
ARCHITECTURAL SURVEY

NORTHERN PLAINS AREAS

George F. Andrews

University of Oregon

I



CONTENTS

1. ACANCEH

2. AKE

3. CULUBA

4. DZIBILCHALTUN

5. EK BALAM

6. IKIL

7. IZAMAL

8. MAYAPAN

9. SANTA BARBARA

2L



A C A N C E H

3



SITE: ACANCEH NUMBER: 16Qd(7):ll DATE: 5316/81

BACKGROUND

Site was first reported by Desire Charnay (1888). Charnay was

followed by Teobert Maler and Adela Breton (1908), both of whom

made excellent photographs of the famous stucco facade of

Structure 1 of the Acropolis. Breton also made color drawings of

the stucco facade, which I have not seen. A more comprehensive

report on site and stucco facade of Structure 1 was published by

Eduard Seler (1915) who visited the site in 1911. Stansbury

Hagar (1914) used Seler's drawing and photos of the stucco facade

for an analysis of the "Maya signs of the Zodiac" represented in

the various animal, bird, and human figures shown in this facade.

In later years, further investigations were carried out at

the site by Miguel A. Fernandez (1939), E.W. Andrews IV (1942,

1965), and George Brainerd (1958). I first visited the site in 1971,

and in 1981 recorded some architectural data on Structure 1 of

the Acropolis (Building with the Stucco facade).

TOPOGRAPHY

The site is relatively flat and the surrounding area for some

distance is also relatively flat, with maximum relief no more than

10 m. The two highest structures at the site, Acropolis and Large

Pyramid, appear to be entirely artificial constructions.

WATER SUPPLY

I have no data on ancient water resources and none have been

mentioned by other authors. I suspect there must be at least one

cenote nearby and there is a modern well just south of the

Acropolis.

MAPS

Sketch map by Brainerd (1958) is only known map of site. Copy

of this map included with present report.

SIZE

Appears to be a small site. Area shown on sketch map measures

about 250 m north-south and 50 m east-west. Site is probably

more extensive than map suggests, however, as many of the

ancient structures have been destroyed to obtain building

materials for modern buildings.

CIVIC PLAN

Uncertain, due to lack of adequate map.



COMMENTS

In spite of the fact that site has been known ever since the

village of Atfcanceh was first established, it is still little known

archaeologically except for the famous stucco facade on Structure

1 of the Acropolis and the Large Pyramid near the main plaza and

church. Nevertheless, the site is of special interest because of

the early architecture represented by Structures 1 and 2 of the

Acropolis, and the early pyramid with the stucco masks, later

covered over by the Large Pyramid. Construction sequence,

which runs from Late Formative through Pure Florescent (Andrews

IV, 1942, 85) indicates a relatively long period of occupation,

compared to most sites in the Puuc region or many sites in

northern plains area which show mostly late and terminal classic

remains. See Brainerd (1958) for discussion of ceramics and

ceramic sequence.
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a. Acropolis and adjacent areas
b. Central area of town. Irregular areas are mounds

Acanceh, sketch maps showing central portion of town and ancient structures.
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SITE: ACANCEH NUMBER: 16Qd(7):ll DATE: 5/16/81

STRUCTURE 1, ACROPOLIS

GENERAL DESCRIPTION

Four-room building; two central rooms, one behind the other, with

lateral rooms at both ends (type 1A/4). Central room at front has

three doorways facing narrow alley between north wall of

Structure 1 and south wall of Structure 2.

ORIENTATION

Main facade faces

EXTERIOR DETAILS

Details below are for main (south) facade.

BASE MOLDING

No base molding present.

LOWER WALL ZONE

Height: 1.73 m (approx.) top of platform to bottom of medial

molding.

Stonework: Wall faced with

Thickness: Front wall .81 m thick at doorjamb.

Decoration: None.

DOORWAYS

Shape: Rectangular.

Jambs: Faced with roughly dressed blocks, similar to those

used for wall facings.

Lintels:

MEDIAL MOLDING

Form: Single member, rectangular molding.

Size: .38 m (average)

Projection: .13 m at bottom, .15 m at top.

Decoration: Face of molding decorated with repeating pattern

of various signs alternating with , executed in

stucco.

UPPER WALL ZONE

Height: 1.19 m ((average).

Stonework: Walls faced with roughly dressed blocks, similar

to those seen in lower walls.

Decoration: Upper wall zone filled with stucco sculptures,

executed in shallow relief. Design consists of a series of

stepped double frames, each of which enclosed a figure of a

bird, human, or animal. A repeating symbol can be

seen in the upper register, between each of the stepped

frames. The specific sculptural motifs include serpents,



jaguars, birds, squirrels, bat-person, and both seated and

standing human figures. Several of the human figures

include speech scrolls. See Seler (1915) for discussion and

analysis of sculptures, and see Hagar (1914) for discussion

of figures as representing signs of Maya zodiac. Restored

elevation of this facade included with present report is

based on Seler drawing of sculptures.

Other: Upper wall slopes back about .20 m from bottom to

top.

CORNICE

Form: Single member, rectangular molding; outer face shows

slight inward slope.

Size: 38 m average.

Projection: About .13 m at bottom.

0 Decoration: Face of molding decorated with repeating

pattern of symbols based on eye of serpent, which

resembles Mexican stone signs.

ROOF STRUCTURE

None.

ARCHITECTURAL STYLE

Early period, Phase I. On the basis of excavations carried

out in the top of the Acropolis in 1942, E.W. Andrews IV was

able to show that platform (pyramid?) supporting Structure

1 could be dated to Late Formative period and that

Structure 1 should be dated to first phase of Early period.
o

Structure 2 appears to have been constructed during secnd

phase of Early period and some time later, both Structures

1 and 2, together with the alleyway between, were filled

with rubble and then buried within a new platform which

served as the support for a Pure Florescent building, now

completely destroyed. Based on construction technique,

stonework, and decorative elements, I concur with Andrews

IV that Structure I should be assigned to Early period I

and Structure 2 to Early period II.

COMMENTS

Structure 1 is fairly important to our understanding of the basic

characteristics of Early period architecture in the Northern Plains

area since it is one of the few relatively well preserved buildings

in the northern area which can be securely dated to this period.

Buildings with stucco sculptures can be found at sites to the

north and northeast such as Dzibilchaltun (Temple of the Seven

Dolls) and Izamal ( Pyramid), but the subject matter of

these examples differ considerably from the rather realistic human

and animal figures seen on Structure 1. Here it should be noted

that all the figures are shown in profile and all face east. In



contrast, at Dzibilchaltun the emphasis is on highly stylized long-

nosed masks, including corner masks, whereas at Izamal the sides

of a huge platform were decorated with gigantic human heads,

shown in frontal view.

Several writers have also suggested that many of the

stucco figures on Structure 1 show Mexican traits or motifs, such

as bats, eagles, serpents, jaguars, and speech scrolls. I cannot

argue this suggestion but would point out that buildings executed

in the early styles in the Puuc region (Early Oxkintok, Proto-

Puuc, Early Puuc) also carried stucco sculptures, showing both

human and animal forms. For example, see sculptures on roofcomb

of Structure A at Mul-Chic.



SITE: ACANCEH NUMBER: 16Qd(7):11 DATE: 5/16/

STRUCTURE 1, ACROPOLIS

INTERIOR DETAILS

ROOM 2 (Central room, front)

DIMENSIONS

Length: 5.52 m.

Width: 1.98 m.

WALLS

Height: 1.73 m; top of floor to bottom of medial molding.

Thickness: Front wall .81 m thick at doorjamb.

Stonework: Walls faced with very roughly shaped blocks,

.38-.66 m long, 2.03 m high. Considerable chinking in joints.

Doorways: Rectangular. Lintels .19 m thick.

Rod Sockets: No data.

Cordholders: No data.

Wall Openings: None noted.

Platforms: None.

Other: Surface of walls irregular due to crude stonework.

VAULTS

Springline Offset: .12-.15 m long walls. No offsets in end

walls.

Height: About 1.57 m; springline to bottom of capstones.

Form: Vault faces show moderate curvature.

Stonework: CorbeDed vault, faced with roughly dressed thin

slabs, some of which are tipped up. Considerable chinking

in joints.

Capstones: Capstone span about .40 ra.

Crossbeams: No data.

Other: Vault face irregular due to crude stonework.
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Acanceh, buildings on Acropolis, (after Andrews IV, 1965).





SITE: ACANCEH NUMBER: 16Qd(7):11 DATE: 5/16/81

LARGE PYRAMID

According to Marquina (1950), Teobert Maler, who visited A#canceh

in 1908, was the first person, other than looters, to investigate

this structure. At that time the pyramid was nothing more than a

large, rough mound, except for a tiny section of an earlier

structure which had been exposed by looters or local inhabitants

looking for building materials. Maler initiated excavations at the

top of the mound, disclosing the remains of a buried radial

symmetrical pyramid with stairways on four sides and remains of

stucco masks adjacent to the stairways at the uppermost level.

