if

settled in a residential site and the sites observed

are of a size which makes occupation by such a group

likely.

In her study of chultuns in relation to population at Sayil,

McAnany (1990:263-84)), using minimum/maximum water consumption

figures of 2.4 liters/day to 4.8 liters/day, calculated that each

chultun at Sayil could supply water for 15 to 30 persons over the

dry season. Her average figure, (22.5 persons per chultun) is

only slightly lower than the 25 persons per chultun proposed

earlier by Brainerd. McAnany also suggested that structures or

complexes lacking chultuns could not have served as residences

and noted that there are fewer chultuns per room associated with

the larger structures (9-94 rooms) at Sayil, suggesting that these

buildings may have had only limited residential functions.

Returning to Figure 8 we can see that 5 of the larger buildings at

Sayil have no directly associated chultuns, suggesing that none of

the rooms in these structures were used for residential purposes.

If the 49 Type A, C and E rooms and suites and the 196 persons

represented by these rooms are subtracted from our previous

totals, it would appear that only 316 (elites) lived in the 9 largest

stone buildings at Sayil, or only 4.4 percent of the total estimated

population of 7159 persons. If the 168 persons assumed to live in

the stone buildings with 5-7 rooms were added to those in the

four larger buildings, these 484 persons represent 6.7 percent of

the total estimated population. If all of these persons are

assumed to be elites, these figures still seem fairly high although

both are well within the 2-10 percent predicted elite population

cited by Tourtellot (1990).

A second methood of calculating population in relation to chultun

capacity was recently developed by Becquelin and Michelet (1994),
based on their studies of settlement patterns at the Puuc sites of

20
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Chunhuhub, Xkochkax, and Xculoc in northern Campeche. Their

investigations showed that modern Maya living in the Xcul:;

consumed an average of 17 liters of water per day as opposed to

the 4.8 liters per day proposed by McAnany (1990) for Sayil.

Their studies also showed that chultuns should normally be full at

the beginning of the dry season so that even if all the water

were consumed during the six-month dry season, the water would

be continuously replenished during the following six-month rainy

season. On this basis, an average chultun, which holds about

35,000 liters of water, could supply about 11.5 persons with water

over the 180 day dry season and the same 11.5 individuals during

the rainy season. This is considerably less than 15 minimum to 30

persons maximum (22.5 average) as proposed by McAnany (1990).
If Becquelin and Michelet are correct in their assumptions in

regard to both water consumption per person and average chultun

capacity, almost all projected population figures for the Puuc and

other regions dependent on chultuns for domestic water will have

to be revised downward.

Before coming to any conclusions in regard to the relationships

between room counts, room typology, chultuns, and population

estimates, a further adjustment of the figures cited above is

necessary. Earlier in this study it was noted that all of the large

and medium-sized stone buildings at Sayil were parts of larger

platform complexes (feature clusters) rather than isolated

buildings. This being the case, it seems necessary to examine

these larger contexts in which the larger buildings occur as the

best way to get at the questions of building and room functions.

Somewhat simplified plans of the platform complexes with the

larger buildings are shown in figures 18-20 and these plans

include all chultuns associated with each complex. Most of these

complexes include additional (but smaller) masonry buildings as

well as one or more foundation braces and low platforms. The

question then arises as to who lived or worked in the smaller

stone buildings and foundation braces that are integral parts of

the platform complexes containing the larger palaces?

The above question can best be answered by examining several of

the largest platform complexes in some detail. Platform Complex T

(feature cluster N8127/E4948) consists of the Great Palace

(Structure 2B1), a four-room L-shaped range building (Structure

2B2) and an 11-room building with two levels, situated just west

of the west wing of the Great Palace (fig. 19). In addition, this

complex includes several foundation braces, several low platforms.

a number of metates (basins) and 5 chultuns (6 if isolated chultun/
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in open space south of east wing of the Great Palace is included).

All of these components stand on a series of contiguous

irregularly shaped platforms with several different levels. The

Great Palace itself seems to clearly fit the mold of Adams' (1974)

Type A, functionally diverse palace which shows a large number of

both residential and special purpose rooms and suites. As noted

earlier, this building (Structure 2B1) has 94 rooms in all, 48 on

the lowest level, 38 on the 2nd level and 8 on the 3rd level; the

room typology is shown in Figure The incremental growth of the

Great Palace seems to indicate the necessity to provide additional

living quarters for a continuously expanding elite kin group as

well as a variety of specialized spaces needed to support the

elaborate lifestyle of the elites residing in the palace.

Determining the specific distribution of residential vs. specialized

rooms beyond the general distinction as suggested by room

typology presents many problems. In terms of access, the rooms

on the lower level are the most accessible although those facing

south and those in the projecting southwest wing seem more

public than those in the east and west ends and north side. The

suites of rooms on the south side of the 2nd level with their

multiple entrances are the most open, and seemingly most public,

while the other rooms on this level are more private, suggesting

their use for dwellings. The rooms on the third level, which are

the least accessible, seem well suited to either ceremonial or

residential use; the central rooms in particular might have been

used for ritual purposes while the single rooms in the two wings

could well have provided living spaces for the royal family.

For the moment, I believe that all the other structures which are

part of this complex, other than the 11-room vaulted masonry-

building west of the Great Palace (feature cluster N8166/E4969)

should be considered as "service" structures providing the

ancillary spaces needed to support the elites who lived in the

Great Palace and the 11-room palace to the west. The 5-6

chultuns associated with this complex would have provided

sufficient water for a minimum of 75-90 and a maximum of 150-180

persons using McAnany's (1990) figures for average chultun

support capacity. Assuming a total of 40 single rooms and 14

two-room suites were used as residences in the Great Palace and

that 9 more Type A single rooms in the adjacent palace to the

west were also used as residences, gives us a total projected

population for the entire complex of 280 persons. This figure

exceeds the potential population based on chultun support

capacity by a considerable margin, suggesting that some of the

Type A, C, and E rooms in the two large palaces were also used
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for non-residential purposes in addition to the Type B, D, and F

rooms and suites already assigned to non-residential uses.

