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INTRODUCTION

Much has been wri t ten on the extraordinary carved lintels of T ika l . Throughout this

considerable l i terature one encounters arguments and correct ions as to which structures

and doorways the various l intels, long removed from the site, originally pertained. And

despite attention given in past years to local ly surviv ing carved l intels, two partially in-

tact ones did remain to be recorded.

Our purposes in this paper are to put on record prev iously unil lustrated carved l intels
and to ass ign to their or ig inal locat ions at T ika l the groups of whole and fragmentary lin-

tel beams to be found in the Base f Museum fur Volkerkunde, in the Brit ish Museum, and

in the Amer ican Museum of Natural History. Prel iminary comment and i l lustrat ions toward

these ends have appeared recently (Shook, 1957, Fig. 37; T ikal Report No. 1; Coe, 1958).

Correct ass ignments are, we feel, possible now, principally on the basis of field work

carried out in 1957. The ob jec t i ve of attr ibuting a particular lintel to such-and-such a

structure is mot ivated by something more substant ia l than simply eliminating loose ends

with neat proveniences. That a lintel, say, now in Switzer land, belongs unquestionably

over the innermost doorway of Temple I is of prime archaeo log ica l importance. Carved

l intels w i th chrono log ica l ly s ign i f i can t texts offer a s t r i k ing opportunity for correlation of

radiocarbon, s ty l i s t i c , and hieroglyphic data. The lintels, of course, have real or poten-

tial value in apprehending the construct ion sequence, or lack of it, among those buildings

carrying such lintels,

The essential facts regarding the removal of a good proportion of the carved T ika l

l intels in the 1870's and in 1914 are provided by Morley (1937-1938, Vol. 1, pp. 77ff, 346ff),

us ing Maler (1911) as a major source. Data on l intel removal supplement ing that sum-

mar ized for Temple I by Morley is presented in T ikal Report No. 7,

The ear l ies t pub l i shed record of the T ika l l intels resulted from the explorat ion of the

si te by a party led by Modesto Mendez and Ambros io Tut in 1848; the party included an

ar t is t , Lara, who evidently managed to draw port ions of Lintel 3 of Temple I and Lintel

2 of Temple III (Fig. 21; a lso Beyer, 1943; Schaef fer , 1951). In 1875, J. W. Boddam-

Whetham purchased in Flores two fragments from a carved lintel. Now in the British Muse-

um, these are known to be from Lintel 3 of Temple I (Figs. 4, 5, 13a). In 1877, Gustave

Bernoulli had various lintels removed which eventually were deposited in the Museum

fur Volkerkunde in Basel , Swi tzer land; this mater ia l const i tutes the bulk of Lintel 3 of

Temple I (F igs. 2, 3, 13b, c), Lintel 2 of Temp le IV (Figs. 6-10, 1, 18), and Lintel 3,

a lso from Temple IV (Fig. 29). In 1914, H. J. Spinden removed two beams from the only

known carved l intel of Structure 10 (F igs . 36 c, d; 37 b) and sa lvaged the su rv i v i ng beam

of Lintel 2 of Temple II (Fig. 17c); the three beams are in the American Museum of Natu-

ral History. Two beams from the Structure 10 lintel (Fig. 36 b, e) had been removed by

Peteneros prior to 1904 and presumably transported to Flores.

Our work cons is ted of measuring all in situ beams occurring in structures now carry-

ing or known to have carr ied carved l intels, in addi t ion to measur ing all ava i lab le mortar
impress ions of beams now m iss i ng . Carved l intels, or rather their remains, st i l l at the

si te were fu l ly recorded. The rooms of Temples I, II, and IV and Room 2 of Temple III

were cleared of debris, in which p rocess important f ragments of wood carving were re-
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22 TIKAL REPORTS Museum Monographs

covered. F ina l ly , al l T ika l l in te ls in the aforement ioned inst i tut ions were studied and

photographed, and of those in Europe latex molds were made.

Despite our inclination, perhaps naive, to deal in some way with the art of these exotic

carv ings, we must confine this report to the demonstrable facts, anticipating as data accum-

ulate and appear in print (as in the case of T i ka l stone monuments) an eventual comprehen-

sive, comparat ive study of local sculpture in stone and wood. To faci l i tate g ross compar i -

sons between wood and stone sculptures, our primary i l lus t ra t ions here are at a sca le of

1:12, a scale p rev ious ly selected for stela and altar i l lus t ra t ion (Tikal Report No. 4). Al l

measurements are in meters. We have attempted to provide thorough i l lustration of the lin-

tels /part icu larly of those previously uni I lustrated, or i l lustrated on the basis of a cast, in

order to a l low others the requis i te data for art s tud ies .

The Appendix, by Linton Sat ter thwai te, deals essent ia l l y with the epigraphy of the lin-

tels but importantly conta ins prev ious ly unpubl ished sty le dating est imates for the l intels

by Miss Tat iana Proskour iakof f .