Maler photographed the masks which were then relatively well

preserved (present whereabouts of photos unknown) but masks

suffered considerable damage before they were consolidated in

1933 by Miguel Fernandez of INAH, Mexico. Fernandez also fully

excavated one side of the early pyramid, disclosing the inset

stairway, apron-type moldings, and inset corners of the stepped

pyramid, and these features can still be seen today (see photos).

The basic form, and many of the details of this pyramid, are

very similar to those seen on Structure E-VII sub at Uaxactun,

suggesting influences from Peten showing up in the Northern

Plains area as early as Tzakol and 1 or 2 times in the Peten (A.D.

400 (approx.).
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SITE: AKE NUMBER: 16Qd(8):2 DATE:3/12/1983

BACKGROUND

The ruins of Ake were first reported by John Lloyd Stephens

(1843, Vol. 2). Stephens' description was accompanied by an

overly romantic drawing of the now famous Structure 1 made by

Frederick Catherwood. Some years later, Desire Charnay (1888)

provided a more extensive description of the ruins, together with

several illustrations, including a good etching of the megalithic

stairway and great colonnade of Structure 1. Harry Pollock (1936)

commented briefly on the architecture at Ake but provided no

data.

Modern exploration of Ake began in 1951 when Lawrence

Roys and Edwin M. Shook carried out an extensive investigation of

the site over a three year period and their report (1966) is the

source of virtually all subsequent descriptions and illustrations of

the site. I visited the site on several occasions, commencing in

1973 and during my last visit in 1983 Structure 1 was being

cleared and consolidated under the auspices of the Centro

Regional del Sureste, INAH.

SITUATION

The site is situated on the grounds of the Hacienda Ruinas de

Ake, some 30 km east, and slightly south, of Merida, the capital of

the present state of Yucatan. This puts it 32 km west of the

town and ruins of Izamal, with which it is connected by a broad

sacbe.

TOPOGRAPHY

The site is flat to very gently rolling and the surrounding area is

also fairly flat, with very minor relief.

WATER SUPPLY

There are seven cenotes within the boundaries of the site, as well

as two aguadas. The round vaulted chamber in the top of

Structure 2 may have been used as a chultun. and collectively,

the known water resources appear to be more than adequate to

supply the needs of a good-sized community.

MAPS

Charnay (1888) made a rough sketch map (copy included with

present report) but later map by Roys (1966, fig. 2) shows all

major structures and sacbeob in central portion of site. Sacbe

leads eastward to Izamal.



SIZE

Appears to be a fairly large site (Range II). Roys' map, showing

only central portion of site, covers an area about 1.4 km east-west

by 1.2 km north-south. Site is known to be much larger,

however, as additional mounds have been found upwards of 1 km

beyond area mapped.

CIVIC PLAN

The site appears to be organized around a long plaza which

stretches some 250 m southward from the monumental stairway of

Structure 1. Surrounding this plaza are a number of other

rectalinear groups, many of which are connected to one another

by means of causeways. The large number of these roadways is

somewhat surprising, given that the site is fairly level and access

from one group to another relatively easy, even without these

roadways. It is also surprising to note that Sacbe 1, which runs

32 km to Izamal, terminates in a small plaza with no really

important buildings nearby. The ancient site was probably less

orderly than appears at present since the gridded series of field

walls and tranvias of the modern Hacienda are fairly prominent

features.

CAUSEWAYS

While Ake has long been famous for the great colonnade and

megalithic stairway of Structure 1, it is important architecturally

since it is one of the very few sites in the northern plains areas

with relatively well preserved Early period remains in the form of

both substructures and superstructures (buildings). As noted

many years ago by Roys and Shook (1966), the presence of

buildings with Puuc-type masonry stratigraphically over typical

block construction confirms the Early period-Pure Florescent

sequence for the northwestern plains proposed earlier by E.W.

Andrews IV. The long sacbe connecting Ake with Izamal also

confirms the placing of the major structures at the latter site to

the Early period, although the specific dating of the structures at

both sites within this period is still uncertain.

n
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PLAN OF THE RUINS OF AK.

No. I. Small Pyramid. No. 2, Tlachtli, Tennis-court. No. 3, Large Gallery. No. 4, Ruined
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SMALL PYRAMID OF AK.

AKE, drawings from Charnay, 1888.
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SITE: AKE NUMBER: 16Qd(8):2 DATE: 3/12/1983

STRUCTURE 1

Structure 1 consists of two major components: 1) a massive

substructure with rounded corners and monumental stairway in

south side, built in two phases: and 2) a colonnaded

superstructure, consisting of 3 rows of 12 columns each. At the

present time (and as far back as 1843) there is no roof of any

kind on top of the columns.

SUBSTRUCTURE

The massive platform of Structure 1, which measures about m in

length, rises to a height of 8.5 m. The earlier platform, whose

upper part is now exposed, was later covered over by a larger

platform, whose basal portion is still visible. While the upper

portion of the 2nd platform has fallen, Roys and Shook believed

that it consisted of a huge apron-type molding, following the plan

shape of the presently exposed overhang of the 2nd phase base.

The stairway across the south side is 46 m wide, with 20

risers in all. The risers average about 52 cm in height and the

treads 1.4 m deep. The blocks used to construct the stairs are

megalithic in size, measuring about 2 m long and 0.80 to 1.7 m in

width. Like the blocks used for substructure facings, the

stairway blocks are only moderately well dressed.

SUPERSTRUCTURE

The present superstructure consists of three east-west rows of 12

columns each, making a total of 36 columns in all. Each column is

about 1.2 m square and rises to a height of 2 m or more. The

two long aisles between the columns are 3.2 m wide and the east-

west spaces average about 4.4 m wide, except for the central

space which is 5.2 m wide. The overall length of the colonnade is

63.5 m and overall width 10.0 m.

The columns are made of great square blocks, only roughly

dressed. The lowest block of each column was firmly bedded in

the lime mortar floor and each of the upper blocks was set in a

thick layer of mortar, with small chinking stones along the outer

edges. Each column was 8 blocks high, with a ninth leveling

course composed of smaller stones and mortar. Two additional

blocks were added above the leveling course, making the total

height about 4.3 m. The columns were undoubtedly coated with

plaster to produce smooth, squared surfaces.

The question as to whether the colonnade was actually-

roofed, and if so, how is it still open. The lack of masonry debris

indicates clearly that it was not vaulted, but may have been



covered with either a flat or sloping mortar and beam roof, or a

pole and thatch roof. Since the great Early period colonnade has

no known counterparts, it is difficult to tell if and how it was

roofed over and only historical documents (not yet found) may

settle this question.

7 ^
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AKE

Euax&d Strticfzo-c orvMound

Plate LII represents a great mound towering in full sight
from the door of the hacienda, and called El Palacio, or the

Palace. The ascent is on the south side, by an immense staircase,

one hundred and thirty-seven feet wide, forming an approach ot

rude grandeur, perhaps equal to any that ever existed in the

country. Each step is four feet five inches long, and one foot five

inches in height. The platform on the top is two hundred and

twenty-five feet in length, and fiftv in breadth. On this great

platform stand thirty-six shafts, or columns, in three parallel
rows of twelve, about ten feet apart from north to south, and

fifteen from east to west. They are from fourteen to sixteen feet

in height, four feet on each side, and are comopsed of separate

stones, from one to two feet in thickness. But few have fallen.

though some have lost their upper laver of stones. There are no

remains of any structure or of a roof. If there ever was one, it

must have been of wood, which would seem most incongruous
and inappropriate for such a solid structure of stones.

AKE, Structure 1. After Stephens, 1843.
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AKE, Structure 1. View from Structure 2 (after Charnay, 1888).



PILLARS OF THE (JRIAT GALLIRY OF AKE.

CEMENTED BAS-RELIEF OF AKE.

AKE, drawings from Charnay, 1888,
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v AKE, Structure 1. View of main facade from plaza.