By way of comparison, if the Becquelin/Michelet (1994) population

figures based on space per person are used, the Great Palace,

with a total of 1128 m/2 of floor space, could have housed 135 to

170 persons and the 11-room west palace could have housed an

additional 16 to 19 persons, making a total of 151-189 persons for

the whole complex. Using the Becquelin/Michelet figures for

population based on chultun support capacity, only 57.5 to 69

persons could be supplied with water from the 5-6 chultuns.

In contrast, we get a different picture if we look closely at

Platform Complex E (feature cluster N7294/E4680). This complex

contains an 11-room, one-story range-type palace, a seven-room

L-shaped range building, two two-room and one one-room masonry

buildings, one two-room foundation brace and 5 chultuns (fig. 18).

It can be seen that the two largest masonry buildings stand on

the same platform while the smaller structures occupy two

contiguous lower platforms. Here I would assume that a single

elite kin group consisting of a minimum of 56 persons lived in the

two large masonry buildings which also included several special

purpose spaces. The other smaller masonry buildings and

foundation brace most likely provided servants quarters and other

service-type spaces needed to support the elites living in the two

larger buildings. The five chultuns would have provided water

for a minimum of 75 persons and a maximum of 150 persons

(McAnany figure), which probably exceeds the water requirements

of the combined elite/commoner population living in the larger

complex. If the Becquelin/Michelet chultun support figures are

used, the 5 chultuns would support only 57.5 persons on a year-

round basis.

Platform Complex I (feature cluster N7200/E4900) also merits

special attention since it differs in many details from the two

complexes described above. This complex includes the South

Palace (Structure 4B2), the next to largest multistory building at

Sayil, together with a long, mostly faHen range building situated

on a lower platform east of the South Palace, and a group of four

masonry buildings and a low pyramid arranged around the

irregularly shaped South Court. North of the South Palace is a

huge, and almost empty platform which supports only a small two-

room masonry building (fig. 20). The ballcourt and its ancillary

structures is considered as a separate complex and is not

reviewed here. This huge, sprawling complex, together with the

2_3
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ballcourt, has been described by Sabloff and Tourtellot (1992) as a

"civic-ceremonial" omplex in which the South Palace is seen as

providing offices or other administrative spaces rather than elite

dwellings as in the Great Palace.

Based on the typology of its rooms and suites, the South Palace

could well be described as another of Adams' functionally diverse

palaces but the complete lack of both chultuns and metates in

direct association with this building gives rise to the suggestion

that it essentially housed non-residential functions. The long

range building east of the South Palace does have a chultun on

its east side and probably was a residential structure, perhaps

providing dwellings for bureaucrats working on the adjacent

palace. The four masonry buildings surrounding the South Court

show diverse floor plans and room types, but the two largest

buildings which more or less face one another across the South

Court, also seem well suited to non-residential functions. The

chultun in the lower platform of the south building of this group

could well have been associated with the three-room foundation

brace to the east, which probably was a residence for non-elites.

The other platform complexes containing the larger masonry

buildings need not be described in detail but the room counts and

room typology for all buildings and foundation braces found in

these groups are included in Figure 21, which summarizes this

data for all nine platform complexes under consideration.

Summary and Conclusions

The investigation of the "palaces" at Sayil as described above has

produced mixed results. On one hand, the room/doorway typology-

observed in these and other Puuc palaces has allowed for a

tentative distinction to be made between residential and non

residential rooms and suites. Based solely on this typology, some

buildings appear to have functioned essentially as residences

while others were functionally diverse, with varying mixtures of

residential and special purpose rooms. On the other hand, the

data now available from complimentary studies shows that room

typology alone is not sufficient to make a clear distinction

between residential and civic-ceremonial structures since the

availability of water on a year round basis was an essential

requirement for all residences and residential complexes. Thus,

where chultuns are missing, it logically follows that buildings and

complexes lacking these life-giving components could not have

functioned as residences. On this basis, rooms or suites in
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certain buildings that ordinarily would have served as residences,

must have been used for other purposes.

This qualification is given added weight by the results of a recent

study of the ceramics at Sayil based on surface collections only

(Dunning, pers. comm.). According to this study:

The overall paucity of ceramic densities associated

with the North and South Palace Complexes, however,

argues against major residential functions for these

particular architectural groups. To support a

residential function, one would expect much higher

and spatially extensive concentrations of both elite

and utilitarian materials around these feature clusters,

but this does not appear to be the case

It is even quite possible that the so-called palaces at

Sayil were not palaces at aU but were mainly devoted

to highly specialized functions such as political

administration, ritual activity, and even educational

purposes (elite schools). In other words, it is

unwarranted to assume that large Maya (public)

buildings represent living quarters for elite families

without other kinds of independent, corroborating

evidence. In this regard, the architectural

characteristics of size, form, and centrality by

themselves appear to be ambiguous with respect to

elite residential organization.

It should be noted, however, that only 1.1 percent of the ceramics

used in the above study came from stone buildings, and nearly 88

percent came from open spaces showing no man-made features,

casting some doubt as to the validity of the conclusions in regard

to the palaces as residences.

The problem here is that both at Sayil and the Puuc region as a

whole we are lacking the kind of data from sleeping benches,

burials, caches, trash deposits, excavated ceramics and lithics

associated with masonry buildings that in other regions have

allowed for reasonably clear functional assessments of individual

rooms and whole buildings to be made.