We wish here to record our appreciat ion to Mr. Adrian Digby of the British Museum, Lon-

don; Dr. Al fred Buhler of the Museum fur Volkerkunde, Basel; and Dr. Gordon Ekholm of the

Amer ican Museum of Natural History, New York for their k indnesses, interest, and aid dur-

ing our s tud ies here and abroad.

BASIC CONCLUSIONS

The bulk of this report is composed of the raw support ing data for re lat ively few major

conc lus ions . To orient those wish ing this data and to accommodate those mainly con-
cerned with overal l results, the fo l lowing abstract is given here.

Five structures, all but one of the temple type, contained carved wooden lintels. Seven

carved l intels in all are known. Texts express ing dates survive on f ive of these l intels.

Temple /. Doorway 2, Lintel 2 (Fig. 12). Doorway 3, Lintel 3(F igs. 13-16). Lintel 2:

Text portion comprises a smal l glyphic panel. Style date, 9.17.10.0.0 ̂  2 Katuns. Lintel 3:

Style date, 9.16.0.0.0^2 Katuns. Dedicatory date of both l intels was no later than 9.14.0.0.0

(Append ix ) .

Temple II. Doorway 2, Lintel 2 (Fig. 17). Style date, 9.16.0.0.0^2 Katuns.

Temple / / / . Doorway 2, Lintel 2 (Figs. 18-20). Style date, 9.1 9.0.0.0 ±-2 1/2 Katuns.

Temple IV. Doorway 2, Lintel 2 (F igs. 22-28). Doorway 3, Lintel 3 (Figs. 29-35).

Lintel 2: Sty le date, 9.15.10.0.0 ± 2 Katuns. Lintel 3: Style date, 9.16.0.0.0 t 2 Katuns.

Dedicatory date of both l inte ls was no earl ier than 9.15.10.0.0; probably 9.16.0.0.0. (Appen-

dix )•

Structure 10. Inner central doorway, 3rd story, carved lintel (Figs. 36, 37). Dedicatory

date, 9.15.10.0.0. Style date, 9.16.10.0.0 t 3 Katuns.

SURVIVING EVIDENCE OF CARVED LINTELS AT SITE

Temple I. The three doorways were spanned by lintels. The outer doorway contains
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REPORT NO. 6: THE CARVED WOODEN LINTELS OF T1KAL 23

plain Lintel 1 compr is ing two beams, Beam a, the outer, and Beam D, the inner one. Dimen-

s ions are given in Table 2. The split remains of the inner half of Beam a were found in

1956 at the base of the temple s ta i rway.

The middle doorway is spanned by carved Lintel 2, or ig inal ly composed of four beams,

of wh ich only two. Beams a and b, survive. The two beams are shown in Fig. 12.

Lintel 3 is known at the s i te by plaster impressions in the wal l masonry. As brought

out elsewhere (p. 33), a fragmentary, mutilated but not iceably carved beam, found on the

floor of the front room, must pertain to this lintel, indicat ing the whole to have been carved

(see Fig. 13e).

Temple II. Three doorways of which only the innermost retains a lintel, in th is case

plain. However, fragmentary carved beams, i l lustrated by Maler (1911, PI. 18, 2; see our

Fig. 17) are said to belong to this structure.

Temple III. Lintel 1 is totally missing. Lintel 2 is carved and lacks only Beam a (Figs.

18-20).

Temple IV. Only Lintel 1, plain, remains in the outer of the three doorways. Impres-

sions of wood beams across Doorways 2 and 3 are wel l preserved and carved fragments and

cut-off butts al low the conclusion that these doorways did once carry carved lintels.

Structure 10. Wh i l e many lintels are sti l l to be seen in th is complex building, only one

carved lintel (Figs. 36, 37) is on record. This l intel occurred ac ross the central inner door-

way of the third story.

In summary, substant ial portions of carved l intels are today to be found in situ only in

Temple I (Lintel 2) and in Temple Ell (Lintel 2). But again it should be noted that room ex-

cavat ion in Temples I through IV y ie lded many carved lintel f ragments. These fragments

and measurements of individual beams are primary data for our ass ignments of the lintels to

specif ic temples and doorways indicated in this report.

TERMINOLOGY AND FACTORS IN RECONSTRUCTION OF MISSING LINTELS

1. Lintels are composed of three parts: a central exposed portion v i s ib le between the

jambs of the doorway, and a hidden area, the butt, on either end buried in the masonry.

2. When carved, carv ing is on the underside only of the lintel. In no known case does

carving extend to the s ides of the lintel nor entirely to the doorway jambs. A plain border

thus surrounds the four s ides of the carved panel and shows that the panel was planned for

its doorway.

3. Within this carved series, lintels are composed of four or more beams, of varying

widths for a single lintel. Each lintel beam is lettered (lower case and italicized), a being

the f irst, that is the outside beam, D the next one in, and so forth; "outside" is determined

by the orientation of the doorway exit. Original ly, we numbered lintel beams (Shook, 1958);

for the sake of greater clar i ty; letters are here substituted.