AKE, structure 1. East side, showing rounded corners of substructure



AKE, Structure 1. View of colonnade before recent clearing and consolidation
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DIAGRAM

TEMPLE WAU

-- ,---.} SHOWING USE

OF HEADERS

SECTION THROUGH

SOUTH HALF

AKE, Structure 15. Plan and section (after Shook, 1966)
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AKE, entrance to Hacienda

AKE, Church and Structure 15.
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SITE: CULUBA NUMBER: 16Qd(4) 1 DATE: 3/18/83

BACKGROUND

The ruins were first reported by E.W. Andrews IV (1941) although

the site had been included, but incorrectly located, on 1940 Tulane

map. Andrews IV visited and described a group of structures

now known as Group C. E.W. Andrews V (1979) revisited the site

in 1973 and located two additional groups of structures (Groups A

and B), and reexamined Group C as well. Following Andrews V

investigations, the long, Puuc-like range building in Group B

(Structure 1) and the building with the recessed U's (Group A,

Structure 1) were cleared and consolidated by staff archaeologists

from the Centro Regional Sureste, INAH, Mexico. I visited the site

in March of 1983, accompanied by my wife and assistant, Geraldine

Andrews, and we recorded detailed architectural data from the two

buildings in Groups A and B described earlier by Andrews V.

SITUATION

The ruins are situated on the grounds of the Rancho Culuba,

which is about 85 km northeast of Chichen Itza in the state of

Yucatan. My notes say that the Rancho Culuba is 3 km beyond

the Rancho La Rosita and the site itself is about 1/2 km southeast

of the ranch buildings of Culuba.

TOPOGRAPHY

Groups A and B are both situated on very flat ground and the

surrounding area is also relatively flat.

WATER SUPPLY

We did not note any man-made or natural water resources in the

part of the site we visited although one or the other, or both,

may actually be present. Modern well at Rancho Culuba.

MAPS

Andrews IV (1941) report on site included a sketch map of Group

C but I have not been able to locate a later map showing

relationships between groups A, B and C although one may exist

in INAH files.

SIZE

Andrews V (1979) described Culuba as a "large and important

site", but I have no significant data on this question. My notes

indicate that the site is rather small, based on what we could see

of Groups A and B, which had only one standing building each



plus several small mounds, but we did not visit Group C, which is

more extensive.

CIVIC PLAN

Unknown, due to lack of map. Group A is situated in a wooded

area making exploration difficult. Group B is situated on and

around a large, low platform and appears to consist of one long

range-structure with several mounds nearby. According to

Andrews V (1979) Group C consists of 8 or 9 structures arranged

around an open plaza. This group includes at least one pyramidal

structure as well as two buildings with colonnaded

superstructures, now mostly fallen. As noted above, the

relationships between these three groups is uncertain.

COMMENTS

Culuba appears to be an unusual site since it includes building

remains in three, or possibly four, different architectural styles.

These include: 1) the "early" building in Group A with U-shaped

facade decoration, which appears to represent the first period of

construction; 2) the Puuc-like building in Group B; 3) the two

colonnaded structures in Group C; and 4) a pyramidal structure in

Group C, which may have had a Postclassic East Coast type

temple-shrine superstructure (Andrews IV and V). See following

pages for further discussion of chronological relationships between

various structures at Culaba and those at Chichen Itza.

GROUP A, STRUCTURE 1

GENERAL DESCRIPTION

Structure 1 of Group A is a long range-type building (Type 2A)

with six rooms; five rooms in line with a single additional room

behind the central room (see plan). It stands on a low, but fairly

large platform, and faces south overlooking a level plaza.

ORIENTATION

Main facade faces north. 187 degrees (magnetic), perpendicular to

front wall.

EXTERIOR DETAILS

BASE MOLDING

Form: 3 members. Face of upper member has slight inward

slope. Recessed, central member (vertical) and projecting

rectangular member at bottom.



Size: Overall height .63 m. Upper member .16 m high,

central member .30 m high.

Projection: .075 m at top.

Decoration: None.

LOWER WALL ZONE

Height: 2.26 m.

Stonework: Wall faced with 8 courses of plain and

sculptured blocks (see decoration, below).

Thickness: Front wall .89 m thick at door jamb.

Decoration: Lower walls are decorated with a series of

recessed U-shapes, with open ends of U's at top. Basic

pattern consists of rows of U's, both horizontally and

vertically, alternating with rows of plain facing blocks (four

rows of U's and four rows of plain blocks vertically). Since

the outer faces of blocks with U-shapes are flush with

outer faces of plain blocks, both at sides and above and

below, the finished surface when plastered would have

shown only vertical and horizontal rows of recessed U-

shapes in a non-mosaic form.

DOORWAYS

Shape: Rectangular.

Jambs: As reconstructed, jambs faced with good-sized,

rectangular slabs, much larger than facing stones used in

adjacent walls.

Lintels: Original lintels fallen; replaced with concrete lintels.

MEDIAL MOLDING

Form: Two members. Apron-type lower members, made with

two courses of stones, and simple rectangular member above.

Size: Overall height .75 m. Upper member .15 m high.

Projection: .23 m at bottom.

Decoration: None.

UPPER WALL ZONE

Height: 1.45 m.

Stonework: Wall faced with 5 courses of plain blocks,

alternating with sculptured blocks (see Decoration, below).

Decoration: Same as lower wall zone; i.e., U-shapes,

alternating with plain areas, both vertically and horizontally.

Other: Blocks moderately well-cut.

CORNICE

Form: Three members; apron-type member top and bottom,

rectangular central member.

Size: .74 m (approx.) high overall.

Projection: .11 m at bottom.

Decoration: None.



ROOF STRUCTURE

None.

ARCHITECTURAL STYLE

? See Comments below.

COMMENTS

Although the recessed U-shapes seen in both the lower and upper

wall zones of Structure 1 are unusual to say the least, they are

not unique since Karl Ruppert (1935) found a large number of

sculptured stones with somewhat similar recessed U-shapes while

excavating the West Annex of the Caracol at Chichen Itza. The

Chichen examples had very narrow encaoocr U's, compared to those

from Structure 1 at Culuba but the basic form is essentially the

same (see photo.) None of the stones with the U-shapes were

still in place on the West Annex but since the lower walls (in situ)

were plain, the U's must have come from the upper facade. Their

number suggested to Ruppert that they were used in two rows.

In contrast, there are three horizontal rows of U-shapes in the

upper wall zone of Structure 1 at Culuba.

The dating of Structure 1, Group A, presents several

problems, particularly in view of the U-shaped decorative motifs

in the upper facade of the West Annex of the Caracol at Chichen

Itza. Stylistically, the West Annex is a "Toltec-Maya" building,

whose front room is a colonnaded hall spanned by two vaults

supported by a double row of columns and the rear wall. Whether

or not we accept either the partial overlap or total overlap models

for Chichen-Maya (Pure Florescent) buildings vs. Toltec-Maya

(Modified Florescent) buildings, the West Annex of the Caracol

cannot have been constructed earlier than AD 860-880 and might

well be later.

In contrast, Andrews V (1979) has suggested a construction

date equivalent to late Tepeu 1 or Tepeu 2 (about AD 700) for

Structure 1 of Group A at Culuba, based on its crude stonework

and molding profiles. If Andrews' V suggestion is correct,

Structure 1 must have been built 150-200 years earlier than the

West Annex of the Caracol and the U-shaped designs on the

facade of the latter building must be the result of influences from

Culuba to Chichen Itza and not the reverse as would be expected,

given that Culuba is a minor site compared to Chichen Itza.



GROUP A, STRUCTURE 1

INTERIOR DETAILS

ROOM 1

Length: 4.74 m.

Width: 2.39 m (approx.)

End Wall: .89 m thick.

ROOM 2

Length: 5.10 m.

Width: 2.39 m.

Dividing wall to Room 1 is .94 m thick.

Details same as Rooms 3, 5 & 6.

ROOM 3

See separate sheet.

ROOM 4

See separate sheet.

ROOM 5

See separate sheet.

ROOM 6

See separate sheet.

INTERIOR DETAILS

ROOM 3 (Central room, front)

DIMENSIONS

Length: 6.90 m.

Width: 2.41 m.

WALLS

Height:

Thickness: Front ( ) wall .89 m. thick at doorjamb.

Stonework:

Doorways: Exterior doorway 1.88 m wide.

Rod Sockets:

Cordholders:

Rings:

Wall Openings:

Platforms: Bench in end of room, .46 m high, 1.09 m

deep. Bench against rear wall, end, .46 m high, 1.19 m

deep. end of bench flush with doorjamb of doorway to

rear room.

Other:

VAULTS



Springline Offset:

Height:

Form:

Stonework:

Capstones:

Crossbeams: Pairs of crossbeams at center, and both ends of

room at springline. Single crossbeams above, 1.37 m to

center above springline. Four additional crossbeams just

below capstones.

OBSERVATIONS

ROOM 4 (Central room, rear)

DIMENSIONS

Length: 4.66 m.

Width: 2.65 m.

WALLS

Height:

Thickness: Dividing wall to front room 1.40 m thick.

Stonework:

Doorways:

Rod Sockets:

Cordholders:

Rings:

Wall Openings: Square "vent" hole in rear wall near center

of room just below pair of crossbeams.

Platforms: Bench (Platform) against rear wall, .20 m high,

1.01 m deep.