On a somewhat larger scale, our palace study has shown that even

the largest buildings are only parts of more extensive platform

complexes which include additional small masonry buildings and

foundation braces, as well as varying numbers of other man-made

25
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features. This brings us back to the basic question raised by

Tourtellot et al (1990) as to whether all stone masonry buildings

should be considered as elite residences or only some, and if the

latter is the case, which ones are which? I believe that the

labor and resource investment required to produce the larger

vaulted masonry buildings (those with 9 rooms or more) makes

them the most likely choices for buildings used by the elites,

including both residential and civic functions. The proposal that

some of the larger masonry buildings were not elite residences

(see figs. 13 & 14) should not come as a surprise since any elite

led society is bound to have included some level of bureaucratic

operations requiring numerous offices and other "civic" spaces.

One of the most troublesome questions still facing us is what

functions were accomodated in the smaller (1 to 4-room) vaulted

masonry buildings (and foundation braces as well) which are major

features in many of the larger platform complexes. First off, is

there any functional difference between those buildings classified

by Becquelin and Michelet (1994) as EAC types (vaulted masonry

buildings with rooms arranged in a single file) and those

classified by them as EAP types (vaulted masonry buildings with

non-lineal plans)? Were either or both of these building forms

used as dwellings and if so, by whom? Was there a "middle class"

who lived near the elites but in smaller and less pretentous

dwellings? The possibility of an emerging middle class

(merchants, skilled craftsmen, scribes, etc.) is suggested by the

presence of the "marketplace" south of the Mirador complex

(Tourtellot et. al., 1988) and by the presence of a number of small

(1 to 4 room) vaulted masonry buildings on several of the platform

complexes attached directly o the long north-south sacbe. Or is

the situation more like that seen in the Las Sepulturas Group at

Copan where elite and non-elite residences and ancillary

structures are found in close physical proximity? See appendix B

for furthere discussion of space utilization in these smaller

buildings.

If the interpretations of the differing functions of the various

palaces at Sayil as presented here are anywhere near correct and

the suggested numbers of elites living in certain of these

buildings represents a reasonable estimate for this particular

segment of the population, we can say with some degree of

certainty that most of Sayil's elites lived and worked in the

largest buildings in or near the site core. This core took the

form of a long, narrow spine of essentially civic/ceremonial

structures attached to the long north-south sacbe which was

^6
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anchored at its northern end by the multifunctional Great Palace,

which probably housed the royal family. Immediately surrounding

this lineal core was a second zone consisting largely of residential

structures sited on platforms built over low outcrops on the

valley floor. This intermediate zone in turn was surrounded by

an outer layer of structures and platform complexes consisting of

the smallest masonry buildings, foundation braces, vacant

platforms and chich mounds. Many of these latter structures were

sited on the higher hills (karst features) along the edges of the

valley. This outer layer probably was the location of most of the

dwellings and other structures used by the commoners. While

further data is still needed from several classes or categories of

information (sub-floor excavations, stratified ceramic collections,

burials, caches, and trash heaps), the development of a

comprehensive room typology for all types of masonry buildings at

Sayil as presented in this paper provides the basic physical

structure for interpreting the data obtained from any of these

complimentary studies.
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APPENDIX

SPACE UTILIZATION IN ANCIENT AND MODERN MAYA DWELLINGS

One of the real difficulties in estimating the number of individuals

living in ancient Maya dwellings, based on comparisons with

modern Maya dwellings, is the fact that the floor plans and areas

of the ancient dwellings differ considerably from their modern

counterparts. At Sayil, and at other Puuc sites (Uxmal, Kabah,

Xkochkax, Chunhuhub, Xculoc) where ancient Maya "houses" have

been studied, they appear to be of two basic types: 1) one to

four-room vaulted masonry buildings of several plan types: and 2)

foundation braces with one to as many as seven rooms (1 to 5

rooms at Sayil). The foundation braces almost always consist of a

single row of rooms, each with its own outside doorway while the

vaulted masonry buildings include both single rows of rooms of

the same type as well as more complex floor plans having L-

shapes, U-shapes, and T-shapes. At Sayil, the rooms in

foundation braces average 8 m/2 in floor area while rooms in

vaulted masonry buildings average 12 m/2 in floor area. In the

Chunhuhub/Xkochkax/Xculoc area, rooms in foundation braces

average 9.70 m/2 in area while rooms in vaulted masonry buildings

average 12.25 to 15.75 m/2 in area (Becquelin and Michelet, 1994).

In contrast, modern Maya pole-and-thatch houses of three basic

types (apsoidal, round-cornered, and rectangular) are all single-

roomed structures with anywhere from 20 to 45 m/2 of floor space

(Wauchope, 1938). While no ancient Maya apsoidal pole-and-thatch

dwellings have been found at Sayil, the remains of large numbers

of these forms were found at Dzibilchaltun (Kurjack, 1974) and

several measured examples there averaged only 16.8 m/2 in

interior floor space. There appear to be no modern equivalents of

the ancient multichambered foundation braces or the

multichambered vaulted masonry buildings.

The differences in size and plan form between ancient and modern

dwellings as described above make it extremely difficult to

understand just how ancient Maya dwellings or complexes of

dwellings were actually used. For example, if Tourtellot's (1990)

figure of 4 persons/room is correct, the individuals living in

foundation braces would have only 2 m/2 of space available per

person and those living in vaulted masonry rooms would have 3-4

m/2 of floor space per person. This hardly seems plausible given

the figures of 6.86 to 8.36 m/2 per person used by modern Maya

in the same area. If it is assumed that each building, rather than

each room, was occupied by a single family the floor area per^
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person increases but this does not explain why the space per

person varies so widely between the smaller or larger buildings

assuming family size remains constant or why the number of

individuals occupying the same buildings would vary so widely,

assuming that the floor space per person remains constant.