4. In the case of a multi-roomed temple (e. g., Temple I), lintels are numbered from the

outside in. Thus we can locate a single beam as to temple and lintel, for instance, Beam d

of Lintel 2 of Temple Ml.

5. The width of a doorway is measured from jamb to jamb at the level of the exist ing or
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24 T IKAL REPORTS Museum Monographs

prior rest ing p lace of the lintel. Since two j ambs are not necessar i l y exact ly parallel, we

can only say that a s ing le measurement of width is within a very few centimeters of the

average width.

6. The thickness of a doorway is the measurement of one of the two wall jambs. The

widths of paired jambs are not necessar i ly the same.

7. Every lintel d i scussed in this report is inset a variable amount from each wal l face.

Actually, the amounts of insetting vary little (Table 2), though the width of the constituent

beams may vary greatly, indicat ing that there was select ion and tr imming of beams to ob-

tain the desired fit in the part icu lar doorway. An i l lustrat ion incidental ly of l intel inset

has been recent ly publ ished (Coe, 1958, p. 80).

8. Lintel width is determined across the component beams from the outside edge of the

outermost beam (Beam a) to the outer edge of the innermost one. Where the lintel has been

lost or removed, lintel w id th can be calculated on the fo l lowing bas is : doorway thickness

less total of the two inset dimensions. If insets have been lost, an average can be determined

from surviv ing insets within the structure. If the insets are preserved, a simple measurement

from the innermost portion of one to the other suf f ices to establ ish lintel width.

9. The number of beams in a l intel no longer present can frequently be ascerta ined by in-

spect ion of the masonry for impress ions of the beams which were set in and covered by mor-

tar. In ins tances of l in te ls removed in re lat ively recent t imes because they were carved,

when the plain a reas were chopped off to lighten weight and make handling easier, these butt

portions were usually discarded in the vicinity of the same doorway. If collected and pro-

perly paired and measured, they can furnish not only a true or minimum count of constituent

beams but a l so a true or minimum width for the lintel.

10. Lintel length is simply a dimension from end to end of component beams. Note,

though, that beams vary s l igh t l y in length for a s ingle lintel; only a single dimension is

given in Table 2. Where a l intel has been removed, l intel length can be measured from the

often intact terminal imp ress i ons in the masonry. The fact that individual beam lengths do

not vary greatly (and so are not given) is an addit ional proof that beams were worked to

shape and size for use in one particular doorway.

11. Panel width is a "horizontal M dimension for the one design as one looks up at it. In

all known cases, panel width is less than lintel width since carving does not extend to the

edges of the outermost and innermost beams, but rather stops short to a l low plain borders

of va r iab le width.

12. Panel height is a dimension of the design panel at a right angle to panel width.

Panel height is token from the bottom of carving to the top of carv ing. In all known cases

at Tikal , panel height is a central segment of l intel length (i. e., butt to butt) and is slight-

ly less than doorway width, The carved scene is a lways vertically divided by the division

lines between the individual beams. It fo l l ows that if we have a beam, for example one of

those in Basel, that re ta ins total panel height, there are only certain doorways of suf f ic ient

width to be potential sources for it and all others with which it was associated. Note that

panel height is the equivalent of "Height A" (the design-base to the top of the stone) em-

ployed in stone monument descr ipt ion (Tikal Report No. 4, p. 98).

13. Figure references: Figs. 13, 17, 19, 22, 29, and 36 show the posit ions of the let-

tered beams as f inal ly determined. For convenience, these lettered beams are referred to
as if they were separate f igures.
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REPORT NO. 6: THE CARVED WOODEN LINTELS OF TIKAL 25

CRIT ICAL R E V I E W OF PRIOR ASSIGNMENTS OF LINTELS
Table 1

The principal studies of the carved lintels of Tikal are those of Maudslay (1889-1902),
Maler (1911), Spinden (1913), Morley (1937-1938), and Beyer (1943). De Rosny 's publica-

tion (1882) contains excel lent plates of the l intels in Basel but is not concerned with the

problem of precise ass ignment .

1. MAC/DELAY 'S ASSIGNMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS

His floor plans (1889-1902), Vol. Ill, PI. 69) and text (pp. 44-50) as wel l as photographs

provide considerable but scattered information.

A. TEMPLE I

His PI. 71 (compr is ing beams in our Figs. 1-5) is captioned "Part of a wooden lintel,

probably from one of the doorways of Temple A [i. e., Temple I]. Maudslay's PI. 72 (our

Figs. 6-10) is captioned "Wooden lintel, probably from outer doorway of [Temple I]."His

PI. 69 g ives a plan of Temple I wi th the fo l lowing labels: Doorway 1, "Lintel removed";

Doorway 2, "Two carved beams in place"; Doorway 3, "Lintel removed." PI. 70, devoted

to photographs of Temple I, c lear ly shows a lintel across the f irst or outer doorway. His
notes on Lintel 2 of Temple I recorded that "two beams of the middle lintel ... remain in

place, wel l carved in medium rel ief, but much decayed." (Text, p. 45). He further states

(/tic/., p. 46) that the "outer and inner l intels in [Temple 1] have disappeared..."