Other:

VAULTS

Springline Offset:

Height:

Form:

Stonework:

Capstones:

Crossbeams:

Other:

OBSERVATIONS

ROOM 5

DIMENSIONS

Length: 4.70 m.

Width: 2.35 m.



WALLS

Height:

Thickness:

Stonework:

Doorways: Exterior doorway 1.00 m wide.

Rod Sockets:

Cordholders:

Wall Openings:

Platforms: Bench against rear wall, .56 m high, 1.14 m deep.

Other;

VAULTS

Springline Offset:

Height:

Form:

Stonework:

Capstones: Capstone span .32-.35 m. No molding below capstones.

Crossbeams:

Other:

OBSERVATIONS

ROOM 6 ( end room)

DIMENSIONS

Length: 4.66 m.

Width: 2.44 m.

WALLS

Height: 2.33 m.

Thickness: Front ( ) wall .82 m thick at doorjamb.

Dividing wall to adjacent room (Room 5) .89 m thick.

Stonework: Walls faced with blocks only moderately well-

finished.

Doorways: Exterior doorway 1.01 m wide. Original lintel

fallen and replaced with concrete lintel. .40 m, bottom of

lintel to springline.

Rod Sockets: No data.

Cordholders: No data.

Wall Openings: Small "vent" hole in rear wall near center of

room, just below pair of crossbeams.

Platforms: Low platform against rear wall, .56 m high, 1.16 m

deep.

Other: Surfaces of walls irregular due to poor stonework.

VAULTS

Springline Offset: About .075 m.

Height: 2.03 m.

Form: Vault faces have straight sides.



Stonework: Vault faced with crudely dressed slabs with

roughly beveled faces.

Capstones: Capstone span about .30 m.

Crossbeams: Pairs of crossbeams near center of room and

near both ends. Single crossbeams high in vault, near 3rd

points of room.

Other:

OBSERVATIONS

GROUP B, STRUCTURE 1

GENERAL DESCRIPTION

Long, range-type building (Type 4-A) with single row of six

rooms. Building recently cleared and stabilized by staff

archaeologists from Yucatan Centro, INAH.

ORIENTATION

11 degrees (magnetic), perpendicular to rear wall. Front wall

faces south.

EXTERIOR DETAILS

Details below refer mostly to rear wall as upper wall, front, has

mostly fallen.

BASE MOLDING

Form: 3 members. Upper member shows slight inward slope.

Rectangular lower members, central member decorated with

continuous row of spools.

Size: Overall height .75 m. Upper member .16 m high,

central member .38 m high.

Projection: .09 m at top.

LOWER WALL ZONE

Height: 2.66 m; top of base to bottom of medial molding.

Stonework: Wall faced with 8 courses of veneer-type blocks,

moderately well finished.

Thickness: Rear wall .66 m thick.

Decoration: None.

DOORWAYS

Shape: Rectangular.

Jambs: Recessed jambs. Recess .34 m wide, .34 m deep.

Lintels: Original lintels fallen; replaced with concrete lintels.

MEDIAL MOLDING



Form: 3 members. Outward sloping, apron-type members top

and bottom. Rectangular central member.

Size: Overall height .85 m. Central member .15 m high,

lower member .35 m high, formed with two courses of stones.

Projection: .31 m at bottom.

Decoration: Large pendant shields in central member.

UPPER WALL ZONE

Height: About 2.33 m.

Stonework: See Decoration below.

Decoration; Front facade fallen. Rear wall filled with

combination of mask panels, alternating with sections of

simple and complex latticework (see photos). Pattern from

right to left is 1) panel with complex latticework; 2) stacked,

long-nosed masks; 3) panel of simple latticework; 4) stacked,

long-nosed masks; 5) panel with complex latticework; 6)

stacked, long-nosed masks, now mostly fallen. Approximately

6.70 m center to center of masks.

CORNICE

Form: Same as medial molding (3 members) although only

lowest two members still in place.

Size: Overall height about .84 m.

Projection: .15 m at bottom.

Decoration: Pendant shields in central member.

ROOF STRUCTURE

None.

ARCHITECTURAL STYLE

Essentially classic Puuc Mosaic style, except for vaults

which are corbelled type faced with corbelled slabs with

beveled faces, rather than Puuc-type wedge or boot-shaped

facing stones.

COMMENTS

As described above, Structure 1 of Group B is indeed a Puuc-like

building and as noted by Andrews V (1979), its architectural and

decorative features show some resemblances to those seen in the

Palace at Labna and the Nunnery buildings at Uxmal. For me,

these similarities raise the question as to whether the assumed

Puuc influences arrived directly from the Puuc region itself or by

way of Chichen Itza. I believe the latter is actually the case for

reasons outlined below.

Certainly Culuba is considerably closer to Chichen Itza than

it is to any of the major sites in the Puuc heartland, including

Uxmal, and all of the Puuc-like architectural and decorative

features that are seen in, or on, Structure 1 of Group B at Culuba

are also found on many of the Chichen-Maya (Pure Florescent)

buildings at Chichen Itza. These features are particularly



prominent at Chichen buildings such as the Temple of the Three

Lintels and various parts of the Nunnery Complex. In addition, I

believe it is significant that the vaults of the Culuba building are

more like the vaults of the Maya-Chichen buildings at Chichen Itza

than they are to the concrete vaults faced with specialized wedge

or boot-shaped stones seen in typical Late Classic Puuc buildings

(within Puuc Region).

Further support for the Chichen Itza connection comes from

the proposal that Chichen Itza undertook far reaching military

incursions at the end of the Classic period in order to disrupt

older trade routes and to establish a new long-distance trade

network. The recent identification of Isla Cerritos, a site off the

northern Yucatan coast, as a strategic trading post utilized by

Chichen Itza supports this hypothosis (Andrews and Gallareta,

1986). While Culaba is not on a direct line to Isla Cerritos, it is

hardly possible that it did not fall under the control of, or

certainly within the zone of influence of Chichen Itza.

INTERIOR DETAILS

ROOM 1

Length: 6.30 m.

Width: 2.50 m.

ROOM 2

See separate sheet

ROOM 3

Length: 8.06 m

Width: 2.51 m.

ROOM 4

Length: 7.70 m.

Width: 2.51 m (approx.).

ROOM 5

Length: 6.18 m.

Width: 2.51 m (approx.).

ROOM 6

Length: 6.15 m.

Width: 2.51 m (approx.).

Details of these rooms same as those seen in Room 2.

INTERIOR DETAILS

ROOM 2



DIMENSIONS

Length: 6.01 m.

Width: 2.50 m.

WALLS

Height: 2.31 m; floor to springline.

Thickness: Exterior wall .95 m thick at doorjamb.

Stonework: Walls faced with small, veneer-type blocks,

moderately well dressed.

Doorways: Doorway about .91 m wide. Recessed jambs, .34 m

wide, .34 m deep. New concrete lintel over doorway.

Rod Sockets: No data.

Cordholders: No data.

Rings: No data.

Wall Openings: Holes in rear wall, about .15 m square, .27 m

to center below springline, near center of room and below

crossties near ends of room.

Platforms: None.

VAULTS

Springline Offset: .037 m.

Height: 3.09 m (approx.); springline to bottom of molding

below capstones.

Form: Vault faces have straight sides.

Stonework: Vault faced with 18 courses of rectangular slabs

with beveled faces. Springline course about .61 m. deep.

Those above .40 -.46 m deep, .15-.20 m high.

Capstones: Capstone span about .34 m.

Crossbeams: Pairs of crossbeams at springline near both

ends of room and at center of room. Additional single

crossbeams above, near midpoint of vault.

Other: Some vault facing stones have slight wedge shape in

profile.

OBSERVATIONS: Vault construction much like that seen in

Structure A-l at Ek Balam.
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CULUBA, Group B, Structure 1. Section.
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CULUBA, Group A, Structure 1. Section.



The U-shaped motifs, varying in height from 15 to 20 cm. and in width from 16 to 24

cm., range through shallow and deep curves to angular block forms (fig. 316). The incis

ing, showing considerable variation in depth, as well as the remainder of the face of the

stone was painted red. From the position in which some of the stones were found fallen

from the upper zone onto the platform, there can be little question but that they were

placedwith the open end of the U either upward or downward. In either of these positions

the stones recovered have a total length of 37 meters. The north, west and south sides of

the temple have a combined length of 31.84meters. Each panel, in which it is unlikely that

any of the stones incised with the U-shaped decoration were used, was not over 2 meters in

width. None of the corner stones recovered bear this motif. Thus, the area to be deco

rated is roughly 25 meters in length. With 37 meters of band recovered, and since only
25 meters are needed for a single band, the decoration may have been arranged in two rows ;

the unrecoveredmaterial had been either destroyed or reused in some construction after the

collapse of the building. There is also the possibility that the incised band was never

completed, or that it was not continuous in the interpanel spaces, or if a decorative band

was continuous, plain stones sufficient to complete it may have been used on which the

motif was painted.