Similar discrepancies would be noted if it is assumed that single

nuclear families occupied each building rather than each room,

using the m/s per person formula proposed by Becquelin and

Michelet (1994).

As test cases we can look at the unidad residencia] E4 at

Xkochkax studied by Becquelin and Michelet (1994 compared with

feature cluster N7314/E5106 at Sayil. Group E4 at Xkochkax

includes 7 buildings forming a feature cluster which included 3

chultuns (fig. ). Four of these buildings, all of which were

foundation braces, were designated as residences, two as kitchens,

and one as ceremonial. The residential buildings have 2 to 4

rooms each, making 11 residential rooms in all. Using the B/M

min.-max. figures of 6.86 to 8.63 m/2 of floor space per person for

the 113 m/2 total floor space in all 7 buildings gives a total of

13.5 persons minimum to 16.5 persons maximum. The problem here

is that there is no logical way to specify just how these 13 to 16

individuals were actually housed in the four residential buildings.

No matter what assumptions are made about how many persons

slept in each room, the total number of persons accomodated will

always be more or less than the totals arrived at on the basis of

persons in relation to floor space (1 person/room) = 11 persons, 2

persons/room = 22 persons, etc). If it is assumed that only some

of the rooms in the "residences" were used for sleeping, which

ones were used and what were the other rooms used for? If it is

assumed that only one nuclear family occupied each residential

building and that an average nuclear family consists of 5.6

persons we get a total of 22.4 persons occupying the four

residences rather than 13.5 to 16.5 or 5.0 m/2 per person. It

should be noted here that in the above example it was believed

that only two chultuns were in use during the time the 7

buildings were in use and these would have provided sufficient

water for 21 persons on a year-round basis. If the Tourtellot

figure of 4 persons per room is used for calculating the

population housed in Group E4, we get a total of 44 persons living

in the 11 residential rooms, a figure which is nearly triple the

number indicated by the B/M formula.

For the sake of comparison we can look at feature cluster

X7314/E5106 at Sayil (fig. 25). This group includes 3 foundation,
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brace type buildings with 6 rooms total (1, 2 and 3 rooms) as well

as 3 chultuns, together with a small low platform and what may be

a fallen one-room foundation brace which I assume might have

been a kitchen. Using Tourtellot's formula of 4 persons per room

we get a total of 24 persons occupying the six rooms in the three

buildings. Using McAnany's formula of 15 to 30 persons per

chultun, 45 to 90 persons could have been supplied with water

year-round. Using Becquelin and Michelet's formula of 6.86 to

8.36 m/2 per person, the 7 rooms (including kitchen) total 56 m/2

providing space for only 7 to 8 persons, while the three chultuns

would have supplied sufficient water for 34 persons. We

encounter the same dilema here as in the Xkochkax example where

it is almost impossible to make a logical distribution of persons

housed in each room and the question still remains as to whether

all the rooms were actually used for sleeping purposes. What is

clear from both of the above examples are two important facts: 1)

the Becquelin/Michelet space utilization figures and chultun

support capacity lead to drastically lower populations than those

obtained from the Tourtellot/McAnany formulas: and 2) neither the

B/M or T/Mc space utilization formulas logically account for the

actual sizes, room numbers and floor plans of either the

foundation braces or stone masonry buildings assumed to be

residences.
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Appendix A

Summary of Room Types, Large Palace Buildings In other regions

BUILDING

room/doorway types

SITE A B C D E F ATYP. REMARKS

UAXACTUN (62) Structure A-V 24 9 5 See Note 1

TIKAL (15) Structure 5D- 65 6 1 2 See Note 2

(21) Structure 5C- 13 7 3 See Note 3

(37) Structure 5E- 58 14 1 4 1 4 See Note 4

BECAN (25) Structure I 1 7 5

(31) Structure IV 10 5 4 4 See Note 5

CHICANNA (10) Structure I 5

(24) Structure XX 20 1 1

SANTA ROSA

XTAMPAK (45)
Palace 10 4 4 2 4 2

XKICIIMOOK (12) Structure 1 5 1 2

2
XPUHIL I (12) Structure I 2 5

TOTALS 304 99 4 38 7 14 9 14

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



APPENDIX S

SPACE UTILIZATION IN ANCIENT AND MODERN MAYA DWELLINGS

One of the real difficulties in estimating the number of individuals

living in ancient Maya dwellings, based on comparisons with

modern Maya dwellings, is the fact that the floor plans and areas

of the ancient dwellings differ considerably from their modern

counterparts. At Sayil, and at other Puuc sites (Uxmal, Kabah,

Xkochkax, Chunhuhub, Xculoc) where ancient Maya "houses" have

been studied, they appear to be of two basic types: 1) one to

four-room vaulted masonry buildings of several plan types: and 2)

foundation braces with one to as many as seven rooms (1 to 5

rooms at Sayil). The foundation braces almost always consist of a

single row of rooms, each with its own outside doorway while the

vaulted masonry buildings include both single rows of rooms of

the same type as well as more complex floor plans having L-

shapes, U-shapes, and T-shapes. At Sayil, the rooms in

foundation braces average 8 m/2 in floor area while rooms in

vaulted masonry buildings average 12 m/2 in floor area. In the

Chunhuhub/Xkochkax/Xculoc area, rooms in foundation braces

average 9.70 m/2 in area while rooms in vaulted masonry buildings

average 12.25 to 15.75 m/2 in area (Becquelin and Michelet, 1994).