The principal d isagreement between Mauds lay's and recent observat ions lies in his re-

cording Lintel 1 as missing when, in fact, one beam of it appears plainly in his photographs,

partly dangling, over the temple doorway.

B. T E M P L E II

His plan is labeled as fo l l ows : Doorway 1, "Plain lintel" with four beams shown in his
section; Doorway 2, "Carved lintel much destroyed" with five beams depicted; Doorway 3,

"Plain lintel" wi th f ive beams shown. His text (p. 47) states that the "beams over the mid-

dle doorway are ornamented with carving, now much decayed."
To anticipate our conclusions, Maudslay erred only in the number of beams depicted in

his temple section; the three lintels were actual ly composed of f ive, five, and six beams re-

spect ive ly .

C. TEMPLE III

Captions on his plan read, for Doorway 1, "Beams fallen," and for Doorway 2, "Carved

beams much destroyed." The great lintel in Basel (PI. 77; our Fig. 29) is captioned "Tem-
ple C (?) [Temple III ]. Photograph of a plaster cast from the inner doorway." In this regard,

he comments in his text (p. 45) as fo l l ows :

"This lintel I have ascribed to the inner doorway [of this temple] but am no means sure
that this locat ion is correct. The dimensions agree fair ly well, but on my original
plan of the building there is written across the doorway Carved beams much destroyed';
this note may, however, have been written on observing some small fragment of carv-
ing on one of the ends of the beams left embedded in the wall."

He goes on to suggest that perhaps alternatively the great lintel now in Basel (Fig. 29)

came from Temple V (his "Temple D"). The fact is, of course, that that structure has but

a single doorway which is spanned by an intact plain lintel.
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26 T1KAL REPORTS Museum Monographs

D. TEMPLE IV.

No notes are given on his plan ("Temple E") nor does his text contain information on door-

ways and l intels. As indicated in Table 1, Doorway 3 is known to have been the source

of the great lintel in his PI. 77 (our Fig. 29) while the lintel in his PI. 72 (our Fig. 22) is

in fact Lintel 2 of Temple IV rather than Lintel 1 of Temple I.

2. MALER'S ASSIGNMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS

A. TEMPLE I.

The outer doorway " is spanned by two very broad but quite plain tsapote beams . . ." wh i le

the second doorway was observed to be spanned by two carved beams surv iv ing of the orig -

inal four (1911, pp. 27, 28). He noted evidence in the masonry of f ive beams of Lintel 3,

all removed except for one "lying on the ground in 1895." "The f igure carved upon it shows

a handsome profi le11 (p. 28). This beam presumably is the partial one in our Fig. 13e.

B. T E M P L E II.

For the outer doorway, Maler notes (p. 29) that it was origina I ly composed of five beams

which "were wantonly torn oat . . . Whether the tsapote beams were carved on the underside

and what has become of them, nobody can tell.11 The second doorway was "spanned with

five beams . . . with very f ine carving on the underside. All these beams were torn out by

plunderers . . . and three were carr ied away" (pp. 29, 30). One partial beam from this lin-

tel was found by him in 1895 while a smaller fragment, "half burned," was found by him in

1904 "among the fallen masonry," as if it had been intentionally hidden. These two frag-

ments appear in his PI. 18, 2 and our Fig. 17. He did not believe that these two were from

contiguous beams. The third doorway was spanned by six plain beams, all in position.

C . T E M P L E 111 .

The outer doorway was found to have been "spanned by six broad and thick . . . beams,

which have been pulled out and carried away by depredators, and this makes it impossible

now to say whether they were carved . . . or not (p. 37). He recorded Lintel 2 as having

originally comprised ten carved beams, the outer of which (Beam a; see Fig. 18) had been

"removed" prior to his 1895 visit (p. 37). Between 1895 and 1904 "vandals had hacked off

great pieces with their machetes," thereby discouraging him from an attempt to photograph

the lintel (p. 37). A brief but essentially accurate description of the carved panel is given

(ibid.).

D. T E M P L E IV.

The first doorway was observed to have a plain lintel of six beams, all in position. Six

beams, all presumed to have been carved, hod been removed from the second doorway. The

third doorway, similarly robbed of its lintel, showed evidence of having carried "eight (pos-

sibly only seven) tsapote beams . . ." (p. 42). By comparison of carved panel and doorway

measurements, Maler demonstrated that the lintel in our Fig. 29 could have come from the

third doorway, as Lintel 3 (pp. 42, 43).

E. S T R U C T U R E 10.

Maler was the first to record the lintel from this structure, a portion of which was later

salvaged and deposited in the American Museum of Natural History (Figs. 36, 37).
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REPORT NO. 6: THE CARVED WOODEN LINTELS OF TIKAL 27

"There were formerly exact ly f ive of these lintel beams r ichly carved on the underside.
Two of them, of course the best preserved ones, have been carr ied away and only
three of them, riddled by [ termites ] and half decayed, are st i l l in place. But even
from these, pieces of the carv ing have been cut away here and there . . ." (p. 17).