CHICHEN ITZA, Caracol, West Annex. U-shaped, sculptured stones (After Ruppert)
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DZIBILCHALTUN

The architecture at Dzibilchaltun has been described in

considerable detail by E.W. Andrews IV (1965a. b, 1973), Kurjack

(1974), Andrews IV (1979, 1980), Andrews IV and V (1980) and need

not be repeated here. For purposes of the present discussion, it

can be noted that of the 240 vaulted masonry buildings recorded

at Dzibilchaltun, 237 were constructed during the Copo phase,

including 150 dating to Early period II, 73 to the Pure

"Florescent, and 14 combining masonry traits of both (Kurjack,

1974b). Early period architecture is best represented by

Structures 38, 57, and 1-sub (Temple of the Seven Dolls).

Unfortunately, no Pure Florescent buildings remain standing at

Dzibilchaltun and evidence for the stylistic aspects of these

buildings is based entirely on material recovered from debris. It

should also be noted that there are no major structures at

Dzibilchaltun which can be dated to the Modified Florescnet

(Zipche phase) and most of the architectural effort during the

Decadent period (Chemchem phase) was channeled into

refurbishing and reusing structures of earlier centuries (Andrews

IV and V, 1980:312).

To summarize, there is a substantial amount of Early period

(phase I and II) architecture at Dzibilchaltun although most

buildings in this style have collapsed. The 78 Pure Florescent

structures are known only from materials seen in, or recovered

from, debris, and in this connection it is important to keep in

mind that many of the carved stones from facades and moldings

thus recovered differ in design from those that are characteristic

for buildings in the Puuc region executed in the Colonnette,

Mosaic, or Late Uxmal styles. The fact that there is no Modified

Florescent architecture at the site merely confirms the pattern

seen elsewhere in the northern plains where there are also no

known examples of Modified Florescent architecture outside of

Chichen Itza.



DZIBILCHALTUN, Cenote XIacah
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DZIBILCHALTUN, Structure 1-SUB. Details of masks over doorw ays
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DZIBILCHALTUN, Structure 12 and Stela 3. Structure 1-SUB in background

DZIBILCHALTUN, Structure 7. Structure 12 and Stela 3 in background
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SITE: EK BALAM NUMBER: 16Qd(9): 17 DATE; 3/17/83 }

BACKGROUND

Site was first reported by Desire Charnay (1886, 1933) but so far,
I have been unable to obtain a copy of this report. S.G. Morley

and Jean Chariot (19 >v ) visited the site many years later,

primarily to investigate the report of a hieroglyphic inscription

there. Morley's brief report on this visit was published in the

C.I.W. Yearbook No. 27, pp 317-18. I visited the site in March of

1983, accompanied by my wife and assistant, Geraldine Andrews,

where we obtained some architectural data on structures in two

different groups (Groups A and B). Since my visit, Wm. Ringle

and George Bey III have made a preliminary reconnaissance of the

site (1986) but I do not know if this has led to further

archaeological work at the site.

SITUATION

The site is situated about 23 km north, and slightly east of the

town of Valladolid. This puts it about 1 km east of the village of

Ek Balam.

TOPOGRAPHY

The site is relatively flat and the larger substructures appear to

be mostly artificial. My recollection is that the surrounding area

is also fairly flat but my notes are not clear on this point.

WATER SUPPLY

I have no data in regard to ancient water resources and we did

not see any chultuns, aguadas, or cenotes, although one or more

of these may be present.

MAPS

I have been unable to locate any maps of site, although recent

archaeological activity at the site may have resulted in some kind

of sketch map of main center. My sketch map of site core is

ba^ed on "eyeball" estimates of locations and distances between

the various groups of structures and should be considered as

very preliminary.

SIZE

Garza and Kurjack (1980) classified site in Range III. Morley (19fs

) thought site had been a "center of some importance, judging

from size and extent of remains". My notes indicate that Ek Balam

is a large and important site which includes several large

pyramids and an acropolis-like mound supporting several



superstructures. It is also one of the few sites in the

northeastern part of the peninsula to include carved stelae with

hieroglyphic inscriptions.

CIVIC PLAN

Unknown, due to lack of adequate map. My notes indicate that

the major structures (pyramids and "acropolis") are strung out

along a north-south line but we were unable to explore much of

the area between the larger mounds.

COMMENTS

While Morley's recognition of the size and importance of the site

accords well with my own impressions, his description of the

architecture is completely at odds with my data. According to

Morley, the buildings are low and built entirely of crudely

dressed masonry, recalling the low arched chambers of buildings

on the East Coast, which are of late origin.

In contrast, none of the buildings I saw match Morley's

description in any way. Structure A-l (Building on "acropolis"

near north end of site) has a high, fairly well finished corbelled

vault, Puuc-like stonework in walls, and Puuc-like medial molding.

Structures 1 and 2 of Group B, though showing somewhat cruder

(and different) stonework than that seen in Structure A-l, also

ha. high vaults and strike me as monumental in scale, whereas

Postclassic East Coast buildings are mostly small, and tend to be

diminutive in scale.

To summarize, Structure A-l seems Late^Terminal Classic in

date and Structures B-l and B-2 seem early, rather than late.

Clearly, more data is required in order to reconcile my

impressions of architecture at site vs. those of Morley.



SITE: EK BALAM NUMBER: 16Qd(9): 17 DATE: 3/17/83

GROUP A (Acropolis)

Group A is an acropolis-like complex which consists of a very

high, cut-stone faced platform with remains of several buildings

on top. Only one building (Structure 1) is sufficiently well

preserved to offer any architectural detail. A portion of the

north side of the main platform is still preserved, showing a

sloping, cut-stone faced wall, about 3.95 m high, with a two or

three member molding at top. Lower apron-type molding formed

with 4 courses of stones and rectangular molding above formed

with 3 courses. Upper member now mostly fallen (see photo).

The wall and molding described above stands on a lower platform

of uncertain height, now almost completely destroyed.



SITE: EK BALAM NUMBER; 16Qd(9): 17 DATE: 3/17/83

STRUCTURE A-l

GENERAL DESCRIPTION

Remains of building on top of "Acropolis". Rooms on two sides but

plan cannot be determined. One room partly standing.

ORIENTATION

East - 93 degrees (magnetic) perpendicular to front wall.

EXTERIOR DETAILS

BASE MOLDING

No data; covered with debris.

LOWER WALL ZONE

Height: 2.94 m; top of base to bottom of medial molding.

Stonework: Walls faced with small, veneer-type blocks,

moderately well finished. Blocks are .25-.28 m long, .17-.20

m high, .20-. 25 m deep.

Thickness: Front wall 1.01 m thick.

Decoration: None.

DOORWAYS

No data; fallen

MEDIAL MOLDING

Form: Three members, with apron-type members top and

bottom, rectangular central member.

Size: Overall height .81 m. Lowest member .38-.41 m high;

formed with 2 courses of stones.

Projection: .20 m at bottom.

Decoration: None.

UPPER WALL ZONE

No data; fallen.

CORNICE

No data; fallen.

ROOF STRUCTURE

None.

ARCHITECTURAL STYLE

Uncertain. Stonework and profile of medial molding is

Puuc-like but no decorative facade elements in place.

COMMENTS

This building was seen and photographed by Charnay in 1886

(Davis: 1981, fig. 50) and has changed little since Charnay"s time.

In some respects, Structure A-l is reminiscent of Structure 1,

Group B at Culuba since both buildings show very similar



stonework in walls and vault, and the medial moldings have the

same profile. There is no indication that Structure A-l at Ek

Balam carried any facade decoration similar to that seen on the

building at Culuba but otherwise, the similarities are sufficient to

suggest that both buildings arose from the same architectural

tradition.

STRUCTURE A-l

INTERIOR DETAILS

ROOM 1

DIMENSIONS

Length: 5.33 m.

Width: 2.56 m.

WALLS

Height: Uncertain; room partly filled with debris.

Thickness: Exterior wall 1.01 m thick.

Stonework: Walls faced with small, fairly well dressed

veneer-type blocks. .17-.20 m high, .20-.30 m wide.

Doorways: No data; fallen.

Wall Openings: None noted.

Platforms: No data.

VAULTS

Springline Offset: .037-.05 m. Long walls and end walls.

Height: 2.44 m; springline to bottom of capstones.

Form: Vault face has straight sides.

Stonework: Vault faced with 11 courses of slabs with slight

wedge shape in section. Outer face cut to slope of vault.

Some chinking between courses.

Capstones: Capstone span uncertain; outside half of vault

fallen.