In contrast, modern Maya pole-and-thatch houses of three basic

types (apsoidal, round-cornered, and rectangular) are all single-

roomed structures with anywhere from 20 to 45 m/2 of floor space

(Wauchope, 1938). While no ancient Maya apsoidal pole-and-thatch

dwellings have been found at Sayil, the remains of large numbers

of these forms were found at Dzibilchaltun (Kurjack, 1974) and

several measured examples there averaged only 16.8 m/2 in

interior floor space. There appear to be no modern equivalents of

the ancient multichambered foundation braces or the

multichambered vaulted masonry buildings.

The differences in size and plan form between ancient and modern

dwellings as described above make it extremely difficult to

understand just how ancient Maya dwellings or complexes of

dwellings were actually used. For example, if Tourtellot's (1990)

figure of 4 persons/room is correct, the individuals living in

foundation braces would have only 2 m/2 of space available per

person and those living in vaulted masonry rooms would have 3-4

m/2 of floor space per person. This hardly seems plausible given

the figures of 6.86 to 8.36 m/2 per person used by modern Maya

in the same area. If it is assumed that each building, rather than

each room, was occupied by a single family the floor area per



person increases but this does not explain why the space per

person varies so widely between the smaller or larger buildings

assuming family size remains constant or why the number of

individuals occupying the same buildings would vary so widely,

assuming that the floor space per person remains constant.

Similar discrepancies would be noted if it is assumed that single

nuclear families occupied each building rather than each room,

using the m/s per person formula proposed by Becquelin and

Michelet (1994).

As test cases we can look at the unidad residencial E4 at

Xkochkax studied by Becquelin and Michelet (1994 compared with

feature cluster N7314/E5106 at Sayil. Group E4 at Xkochkax

includes 7 buildings forming a feature cluster which included 3

chultuns (fig. ). Four of these buildings, all of which were

foundation braces, were designated as residences, two as kitchens,

and one as ceremonial. The residential buildings have 2 to 4

rooms each, making 11 residential rooms in all. Using the B/M

min.-max. figures of 6.86 to 8.63 m/2 of floor space per person for

the 113 m/2 total floor space in all 7 buildings gives a total of

13.5 persons minimum to 16.5 persons maximum. The problem here

is that there is no logical way to specify just how these 13 to 16

individuals were actually housed in the four residential buildings.

No matter what assumptions are made about how many persons

slept in each room, the total number of persons accomodated will

always be more or less than the totals arrived at on the basis of

persons in relation to floor space (1 person/room) = 11 persons, 2

persons/room = 22 persons, etc). If it is assumed that only some

of the rooms in the "residences" were used for sleeping, which

ones were used and what were the other rooms used for? If it is

assumed that only one nuclear family occupied each residential

building and that an average nuclear family consists of 5.6

persons we get a total of 22.4 persons occupying the four

residences rather than 13.5 to 16.5, or 5.0 m/2 per person. It

should be noted here that in the above example it was believed

that only two chultuns were in use during the time the 7

buildings were in use and these would have provided sufficient

water for 21 persons on a year-round basis. If the Tourtellot

figure of 4 persons per room is used for calculating the

population housed in Group E4, we get a total of 44 persons living

in the 11 residential rooms, a figure which is nearly triple the

number indicated by the B/M formula.

For the sake of comparison we can look at feature cluster

N7314/E5106 at Sayil (fig. 25). This group includes 3 foundation



brace type buildings with 6 rooms total (1, 2 and 3 rooms) as well

as 3 chultuns, together with a small low platform and what may be

a fallen one-room foundation brace which I assume might have

been a kitchen. Using Tourtellot's formula of 4 persons per room

we get a total of 24 persons occupying the six rooms in the three

buildings. Using McAnany 's formula of 15 to 30 persons per

chultun, 45 to 90 persons could have been supplied with water

year-round. Using Becquelin and Michelet's formula of 6.86 to

8.36 m/2 per person, the 7 rooms (including kitchen) total 56 m/2

providing space for only 7 to 8 persons, while the three chultuns

would have supplied sufficient water for 34 persons. We

encounter the same dilema here as in the Xkochkax example where

it is almost impossible to make a logical distribution of persons

housed in each room and the question still remains as to whether

all the rooms were actually used for sleeping purposes. What is

clear from both of the above examples are two important facts: 1)

the Becquelin/Michelet space utilization figures and chultun

support capacity lead to drastically lower populations than those

obtained from the Tourtellot/McAnany formulas: and 2) neither the

B/M or T/Mc space utilization formulas logically account for the

actual sizes, room numbers and floor plans of either the

foundation braces or stone masonry buildings assumed to be

residences.

3M



REFERENCES

Palaces at Sayil

Adams, R.E.W.

1974 A Trial Estimation of Classic Maya Palace

Populations at Uaxactun. In Mesoamerican

Archaeology: New Approaches, pp. 285-296

1981 Settlement Patterns of the Central Yucatan and

Southern Campeche Region. In Lowland Maya

Settlement Patterns, pp. 211-258. University of

New Mexico Press, Albuquerque

Andrews, G. F.

1982 Puuc Architectural Styles: A Reassessment.

Paper presented at symposium on Lowland Maya

Area, UNAM, Mexico, D.F.

1986 Los Estilos Arquetectonicos del Puuc: Una .Vueva

Apreciacion. Institute Nacional de Antropologia

e Historia, Mexico, D.F.

1987 Chenes and Chenes-Puuc Architecture at Santa

Rosa Xtampak, Campeche, Mexico. Paper

presented at Segundo Coloquio Internacional de

Mayistas, Campeche, Mexico

1990 Architectural Survey of the Puuc and Chenes

Regions. Paper presented at the First Maler

Symposium on the Archaeology of Northwest

Yucatan, Bonn, Germany

n.d. Puuc Palaces and

Unpublished manuscript

Palace Complexes.