A fanciful description of the surviving portion of the lintel is given by Maler (ibid.).

Maler was a most competent observer. But cur iously^at no point in handling lintels

did he attempt to correct Mauds lay 's confusion and error (e. g., Lintel 2 of Temple III and

Lintel 1 of Temple I).

3. SPINDEN'S ASSIGNMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS

Spinden's data on the carved l intels were evidently derived from extant publications

rather than f ie ld work. It was not until 1914 that he vis i ted T ika l wh i le his study of the

si te was published in 1913. Information respect ing the Tikal l intels is contained on p.

257 of that publication (Spinden, 1913).

A. T E M P L E I .

Spinden f o l l ows Maler 's observat ion of Lintel 1 as plain. As to the two miss ing beams

of Lintel 2, he suggests those in Maudslay 's PI. 71 as poss ib i l i t ies (our Figs. 1-5) s ince

these "fragments seem to be parts of two beams" (note that Figs, 1-5 show fragments of

four rather than two beams). For basic informat ion on Lintel 3, he correct ly f o l l ows Maler,

adding only that d imensions preclude the beams in our F igs . 6 through 10 from being this

lintel.

B. T E M P L E I I .

Lintel 1 is descr ibed in Maler 's terms (i. e., m i ss ing ) but wi th the decept ive addition

of "possib ly carved.1 1 He goes on to ass ign the beams in our Figs. 6 through 10 to this

lintel; these "probably came'1 from this doorway. His comments on Lintels 2 and 3 of

this structure correspond to those of Maler.

C. T E M P L E III.

Maler is fol lowed throughout.

D . T E M P L E I V .

Lintel 1 is l is ted as plain and in posi t ion, fo l lowing Maler. He notes the loss of beams

of Lintel 2 and argues on the bas i s of incompatible measurements that the beams in Figs.

6-10 could not fit in this doorway, making the choice of Lintel 1 of Temple II as their

source "all the more certain." Without reference to Maler 's conclus ion, the l intel in our

Fig. 29 is attributed to the third doorway of Temple IV.

Spinden, in light of more recent data, erred in three instances: in d isregarding the com-

bined widths of the beams he identif ied among those in Figs. 1 through 5 as the miss ing

two beams of Lintel 2 of Temple I; in ass ign ing the beams in Figs. 6 through 10 to the

f i rs t doorway (Lintel 1) of Temple II; and in rul ing out the now apparent correct ass ignment

of these same beams to the second doorway of Temple IV on the bas is of what in retrospect

must have been incorrect d imensions.
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4. MORLEY'S ASSIGNMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS

Morley (1937—1938; Vol. 1, pp, 346-355) summarized past attr ibutions and in var ious

ways c la r i f ied a rather chaot ic s i tuat ion. He reass igned European mater ia l on the bas is of

new measurements of l in te ls and doorways and beams proper as we l l as observations of

plaster impress ions of beams (as did Maler), measurements of insets, f i r s t hand knowledge

of extant T ika l l intels, both plain and carved, and, f inal ly , of s ty l i s t i c cons iderat ions,

Morley's conc lus ions may be summar i zed as fo l lows. The beams in Figs. 2, 3, and 4

form a part ial lintel. The arrangement in Maudslay 's PI. 72 (our Figs, 6-10) is broken, tak-

ing the beams in our F igs. 6 and 7 and jo in ing them with the beams in Figs. 2, 3, and 4 so

that the nearly complete lintel, from left to right, comprises the beams in Figs. 6, 7, 2, 3, 4.

These f ive beams (with two opposi te glyph panels) compr ised (though not without some

doubt on Morley 's part) a substant ia l portion of Lintel 2 of Temple IV (pp, 253-255). He

a l so sugges ts (p. 355) that the beams in F igs . 1 and 5 "may poss ib ly belong to Lintel 2

of Temple IV."

The usual data are again used to a s s i g n the lintel in Fig. 29 to Temple IV as Lintel 3

(pp. 351, 352).

Left with three p ieces to be ass igned (see Figs. 8, 9, 10), Morley (p. 355) wr i tes that

"Spinden may be correct in assigning the . . . three to Lintel 1 of Temple II." It will be

recal led, however, that Spinden assigned all the beams in Figs. 6 through 10 to that lintel.

Morley accepts Ma ler ' s ev idence for Temple II being the source of the fragmentary

beams shown in our Fig. 17b, c; he a lso accep ts Maler 's prec ise attr ibution of the larger

beam as Lintel 2.

One important point of con fus ion occurs in Mor ley 's PI. 73 a which a s s o c i a t e s with the

caption "Structure 10," the beams known to be from this structure with the larger beam

found by Maler in Temple II and later sa lvaged by Spinden (Fig. 17c ). The error in the

plate caption evidently perpetuates the same misinformation encountered in the catalogue

of the American Museum of Natural History (information from Gordon F. Ekholm).