Crossbeams: Pairs of crossbeams near both ends of room and

1 near center of room just below springline. Additional

crossbeams about .61 m to center below capstone; one at

each end and 1 near center of room.

Other: Face of vault is fairly smooth as stonework is better

than average.

OBSERVATIONS

Fairly high vault.
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EK BALAM, Acropolis, Structure 1. Section.
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SITE: EK BALAM NUMBER; 16Qd(9):17 DATE: 3/17/83

GROUP B

Our very limited exploration indicated that Group B consisted of

three major elements: 1) a long, 5 m high platform with two

buildings on top arranged end to end; 2) a fallen building on a

very low platform just north of platform with standing buildings;

and 3) a plaza on the west side of large platform with pieces of

several broken stelae, showing traces of human figures and

hieroglyphic inscriptions, as well as a pot-bellied human figure

with head missing. A large pyramid can be seen about 25 m west

of the south end of the large platform of Group B but I assume

the pyramid is part of a different group.



SITE; EK BALAM NUMBER: 16Qd(9): 17 DATE: 3/17/83

a,

GROUP % STRUCTURE 1 (North building)

GENERAL DESCRIPTION

North building of pair of buildings arranged end to end on top of

5 m high platform. Appears to have had six rooms; two parallel

rows of three rooms each with doorways on east side. Rooms,

together with main facade, now mostly fallen but south end wall

relatively well preserved.

ORIENTATION

Main axis runs north-south. 184 degrees (magnetic),

perpendicular to south end wall.

EXTERIOR DETAILS

Details below are for south end wall.

BASE MOLDING

No data; covered with debris.

LOWER WALL ZONE

Height: Uncertain; base molding covered with debris.

i<.* Stonework: Wall faced with roughly dressed, rectangular

blocks, deeply tailed into wall hearting. Very thick layers

of mortar in joints.

Thickness: No data.

Decoration: None.

DOORWAYS

Doorways fallen; no data.

MEDIAL MOLDING

Form: Three members; apron-type lower member and

rectangular member at top. Recessed central member.

Size: Overall height 1.14 m. Upper member .29 m high,

lower member .40 m high.

Projection: .25-.25 m at bottom. Upper wall set back about

.14 m from outer face of medial molding.

Decoration: None in place.

UPPER WALL ZONE

Height: Uncertain; cornice mostly fallen.

Stonework: Upper wall faced with roughly dressed,

rectangular blocks, similar to those seen in lower walls.

Decoration: None in portion of wall still standing.

CORNICE

Form: No data; mostly fallen. Assume similar to medial

molding.



ROOF STRUCTURE

None.

ARCHITECTURAL STYLE

Early northeast Yucatan style ?

COMMENTS

See comments for Structure 2 of this group.



SITE: EK BALAM NUMBER: 16Qd(9): 17 DATE: 3/17/83

STRUCTURE 1, GROUP B

INTERIOR DETAILS

Rooms mostly collapsed but portion of one room exposed in debris

shows the following details.

Length: 5.47 m (approx.).

Width: 2.44 m.

Vault: About 2.44 m high. No offset at springline and no

molding below capstones. One capstone still in place is .83

m long, capstone span uncertain.

Stonework: Vault faced with rectngular slabs, about .15 m

high, with beveled faces. These are similar to vault stones

seen in Structure 1 of Group A but are not as well-cut.

Concrete-like core behind facing stones.



SITE: EK BALAM NUMBER: 16Qd(9): 17 DATE: 3/17/83

GROUP B, STRUCTURE 2 (South Building)

GENERAL DESCRIPTION

South building of pair of buildings on 5 m high platform. Rooms

mostly collapsed but large portion of rear (west) wall and south

end wall still standing. Structure 2 appears to have had six

rooms; two parallel rows of 3 rooms each, with doorways on east

side.

ORIENTATION

Main axis runs north-south.

EXTERIOR DETAILS

Details below are for west (rear) wall.

BASE MOLDING

Form: Single member, rectangular molding.

Size: .43 m high.

Projection: .06 m at top.

LOWER WALL ZONE

Height: 2.32 m; top of base to bottom of medial molding.

Stonework: Walls faced with 13-14 courses of roughly

dressed, rectangular blocks about .38 m deep, with some

chinking in joints.

Thickness: No data.

Decoration: None.

DOORWAYS

No data on doorways, all of which have fallen.

MEDIAL MOLDING

Form: Three members; apron-type lower member, rectangular

upper member, recessed central member. Face of upper

member has very slight inward slope.

Size: Overall height .99 ra. Upper and lower members about

.30 m high.

Projection: .12-. 15 m at bottom.

Decoration: Projecting stones in central member, including

one set at 45 degrees at southwest corner, which probably

supported stucco sculptures, now fallen.

UPPER WALL ZONE

Height: 1.34 m (approx.); top of medial molding to bottom of

cornice.

Stonework: Wall faced with 6 courses of roughly dressed,

rectangular blocks, similar to those seen in lower walls.



Decoration: Projecting stones more or less centered between

medial and cornice moldings. Probably used to support

stucco sculptures, now fallen.

Other: Outset panel at southwest corner and similar outset

panel about 6-7 m to north (see photo). Projecting stones

in these panels, as in adjacent walls.

CORNICE

Form: Three members; projecting, more or less rectangular

members top and bottom, with recessed central member.

Size: About 1.06 m overall. Lower and central members

about .30 m high; upper member formed with three courses

of stones, about .46 m high.

Projection: .10-.13 m at bottom.

Decoration: Projecting stones in central member same as in

medial molding, probably used to support stucco sculptures.

ROOF STRUCTURE

None.

ARCHITECTURAL STYLE:

Early northeast Yucatan style ?

COMMENTS

While exterior details of Structure 2 of Group B are similar to

those of Structure 1 of same group, they are not identical, since

there are no projecting stones in medial molding or upper wall

zone of that portion of end wall of Structure 1 still intact.

Stonework and vaults of both buildings are very similar, however,

and I believe that both date from the same period. While I have

no data suggesting any kind of specific dating for either

Structure 1 or 2 of Group B, I believe they are early in relation

to Structure 1 of Group A, the latter comparable to the Maya-

Chichen (Pure Florescent) buildings at Chichen Itza which

probably date to Late-Terminal Classic period.
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SITE; IKIL NUMBER: 16Qd(8) DATE: 1/14/1974

BACKGROUND

The ruins of Ikil were first reported in 1954 by a Yucatan artist,

Alberto Garcia Maldonado who was brought to the site by natives

living nearby. A much more extensive report was provided a few

years later by E.W. Andrews IV and George Stuart (1968), who

recorded the bulk of their data in 1966. I visited the site on two

occasions (1968 and 1974) and my data confirms the excellent

coverage of the architecture at the site provided earlier by

Andrews IV and Stuart.

SITUATION

The site is situated in the north-central part of the northern

plains in Yucatan, about 9.6 km south of the town of Libre Union.

This puts it about 21 km west, and slightly south, of the better

known ruins of Chichen Itza.

TOPOGRAPHY

The site is essentially flat and the surrounding terrain is flat to

gently rolling.

WATER SUPPLY

Unknown -

my notes make no mention of ancient water resources

nor does the report by Andrews IV and Stuart.

MAPS

None. Site was considerably overgrown at the time of my visits

and no mapping was attempted.

SIZE:

Appears to be a very small site. Andrews IV (1968) mentions

several low platform mounds near the large pyramid-temple which

dominates the site but gives no dimensions.

CIVIC PLAN

Unknown, due to lack of any kind of map.

COMMENTS

While Ikil is a very small site, it is noteworthy because of the

presence of the four-story pyramid-temple (Structure 1) which

included two seemingly early hieroglyphic lintels in the summit

temple and because of the megalithic scaled stonework used in its

outer walls.



SITE; IKIL NUMBER: 16Qd(8):4 DATE: 1/14/1974

STRUCTURE 1

Structure 1 consists of two major components: 1) a three-story

pyramidal substructure with rooms along all four sides of the

three levels, together with broad central stairways on all four

sides leading to the top of the pyramid: and 2) a small

superstructure, known as the summit temple, with a continuous

corridor-like space built around a good-sized central core. The

temple has triple doorways on the east and west sides and single

doorways on the north and south sides (see plan). E.W. Andrews

(1968) described the general characteristics of Structure 1 as

follows:

Structure 1 ranks among the largest architectural

monuments of the northern Maya area. Originally it

consisted of a single Early period building (which we will

refer to as the summit temple) atop a platform that rose in

three steps to a height of 19 m. The building brought the

total height of Structure 1 to about 25 m. The present

height of the ruin is 24.6 m. The presence of a roof comb

or flying facade, of which we shall see there is some

evidence, would have considerably increased this dimension.