Becquelin. Pierre and Dominique Michelet

1994 Demografia en la Zona Puuc: El Recursc del

Metodo. In Latin American Antiquity

Brainerd, G.W.

1958 The Archaeological Ceramics of Yucatan,

Anthropological Records of the University of

California 19, Berkeley

35



Carmean, K.

1991

Dunning, N.P.

1992

Architectural Labor Investment and Social

Stratification at Sayil, Yucatan, Mexico. In Latin

American Antiquity, 2:151-165

Lords of the Hills: Ancient Maya Settlement in

the Puuc Region, Yucatan, Mexico. Prehistory-

Press, Monographs in World Archaeology No. 15,

Madison

Harrison, P.

1970 The Central Acropolis, Tikal, Guatemala: A

Preliminary Study of the Functions of its

Structural Components during the Late Classic

Period. Ph.D. dissertation. Dept. of

Anthropology, University of Pennsylvania,

Philadelphia

Haviland, W.A. & Hattula Moholy-Nagy

1992 Distinguishing the High and Mighty from the Hoi

Polloi at Tikal, Guatemala. In Mesoamerican

Elites, pp. 50-60. Diane Z. Chase and Arlen F.

Chase, Eds. University of Oklahoma Press,

Norman and London

Haviland, W.A.

1981 Dower Houses and Minor Centers at Tikal: An

Investigation into the Identification of Valid

Units in Settlement Hierarchies. In Lowland

Maya Settlement Patterns, pp. 89-113 Wendy

Ashmore, Ed., University of New Mexico Press,

Albuquerque

Kowalski, J. K.

1987 The House of the Governor: A Maya Palace at

Uxmal. Yucatan, Mexico. University of Oklahoma

Press, Norman and London

McAnany, P.

1990 Water Storage in the Puuc Region of the

Northern Maya Lowlands: A Key to Population

Estimates and Architectural Variability. In

Population History in the Maya Lowlands^

pp.263-84. T. Patrick Culbert & Don S. Rice,

3G



Eds. University of New Mexico Press,

Albuquerque

Maler, T.

1895 Yukatekische Forschungen. In Globus, Vol. 68,

pp. 247-259, 277-292. Braunschweig

1902 Yukatekische Forschungen. In Globus, Vol. 82,

pp. 197-230. Braunschweig

Morley, S.G. and G.W. Brainerd

1956 The Ancient Maya. Stanford University Press,

Stanford

Sabloff, J. and G. Tourtellot

1991 The Ancient Maya City of Sayil: The Mapping of

a Puuc Region Center. Middle American

Research Institute, Pub. 60, Tulane University,

New Orleans

Sanders, W.

1989 Household Lineage, and State at Eighth Century

Copan, Honduras. In The House of the Bacabs,

Copan, Honduras, pp. 89-105. Dunbarton Oaks,

Washington, D.C.

Smyth, M.P.

1991 Modern Maya Storage Behavior:

Ethnoarchaeological Case Examples from the Puuc

Region of Yucatan. University of Pittsburgh

Memoirs in Latin American Archaeology No. 3.

University of Pittsburgh, Dept. of Anthropology,

Pittsburgh

Thompson, E.H.

1897 The Chultuns of Labna, Memoirs of the Peabody

Museum, Harvard University, 1, no. 2, Cambridge

Tourtellot, G., J.A. Sabloff, M.P. Smyth, L.V. Whitley, S.L. Walling,

T. Gallareta N., Carlos Perez A., G.F. Andrews, and N.P. Dunning

1988 Mapping Community Patterns at Sayil, Yucatan,

Mexico, pp. 1-24. In Journal of New World

Archaeology, Vol. Nos. 2/3. The Institute of

Archaeology, University of California, L.A.



Tourtellot, G., J.A. Sabloff and M.P. Smyth

1990 Room Counts and Population Estimation for

Terminal Clasic Sayil in the Puuc Region,

Yucatan, Mexico. In Precolumbian Population

History in the Maya Lowlands, pp. 245-62. T.

Patrick Culbert & Don S. Rice, Eds., University

of New Mexico Press, Albuquerque

Tourtellot, G., J.A. Sabloff and K. Carmean

1992 "Will the Real Elites Please Stand Up?" An

Archaeological Assessment of Maya Elite Behavior

In the Terminal Classic Period. In Mesoamerican

Elites: An Archaeological Assessment, pp. 80-98

University of Oklahoma Press, Norman and

London

Wauchope, R.

1938 Modern Maya Houses: A Study of Their

Archaeological Significance, Carnegie Institution

of Washington, Pub. #502, Washington, D.C.

Webster, D.

3989 The House of the Bacabs: Its Social Context. In

The House of the Bacabs, Copan, Honduras.

David Webster, Ed., pp. 5-40, Dumbarton Oaks,

Washington, D.C.

Zapata Peraza, R.L.

1989 Los Chultunes: Sistemas de Captacion y

Almacenamiento de Agua Pluvial. Coleccion

Cientifica. Serie Arqueologia, Instituto Nacional

de Antropologia e Kistoria, Mexico, D.F.

3?