In short, Morley, for all the exce l lence of his summary of prior studies, contributed

heavi ly to what, wi th advantageous hindsight , we may say had become an awesome muddle.

The incor rec tness of his a s s i g n m e n t s w a s due in part to the assumpt ion that outside lin-

te ls , no longer present, were "probably" ca rved (see his Table 13). He fo l l owed Spinden

in fa i l ing to g ive warranted cons ide ra t ion to Maudslay 's observa t ion of Lintel 1 of Temple

II as plain. Morley (p. 349) wr i tes : "It is assumed that [ these now m iss i ng outs ide lin-

t e l s ]  w e r e  c a r v e d  .  .  .  o t h e r w i s e  t h e y  w o u l d  h a r d l y  h a v e  b e e n  c a r r i e d  o f f . "  F i n a l l y ,  a

source of more ser ious error was his epigraphica My and s ty l is t ica l ly motivated division of

Maudslay's Pis. 71 and 72.

5. BEYER'S ASSIGNMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS

Beyer (1943) made a va luab le contr ibut ion in demonstrat ing that Morley's grouping of the

beams in Figs. 6, 7, 2, 3, and 4 was un jus t i f ied , if only because the glyphs on the beams

in F igs. 6 and 7 were cons iderab ly larger than those on the beams in Figs. 3 and 4 and,

fur thermore, the two sets of g lyphs were s t y l i s t i ca l l y di f ferent. Beyer held that the text

shown in Figs. 6 and 7 (see a l so Fig. 22a, b ) c l ose l y related in style to the text on the

lintel in Fig. 29, and, since the latter l intel unquestionably belonged in Temple IV (Lin-

tel 3), the lintel in Maudslay's PI. 72 (our Figs. 6-10; see also Fig. 22) should also have
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come from this same structure.

Beyer a lso correct ly re lated the beam fragment in Fig. 5 (which Morley a l lowed as a

fragment of Lintel 2, Temple IV) to that in Fig. 3 by a comparison with a drawing (Fig. 21 a)

by Lara made in 1848. Since, as Beyer held, it was unl ikely that th is early expedi t ion v is i t -

ed Temple IV, the drawing had to be made from a l intel then extant in Temples 111, II, or 1.

Thus there is addi t ional reason to d is t rus t Mor ley 's d i v i s ion and regrouping of Maudslay 's

bas ic arrangements.

ASSIGNMENTS ON THE BASIS OF RECENT WORK
T a b l e s 1 and 2

Work relating to l in te ls in 1957 involved the complete c lear ing of the rooms of Temples I

and IV, the clear ing of the rear room of Temple III, the recording of Lintel 2 of Temple III

and Lintel 2 of Temple 1, and measurements and observat ions of all doorways and a s s o c i a t -

ed l in te ls in Temples I through IV. In 1958, Richard E. Adams cleared the debr is from the

rooms of Temple II; this work was in part directed to recovering any surv iv ing fragments of

wood carving; this aspect however was without resu l ts . In 1959, Aubrey S. Tr ik remeas-

ured the lintel areas of Temple I in preparat ion for the insta l lat ion of lintel rep l i cas as w e l l

as for reconstruct ion of assoc ia ted wa l l s and vault so f f i t s . In the course of this work, it

was d iscovered that Lintel 3 had been set wi th a cached offer ing at either end; largely of

marine origin, these o f fer ings are fu l ly descr ibed as Cache 49 in T ika l Report No. 13. Addi-

t ional data on mat and cord impress ions in the mortar above the fa l len vau l ts were recorded.

All pertinent structures were v is i ted in 1959 to secure wood samples for radiocarbon analy-

sis; in the course of this work Trik secured valuable c ross -sec t i ons of various lintel beams.
Fina I ly, in 1959, the wr i ter gathered all ava i lab le data on the original location of the carved

lintel from Structure 10 (F igs. 36, 37).

1. MATCHING OF LINTEL FRAGMENTS

Excavat ion of f loor debr is provided a source of information, unavai lable to Morley, in

the form of large quantit ies of zapote wood f ragments, a smal l but important number of wh ich

were carved. These spl inters and ch ips resul ted from t r imming work fo l lowing the remov-

al of the l intels as we l l as from re la t ive ly recent muti lat ion. Many fragments were charred;

others had been sharpened into wedges, presumably to help split the carved sur faces from

the heavy excess bulk of the beams. In all, sixty-eight fragments showing carving were re-

covered. Our task was to match these fragments to photographs of the Basel and London

beams and eventually to certain epoxy res in cas t s which were taken to Tikal in 1958.

The fo l lowing list, by structures which provided the fragments, summar izes the success-

ful f i ts to date:

T E M P L E I Fragment in Fig. 1 1 a f i t s nose of j agua r in Fig-. 1 1 f (see a lso Fig. 2).