The whole platform-summit temple complex rested on a level

terrace which varied in height, depending on the contours

of underlying bedrock, from a few centimeters to more than

a meter.

During the first phase of the Florescent period, three

stories of rooms were added to Structure 1, each backed

against a zone of the original platform so as to cover it

completely. Each quadrant of this expanded structure

contained an estimated six rooms: three at ground level, two

on the second level, and one on the third a total addition

of 24 rooms. The roof of each story in turn formed a

terrace fronting the level of rooms above. Along with these

additions, four broad stairways (7.65 m wide on the west)

were put in, covering or supplanting the original

accessway(s) to the summit temple. The new stairways

apparently passed very close to, perhaps even touched

flush with, each roof-terrace edge. However, to further

facilitate communication between rooms on the same level but

in different quadrants, portal vaults were built beneath the

stairways, at least on the second and third levels.

Structure 1 includes a number of architectural features which are

not seen, or are found only rarely, elsewhere.



1) The solid central core of the summit temple, surrounded

by a vaulted corridor, is most unusual. While the Temple of the

Seven Dolls at Dzibilchaltun also has a vaulted corridor on ail four

sides of a central element, the latter is a room rather than a solid

core as at Ikil.

2) The doorway-like niches on the east and west sides of

the central core with hieroglyphic lintels above are unique since

this particular combination is not found elsewhere.

3) The exterior walls of the summit temple, which are formed

with megalithic scaled stones is unusual, but not unique, since

megalithic construction is found at other sites in the Northern

Plains such as Ake, Izamal, and Kizil. Some of these blocks

measure up to 1.59 m long, .40 m high, and .79 m thick.

4) The rounded corners of the summit temple are also fairly

rare, but not unique.

I would assume that the summit temple, and perhaps the original

buried substructure, was constructed late in Early period II, since

the vaulting of the temple appears to be transitional between the

corbelled slab vaults of the Early periods and the boot-shaped.

specialized facing stones employed in the Modified Florescent

vaults of the Toltec-Chichen buildings at nearby Chichen Itza.

See Andrews IV and Stuart (1968) for additional architectural

details.
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IKIL, Structure 1. Plan and Section of Summit Temple (after Andrews IV, 1968).
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IKIL, Structure 1. East room, Lintel 2.

IKIL, Structure 1, restoration (after Andrews IV, 1968.



IKIL, Structure 1. Portion of west room, summit temple.
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IKIL, Structure 1. Recess and portion of Lintel 2.



IKIL, Structure 1. Left jamb of doorway, east facade, summit temple IKIL, Structure 1. Right jamb, east facade.
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IKIL, Structure 1, summit temple. Lintel 1, West room.

IKIL, Structure 1, summit temple. Detail of Lintel 1, West room.



IKIL, Structure 1, summit temple. Stone ring in interior wall, East room.

IKIL, Structure 1, summit temple. East room, showing ring and exterior doorway.
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SITE: IZAMAL NUMBER: 16Qd(8):l DATE:

BACKGROUND

The ruins of Izamal were first reported by Friar Diego de Landa

(Gates, 1978) who described and illustrated the huge pyramid-

platform complex now known as Kinich-Kak-Moo. Additional

descriptions and illustrations were provided by several 19th

century explorers such as John Lloyd Stephens (1843), Desire

Charnay (1888) and W.H. Holmes (1895). Numerous brief references

to the site have appeared in recent years but the most

comprehensive description and discussion was provided by Charles

Lincoln (1980: pp. 24-69). I visited Izamal on several occasions,

most recently in 1983, but my notes are very brief since I was

unable to locate any remains of superstructures (buildings).

SITUATION

The site is situated in the modern town of the same name (Izamal)

and is shown in the Archaeological Atlas of Yucatan under the

number 16Qd(8)l. The town of Izamal is a little over 60 km east

of Merida (ancient site of T'ho), the capital of the state of

Yucatan.

TOPOGRAPHY

The site is situated on the Northwestern Coastal Plain and the site

and surrounding area are very flat, with relief averaging no more

than two meters.

WATER SUPPLY

I have no data on ancient water resources but Lincoln's map

(1980) shows a good-sized cenote just west of Structure 12

(Kabul).

MAPS

To my knowledge, the only known map of the site is the sketch

map made by Lincoln (1980) a copy of which is included with

present report.

SIZE

Lincoln's map covers an area of about 3.1 km east-west and 1.8

km north-south. Garza and Kurjack (1980) give site area as more

than 5 km2. While this is a considerable area, it is the size and

volume of its great substructures that puts Izamal into the same

class (Range I) with other major sites such as Chichen Itza, T'ho,

and Uxmal. Lincoln (1980:25-26) estimated that the five largest

mounds (substructures) at Uzamal represent a total volume of



about 1,000,000 m3. The volume of the largest mound, Kinich-Kak-

Moo is over 700,000 m3.

CIVIC PLAN

According to Garza and Kurjack (1980:22) the site was organized

around a central plaza measuring about 300 m north-south by 200

m east-west. Around this plaza were found four of the larger and

more important structures including the Kinich-kak-moo (north

side), Itzam-na (east side), and Ppapp-hol-chac (south side) and

Kabul (west side). From this plaza two long-distance sacbeob

begin, one running 32 km to the west to Ake and the other

running 14 km south to Kantunil. In addition, there are two

internal sacbeob, one running eastward to a large pyramidal

mound (Structure 25) and the other running south-southwest to a

smaller platform complex (Structure 23). Lincoln's map shows only

the larger structures and the overall plan is not really known due

to the destruction of the smaller mounds to obtain materials for

colonial and modern constructions.

COMMENTS

While Izamal is known to be a large and important site, and must

have played an important role in the history of the Northwestern

Plains area, its architecture has been almost totally destroyed

over the past four centuries and further architectural data can

only be obtained through extensive excavation of the remaining

mounds.
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KINICH-KAK-MOO (STRUCTURE 11)

The pyramid-platform complex now known as Kinich-kak-moo was

first described by Friar Diego de Landa (1566) as follows:

"Here in Izamal is a building, among the others, of a

startling height and beauty, as is seen in this sketch and

its explanation1* It has twenty steps, each more than two

palms in height and in breadth, and being over a hundred

feet in length. These steps are of very large carved

stones, although now much worn and damaged by time and

water. Around them, as is shown by the curved line, is a

very strong dressed stone wall; at one and a half times the

height of a man there is a cornice of beautiful stone going

all the way around, from which the work continues to a

height of the first stairway, and the plaza in the sketch.

From this plaza there rises another stairway like the

first, but not so long nor with so many steps, again with an

encircling wall. Above these steps there is another fine

small platform, on which, close to the surrounding wall, is a

very high mound with steps facing the south like the other

great stairs, and on top of this a beautiful finely worked

chapel of stone. I went to the top of this chapel, and

Yucatan being a flat country, I could see as far as the sea.

There were eleven or twelve of these buildings at Izamal,

this being the largest, and all near together. There is no

memory of the builders, who seem to have been the first

inhabitants. It is eight leagues from the sea, in a beautiful

site, good country and good district, and so in 1549, with

some importunity, we had the indians built a house for St.

Anthony on one of these structures."

Many years later, John Lloyd Stephens (1843) was equally

impressed with the size of this structure which he characterized

in the following manner:

"Two or three streets distant from the plaza, but visible in

all its huge proportions, was the most stupendous mound we

had seen in the country, being, perhaps, six or seven

hundred feet long and sixty feet high, which, we

a.

ascertained byond all doubt, had interior chambers."

The Kinich-kak-moo complex is little changed since the above

descriptions were written except that there is now no indication of

the upper "chapel" described by Landa. Lincoln (1980:30) gives

the present-day measurements of this complex as follows: The

substructure (main platform) measures about 200 m by 200 m along

its base and is 17-19 m high. The round-cornered pyramid on the

north side of the substructure measures about 50 m by 30 m at

its base, and is 17 m high. The total height comes to 34-36 m,



which compares favorably with the Advino pyramid at Uxmal,

which is about 35 m high and the Castillo at Chichen Itza, which

is about 35 m high.

The monumental stairway on the south side of the

substructure, which rises in two runs separated by a level

platform, is constructed with megalithic sized blocks, leveled by

means of large amounts of spall. The size and character of this

stairway is similar to the megalithic stairway of Structure 1 at

Ake. The interior chambers mentioned by Stephens are nowhere

to be seen.



fsca/eros mvy grandt desubir

Landa's drawing of Kinich-Kok-Moo (Tozzer, 1941:172 and Gates, 1978:86). The

notes accompanying the drawing can be translated as follows: In front, large steps

very hard to climb. Then a very large and beautiful plaza; another plaza, and then

steps with a chapel on top.
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GREAT PYRAMIO, KINICII-KAKMo, AT IZAMAL,

Izamal. View of Kinich-kak-moo pyramid from main square.