SAYIL - LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Frontispiece - Great Palace (restoration by GFA)

1. Simplified map of Sayil

2. Structure 2B1 (Great Palace) ptefco pi^

3. Structure 4B2 (South Palace)

4. Type I palace (Uxmal, East Building, Adivino Quad.)

5. Type II palace (Kabah, Structure 2C2)

6. Type III Palace (CkjuimU-BR-, xpo<stakil

7. Chart - Room counts in all Puuc masonry buildings

8. Chart - Room counts in masonry buildings at Sayil

9. Table showing room counts and floor levels in larger buildings at

Sayi 1

10. Typical feature cluster at Sayil

11. Map showing feature clusters with large masonry buildings

12. Room/doorway types
- Puuc region

13. Room doorway types in large buildiongs at Sayil

14. Room/doorway types in medium-sized buildings at Sayil

15. Tables showing room functions in Structure A-V, Uaxactun (Adams)

16. Copan - Plan, Group 9N-8, Las Sepulturas

17. Uxmal - Plan, House of Governor

18. Labna - Palace/sacbe/Mirador (after Dunning)

19. Plans, Platform Complexes A - E

20. Plans, Platform Complexes F - H

21. Plan, Platform Complex I

22. Table showing room types in all masonry buildingsl in Platform

Complexes A - I

23. Table showing estimated populations in all buildings in Platform

Complexes A - I

24. Sayil - Estimated populations in larger buildings using Becquelin/Michelet
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RUINS OF SAYIL
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Fig. 1. Map of Sayil (after Sabloff and Tourtellot)
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Fig. 2. Plan, Great Palace (Structure 2B1)



Fig. 3. Plan, South Palace (Structure 4B2)
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Fig. 4. Type I Palace (Uxmal, North Building, Nunnery Quadrangle)
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Fig. 5. Type II Palace (Kabah, Structure 2C2)
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XPOSTANIL
- Sketch plan of Main Group

Fig. 6. Type III Palace (Xpostanil)
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Fig. 8 . Chart showing number of rooms in vaulted masonry buildings at Sayil
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Fig. 9. Chart showing building types and room counts in larger

buildings (5 rooms or more) at Sayil

Feature

Cluster

Structure or

Feature no.

Total

Rooms

Palace

Type

number

of Levels

Number of

Chultuns

N8600

E4900

Structure

1B1
11 2

N7487

E4853 Feature 14 9 3

N7504

E4890
Feature 3 9 0

N7374

E4795
Feature 5 6 2

N7374

E4795
Feature 6 5 2

N7294

E4680
Feature 2 11 1

N7294

E4680
Feature 3 7 1

N8127

E4948

2B1 Great

Palace
94 3 4

N8127

E4948
Feature 2 11 2 1

N7949

E4762

Structure

2B5
12 2 3

N8058

E5002

Structure

2B4
10 2 0

N7200

E4900

4B2 South

Palace
22 II 2 0

N7200

E4900
Feature 11 7? 1

N7678

E4815

Structure

3B1
6 0

N7094

E5051
Feature 24 6 1

N7658

E4446
Feature 2 5 1

N7130

E4530
Feature 2 5 0

N7524

E5454
Feature 3 5 1/2?

N7708

E5026

Structure

3B2
5 0

N7487

E4953
Feature 5 5 1/37 MS



Fig. 10. Sayil, typical Feature Cluster
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Fig 11 Sayil, map showing feature clusters with large masonry buildings
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Fig. 13. SAYIL - ROOM TYPES AND ROOM COUNTS IN LARGE "PALACE" BUILDINGS( 9 rooms or more)

Probable
Feature

Number

N7504

E4890

N7487

E4853

N7200

E4900

N7294

E4680

N7949

E4962

N8058

E5002

N8166

E4964

N8127

E4986

N8600

E4900

Total

Rooms

Room Types

F ATYP. Metates Chultuns Function

9 4

9 8

22 13

11 8

12 6

10 8

11 11

94 40

11 11

3 0 Special Purpose

0 0 Special Purpose

0 0 Special Purpose

0 1 Residential

0 1 Residential

0 0 Special Purpose

0 0 Special Purpose

9 5 Multi-purpose

0 2 Residential

TOTALS 189 107 9 14 7 7 4 2 12 9

NOTE; Above chart includes only vaulted masonry buildings (superstructures)



Fig. 14. SAYIL - ROOM TYPES AND ROOM COUNTS IN MEDIUM-SIZED BUILDINGS (5 to 7 rooms)

Feature

Rooms

Room Types

Metates Chultuns

Probable

Number A B C D E F ATYP. Function

N7467

E4853

N7294

E4680

N7374

E4795

N7374

E4795

N7678

E4815

N7094

E5051

N7130

E4530

N7524

E5454

N7658

E5454

3 3 Residential

0 1 Residential

1 Residential

1 Residential

2? Residential?

1 Residential

0 Special Purpose?

1 Residential

1 Residential

TOTALS 50 40 11



Table 2a Room clustering and functional classification in Uaxactun A-V

Construction Single 2 Room
unit

rooms clusters

M
32/39 33-34,37-38

N 42 19-41
P

Q
48 46^7

96-57, 58-59
s

67/68/69/70
T

77/78/79 75-76, 80-81
W

82/84/88-89
L

c
26/28/29/31/49

G

H

I

R

Unit total: 21 + 8 +

Total rooms: 21 + 16 +

3 Room 4 (5) Room Non-

clusters clusters residential

(general purpose)

60/61

72/74

85-86-87

30-92-93-94 (-29)

1

4(5?)

5-6

13-14(66)
15-16 (65)
17-18

62-63-64

11 =42

17 = 62

Table 25 Summary of A group room totals by functional category

A-XV1IIBuilding
Elite Residence

A-V

45 (73%)
Religious ritual

Ceremonial

Unspecified

(general purpose)

10

3

4

(16%)
(5%)

(6%)

62 (100%)

Cumulative

A-IX Tota,[

9 53 56%

5 5%

16 17%

21 22%

95 100%

Note: Rooms 92-93-94 were closed after the Terminal Classic (ALS:43).