Fragment in Fig. 11 b f i ts col lar of dwar f f igure in Fig, 5.

Fragments in Fig. 1 1 c, a1 (other comparab le spec imens not shown) s t y l i s t i c a l -
ly relate to banded f r ieze at base of beam in Fig. 3,

Fragment shown in Fig. 11 g f i t t ing area of hands of manik in f igure on scep te r
wh ich occurs on beam shown in Fig. 3t

Fragment (not i l lus t ra ted) f i t t ing break in upper curved p ro jec t ion from jaguar
nose in Fig. 2,
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T E M P L E  I V  F r a g m e n t  i n  F i g .  l i e  f i t s  i n  l o w e r  r i g h t  c o r n e r  o f  l i n t e l  i n  F i g .  2 9 ,  a g a i n s t
lashed c ross -beam (deta i led v iew in Fig. 35).

It is highly improbable that beams or f ragments thereof have been transported from tem-

ple to temple. Consequently there is every reason to attr ibute the beams shown in F igs. 2,

3, and 5 to Temple I, and the wel l preserved l intel in Basel (Fig. 29) to Temple IV. This

latter conc lus ion is of course in agreement with the conclus ions of Morley and others (see

Table 1). However, Morley 's ass ignment to the second doorway of Temple IV of the beams

in Figs. 2, 3, and 5 must be ruled out in light of this new evidence.

2. PROBLEM OF OUTER DOORWAYS

Although the preceding assoc ia t i ons do narrow poss ib i l i t ies , spec i f i c assignment to

doorways is sti l l needed. If it can be shown that all outer doorways in this sample of

st ructures were invar iably plain, the range of poss ib i l i t i es is decidedly reduced. Morley

as already noted (p. 28), held to the belief that outs ide lintels, now miss ing, were in fact

carved.

Among the four ma jo r temples known to have had carved l intels, plain outs ide l intels

surv ive in Temples l a n d IV. Maudslay (1889-1 902, Vol . 1 1 1 , PI. 69) recorded L intel 1,

Temple II as a "plain lintel"; publ ished and unpubl ished Maudslay photographs (Univer-

si ty Museum, print f i le) indicate that this l intel had not fa l len at the t ime of his visit ,

though the whole doorway had by Maler 's time. Excavat ion of the rooms of Temple II in

1958 provided no ev idence one way or the other as to whether this l intel was plain or carved.

All in all, it seems l ikely that Lintel 1 was for some reason removed between the v i s i t s of

Maler and Maud s lay.

The outer l intel of Temple 1 1 1 is to ta l ly miss ing , having fa l len or having been removed

prior to Maudslay 's v is i t . Our excavation here was restricted to the rear room. Consequent-

ly, in format ion is lack ing on poss ib le remains of Lintel 1 beneath the great pi le of mason-

ry and rubble blocking the outer room. The fact remains, however, that the very s ize of the

doorway (see Tab le 2) exc ludes it as a poss ib i l i t y in ass i gn i ng beams of unknown proveni-

ence; this point was emphasized by Morley (1937-1938, Vol . 1, pp. 351, 353). Only the

rotten north ends of Beams e and r* were found in place. This fact would tend to indicate

natural decay and col lapse rather than deliberate removal of the lintel. Yet deep machete

scars are to be seen on the exter ior masonry c lose to where the south end of the total lin-

tel rested. These marks may be interpreted as supporting a case for del iberate removal .

On the other hand they may be due to attempts to free the s t i l l surviving butt port ions of a

lintel already fal len between the door j a m b s and buried by the co l lapse of the assoc ia ted

overhead masonry. Such butts may have been va lued as f i rewood by v is i t ing ch ic le ros and

others during the wet season. These butts may also have been removed to provide blanks

for wedges and prybars. We are thinking here of the poss ib l i ty that Lintel 2 of this temple

was scheduled to be removed; Beam a is miss ing. But rea l iza t ion of its s ize and poor con-

dit ion may have changed the minds of the depredators. F inal ly , the machete cuts in the

masonry may have been made by v i s i to rs to provide a foothold in ascending to the roof

comb. In 1960, the area was carefu l ly inspected and on the whole it seems doubtful that

the cutt ing of the masonry could have related to the del iberate removal of the lintel, if in

fact, i t was removed.

The fac t that two extant outs ide l in te ls are plain, together with Mauds lay 's notation
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that Lintel 1 of Temple II was plain, forms a substant ia l case for all outside l intels in

our temp le sample hav ing been plain. The p la inness of the s ingle (and therefore outer) lin-

tel of Temple V tends to conf i rm this conc lus ion, as does the fact that l intel detai ls re-

corded on the Mendez expedi t ion can all be attr ibuted to ins ide l in te ls.