(drawing by Charnay, 1888)
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Izamal. Main plaza with Kinich-Kak-Moo pyramid in background.
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IZAMAL, Megalithic Stairway of Kinich-Kak-Moo pyramid
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Izamal, Kinich-Kok-Moo. Detail of Pyramid on upper level.
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KABUL (STRUCTURE 12)

The stucture now known as the Kabul is the one with the great

stucco heads seen by Stephens, Charnay, and Holmes (figs. and

). Unfortunately, neither of these heads has survived the

vicisitudes of time. Originally, the Kabul appears to have

consisted of a low platform which supported two additional

structures. According to Lincoln (1980: 35) the southeast

structure measures about 29.5 m north-south, 22.8 m east-west,

and 11.1 m high. The northwest structure measures 47.2 m east-

west, and 41.0 m north-south. Lincoln (1980: fig. 3) also shows a

profile of the west face of the Kabul mound, where Charnay and

Holmes found one of the large stucco heads. I have no data on

this structure which is now mostly surrounded by modern

construction.



Plate U

IZAMAL

Izamal. Large stucco head on substructure of the Kabul.

(Drawing by Catherwood)



COLOSSAL HKAD FORMING BASEMENT OK PYRAMID AT UAMAL.

Izamal. Large stucco head on substructure of the Kabul.

(after Charnay, 1888)



PPAPP-HOL-CHAC (STRUCTURE 16)

In its original form, the Ppapp-hol-chac appears to have consisted

of a large platform, which served as support for a group of

superstructures, perhaps a quadrangle like the Monjas Quadrangle

at Uxmal. At the present time only a portion of the original

platform remains, leveled off at a height of about 6.5 m, which

now serves as the base for the old Franciscan convent and

church, built shortly after the conquest. As noted by Roys

(1957:147) enough stone was recovered from the superstructure

and upper part of the ancient platform to build the entire

convent. While none of the Maya superstructures have survived,

Lincoln (1980:40) reported that there was a large collection of

sculptured stones in the storeroom of the convent of the Puuc-

Mosaic-type which incluided "noses of Chac", and other parts of

typical Puuc mosaic masks (Lincoln, 1980, figs. 5-8). Based on the

presence of these fragments, it seems reasonably certain that the

ancient Maya superstructure(s) was executed in the Pure

Florescent architectural style.
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Izamal. Ppapp-Hol-Chac
- Franciscan church and convent on ancient Maya platform.
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Izamal. Noses from "Chac" masks, originally on facade of superstructure

of Ppapp-hol-chac, Structure 16. (after Lincoln, 1980).
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MAYAPAN

The ruins of Mayapan were first reported by John Lloyd Stephens

(1843) who described and illustrated a large pyramid, known as

the Castillo, a round building, reminiscent of the Caracol at

Chichen Itza, together with several "rude" sculptures. E.W.

Andrews IV (1942) provided a more detailed description of the

architecture of Mayapan as follows:

A minor early occupation of the site is indicated by a

number of re-used, finely cut stones in the buildings of the

central group. No structures of this period remain,

however, although it is possible that an unexcavated interior

building immediately below the present superstructure of

the Pyramid of Kukulcan (Structure 10) may belong to that

horizon.

The vast majority of remains at the site consist of

small unit shrines and colonnaded palace-type structures

employing either thin-drummed round columns or

anthropomorphic supports for flat beam-and-mortar roofs, as

did a few atypical structures whose plans were almost

certainly copied from Chichen Itza proto-types. The

resemblance of the large round tower at Mayapan to the

Caracol at Chichen has often been mentioned. The latest

superstructure of the great pyramid at Mayapan is identical

in plan with the Chichen Castillo, although very differently

constructed and with unvaulted roof. Two small round

temples excavated had ground plans similar to that of the

Casa Redonda at Chichen.

Except where a few stones were re-used from the

earlier period mentioned, both walls and vaults at Mayapan

were constructed of completely uncut, rough blocks, with no

tendency toward veneer. No prepared outer face is

recognizable on blocks in fallen debris, and the absence of

cubical form made coursing next to impossible. Although no

facades at Mayapan stand as high as the medial molding, it

is evident from debris that the profile was normally that of

a single two-or sometimes three-member molding with

restricted upper zone, and the elaborate carved stone

mosaic so typical of earlier period facades was absent."

The site was more extensively explored by personnel from the CIW

over succeeding years (Pollock, Roys, Proskouriakoff and Smith,

1962) and Pollock summarized his impression of the architecture in

much the same vein as Andrews IV.

"It has been mentioned that the early buildings at Mayapan

very probably imitated those of Chichen Itza, and this



influence, mainly expressed in the cult of Kukulcan, carried

on in the new city for some time. There was, however, a

vast difference in execution. The magnificent Classic

tradition of the Maya had, of course, long since disappeared

in anything like its pure form, but a part of that tradition

had survived through sheer impetus, or a sort of hybrid

vigor, or even perchance because the two cultures were in

part contemporaneous, in the imposing architecture, powerful

sculpture, and excellent ceramics of the Maya-Toltec

civilization of Chichen Itza. Now that too was gone. Civic

and religious buildings were smaller in scale, less massive in

design, and the lofty stone vaults of the great structures at

Chichen Itza were all but forgotten, being replaced by flat-

ceilinged beam-and-mortar roofs. There was no fine cutting

and shaping of stone for building or for sculpture. Indeed,

the stone itself was selected with little care, most of it

being of inferior quality. Poor masonry was hidden by

quantities of plaster, and there was the tendency to resort

to modeling in stucco in place of carving in stone. Such

stone sculpture as there was seems for the most part to

have relied on stucco and paint for the final effect, and

even allowing for the present eroded condition, there

appears to have been little of artistic merit. Pottery and

the products of the lesser arts and industries were almost

without exception of poor quality. Mayapan was born when

civilization was in eclipse, and, in spite, or perhaps because,

of the numerous foreign influences that moved across the

peninsula and filtered into the city, culture never again

approached the excellence of earlier centuries."

I visited the site on several occasions, commencing in 1964,

but did not attempt to record any architectural data since this

had already been accomplished by staff archaeologists from the

Carnegie Institution of Washington in considerable detail (Pollock

et al., 1962). At a later date I did make an analysis of the site

organization (Andrews, 1975) as part of a larger study of Maya

civic planning.

While the relationship(s) between Mayapan and Chichen Itza

are still not entirely clear, virtually all investigators concur that

Mayapan flourished during what is generally called the Decadent

(Late Postclassic) period in the northern plains, and that most of

its architecture dates from this period. Similar architecture is

found at numerous sites on the East Coast (Quintana Roo) and

many of the latter sites were still occupied at the time of the

arrival of the Spaniards in the 16th century.



MAYAPAN, Structure Q-151 (Colonnaded Hall) and Structure Q-162 (Castillo)
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MAYAPAN, the Castillo and Colonnaded Hall (restored)
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MAYAPAN, Colonnaded hall (Structure Q-151)

MAYAPAN, Colonnaded Hall (Structure Q-151)



MAYAPAN, Structure H-18
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MAYAPAN, Structure Q-82

MAYAPAN, Structure H-18
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SANTA BARBARA

I have not visited this site and the only data on its architectures

comes from Karl Herbert Mayer (1982), who examined the remains

of a small, partly standing building. The building shown in

Mayer's photo (1982, fig. 3) must have been either L-shaped or U-

shaped as there is a slightly projecting wing at one end. This

photo also shows an upper facade with a two-member medial

molding with projecting rectangular members, and what appears to

be a two-member cornice molding with a rectangular lower member

and outward sloping coping member above. The main portion of

the upper wall zone is faced with small, weU-cut square blocks

and there is a plain recessed panel above what appears to be a

doorjamb below. The projecting wing shows a very curious detail

in which the cornice molding is enlarged at the inner corner

forming a dropped down panel which then turns the corner.

The stylistic attributes of this building are not consistent

with either Early period or Pure Florescent buildings in the

northwestern plains nor are they really like any of the early or

late Puuc styles. Mayer (1982:226) believes that the sculpture

from Santa Barbara, which includes hieroglyphic inscriptions, is

similar to that seen at western Puuc sites such as Xcalumkin,

Oxkintok, and Acanmul and further investigation may well show

architectural affinities with sites such as Oxkintok, which has both

early and late Puuc architecture.



SANTA BARBARA, detail of decorated molding (photo by Karl Mayer)
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SANTA BARBARA, remnants of wall facings (photo by Karl Mayer)
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SANTA BARBARA, portion of upper facade (photo by Karl Mayer)



SI^S?^

SANTA BARBARA, General view of site (Karl Mayer photo)

SANTA BARBARA, portion of vault. Note wide capstones.

(Karl Mayer photo)
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