Fig. 15. Tables showing room functions in Structure A-V, Uaxactun

(after Adams)



Fig. 16. Copan
- Plan, Group 9N-8, Las Sepulturas
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Fig. 17. Uxmal, House of the Governor - Plan
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Fig. 18. Labna Model, idealized community core

(after Dunning)
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Platform Complex E.

N7294/E4680

Fig. 19. Sayil, plans of Platform Complexes A - E
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Platform Complex G.

N7949/E4962

Platform Complex H.

N8058/E5002

Fig. 20. Sayil, plans of Platform Complexes F - H
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Platform Complex I.

N7200/E4900

Fig. 21. Sayil, plan of Platform Complex I
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Fig. 22. Sayil - Room counts and room types for all masonry buildings

in Platform Complexes A - I.

Platform Masonry Total Room Types Chultuns

Complex Buildings Rooms A B C D E F Atyp.

4 11 11 2

6 24 19 3 1 3

1 9 4 1 2 - - - - 0

4 17 13 - - - 1 1 - 5

5 23 19 2 1 - - 1 - 6

N8600 , .

E4900 w

N7487
,R,

E4853 [ti)

N7504 ,.,

E4890
[L>

N7374 . .

E4795
(U)

N7294 , .

E4680
UJ

^4948 (F) 3 109 54 6 9 5 5 3 2 5/6

N7949
,c,

E4962
(G)

N8058 ,,

E5002
[">

N7200
,n

E4900
u;

Totals 35 266 160 16 18 7 9 5

4 17 10 13---- 3

1 10 8 - 1 - - - - 0

7 46 28 3123-- 2

o\



Fig. 23. Estimated populations in all masonry buildings and foundation braces

in Platform Clusters A - I.

Platform Total No.

Complexes Features

Masonry Foundation Estimated Populations

Buildings Braces Single Rooms Suites Found. Braces

N8600 ,.,

E4900
[ '

N7487 ,

,
E4853

(B)

N7504
,.,

E4890
K '

N7374
( ,

E4795
[U>

N7294 , .

E4680
(L;

N8127
,F>

E4948
lN

N7949
,n

E4962
[ '

N8058 ,>

E5002
{"'

N7200
m

E4900
lu

Totals

9

15

5

12

16

20

7

5

27

116

0

2

0

1?

2

1?

0

0

6

11 x 4
= 44

0

19 x 4
= 76

1 x 6

= 6

4x4

= 16

2x6
= 12

13 x 4
= 52

2x6
= 12

19 x 4

= 76

2x6
= 12

54 x 4
= 216

14 x 6

=84

10 x 4

= 40

3x6

= 18

8x4
= 32

1 X 6

- 6

28 x 4

- 112

4x6
= 24

3x4
= 12

1 x 4

= 4

2x4

1 x 4

= 4

8x4

32

35 12 664 174 60

NOTES: 1. Assumed population in single rooms is 4 persons/room

2. Assumed population in suites is 6 persons/suite

3. Assumed population in foundation braces is 4 persons/room

4. The above figures do not include discounts for buildings or complexes lacking chultuns



Fig. 24. Table showing estimated populations in larger buildings at Sayil (5 rooms or more)

using Becquelin/Michelet space and chultun utilization figures

population population population
feature feature number total @ 6.86 m/2 @ 8.36 m/2 number of @ 11.5 persons
cluster

N7504

E4890

N7487

E4853

N7200

E4900

N7294

E4680

N7949

E4972

N8058

E5002

N8166

E4964

N8127

E4986

N8600

E4900

N7467

E4853

N7294

E4680

N7374

E4795

N7374

E4795

N7678

E4815

N7094

E5051

N7130

E4530

N7524

E5454

N7658

E5454

N7708

E5026

N7487

E4953

jmber rooms area per room per room chultuns per chultui

#3 9 108 m/2 16 13 0 0

#14 9 108 m/2 16 13 0 0

#11 22 330 m/2 38 32 0 0

#3 11 132 m/2 19 16 1 11.5

2B5 12 144 m/2 21 17 1 11.5

2B4 10 120 m/2 17 14 0 0

#2 11 132 m/2 19 16 0 0

2B1 94 1128 m/2 170 135 5-6 57.5-69

1B1 11 132 m/2 19 16 2 23

#14 5 60 m/2 9 .7 3 34.5

#3 7 84 m/2 12 10 1 11.5

#5 6 72 m/2 10.5 8.5 1 11.5

#6 5 60 m/2 9 7 1 11.5

3B1 6 72 m/2 10.5 8.5 2 23

#24 6 72 m/2 10.5 8.5 1 11.5

#2 5 60 m/2 9 7 0 0

#3 5 60 m/2 9 7 1 11.5

#2 5 60 m/2 9 7 1 11.5

3B2 5 60 m/2 9 7 0 0

#5 5 60 m/2 9 7 1-3 11.5-34.5
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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
Rooms Rooms Suites Rooms (4) Suites (6) Total Chultunes Min. (15) Max. (30)

North Group
(North Acropolis

Nunnery

Quadrangle

Ad i vino

Quadrangle

North Quadrangle,
South Acropolis

South Quadrangle
South Acropolis

West

Quadrangle

House of the

Governor

Chanchimez

Complex

Temple of the

Phalli

42+ 33 31 132 18 150 7 105 210

82 16 27 64 162 226 0 0 0

33 7 15 28 90 118 0 0 0

35 35 0 140 0 140 0 0 0

61 33 14 132 84 216 2 30 60

24? 12 5? 48 30 78 1 15 30

20 2 9 8 54 62 4 60 120

32 22 5 88 30 118 4 60 120

11 11 0 44 0 44 3 45 90

Totals 340 138 75 562 450 1012 21 315 630

KABAH Northwest Grout

(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 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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Fig. 26. Sayil, Feature Cluster N7314/E5106
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