3. PROBLEM OF LINTEL ORIENTATION

In reconstruct ion of m iss ing carved l inte ls, it is necessary to take into account the

orientat ion of the design panel in re la t ion to the front-rear ax i s of the structure. Our con-

c lus ion is that the pr incipal or pr inc ipals of a carved scene face the structure exit. In a

temple fac ing east, the gods, pr iests, and an ima ls depicted on the l intels s imi lar ly face

east . Immediate evidence for this conc lus ion is to be found on Lintel 2 of Temple I (Fig.
12; the structure and seated f igure face west) and on Lintel 2 of Temple III (F igs. 18, 19;

the structure faces east; note that the centra l f igure correspondingly faces east). Other

conf i rmatory evidence in this regard is brought forward in the statement of f inal lintel as-

s ignments (pp. 38, 39).

4. ASSOCIATIONS OF BEAMS NO LONGER IN POSITION

The relationship of the beams in Figs. 2, 3, and 4 is obvious and has never been ques-

t ioned in print. These three beams belong together. Furthermore, on the bas is of evidence

given in our d i s cuss i on of excavated f ragments (p, 29), these beams must come from

Temple I.

Inasmuch as the fragment in Fig. 5 is a l so known to be from Temple I (see Fig. 11 b),

its posi t ion in Mauds lay 's PI. 71 (our F igs . 1-5) might be correct; Maudslay recorded its

pos i t ion as "uncertain."

We can find no bas is for re lat ing the beam in Fig. 1 to that in Fig. 2. Morley (1937~

1938, Vol . 1, pp. 353, 354) is of the same opinion. Evidence for ass ign ing it to Lintel 2 of

Temple IV is presented on pp. 37 and 38.

The beams in Figs. 6 — 1 0 cannot be placed in any single temple by matching of excavat-

ed carved f ragments . Attempts at matching via photographs have been unsuccessfu l and

there has been no chance to match f ragments to cas ts of the actual beams. As to the beams

themselves, Fig. 6 c lear ly belongs with Fig. 7. Study of Maudslay 's plates as wel l as of

the actual beams and new photographs convinces us that Figs. 8 and 9 belong together. A

conceivable error in Maudslay 's arrangement, as noted by Morley (ibid.,pp. 352, 353), oc-

curs between Figs. 7 and 8 as we l l as between Figs. 9 and 10. Nevertheless, careful re-

study conf i rms Maudslay 's layout of the beams. Our conclus ion is that the beams in Figs.

6 — 1 0 do belong in that order. At least one beam is m iss ing , to the observer 's right of the

beam in F ig. 10.

In summary, the arrangements of beams by Maudslay in his Pis. 71 and 72 are considered

to be essent ia l ly correct, wi th the poss ib le except ion of the fragment in our Fig. 5 and al-

most certainly the beam in Fig. 1.

The great lintel in Basel (Fig. 29) o f fe rs no problem of beam arrangement. As previous-

ly mentioned, the f i t t ing of a carved fragment (Fig. l ie) excavated from floor debris of Tem-

ple IV corroborates the long held general ass ignment of this lintel to that temple.

Pertinent mater ial not in Europe inc ludes, f irst, the two beams original ly shown by
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Maler and found in Temple II (see our Fig. I7b, c), and, second, a partial beam still at Ti-

kal, found on the floor of Temple 1 (true posit ion reconstructed in Fig. 13e). The two Tem-

ple II beams al ign on the bas is of continuity seen in the necklace featuring three symmetri-

ca l ly p laced ful l face human heads, and of the continuity from beam to beam of feather work,

t ransverse pectoral ornament, and so forth.

The incomplete lintel in Figs. 36, 37 is wel l documented as being from Structure 10 and

there is every reason to assoc ia te the two surviv ing beams.

The problem of ass ignments has been reduced as fo l lows :

F i g s . 2 — 4 Belong together, stem from Temp le I, and must come from ei ther Doorway 2

or Doorway 3.

F ig . 5 Stems from Temple I and must come from either Doorway 2 or Doorway 3.

F ig . 13 e Found in Temple I and mus t come from ei ther Doorway 2 or Doorway 3.

F ig . 1 Temple a s s i g n m e n t p rob lemat i ca l .

F i g s . 6 — 1 0 Be long together bu t temple a s s i g n m e n t p rob lemat ica l .

F i g s . 17 b, c Be long together, stem f rom Temp le II, p resumab ly Doo rway 2.

F ig . 29 A near ly complete l intel, from Temple IV, must come f rom either Doorway 2

or Doorway 3.

F i g s . 36, 37 Belong together, stem f rom Structure 10, "third story/1 inner central doorway .

5. FINAL ASSIGNMENTS

A. T E M P L E 1

(Structure 5D-1). Oriented to wes t . Three doorways, one behind the other.

1. Lintel J. P la in. Two beams. Beam b in pos i t ion whi le a portion of Beam a has

fa l len . Lintel erroneously descr ibed by Maudslay as carved. Maler cor rect ly recorded two

beams wh i le Morley incorrect ly noted three beams.

2. Lintel 2. Carved. Or ig inal ly four beams. Beams a and b st i l l in posit ion (Fig.

12). Whereabouts of Beams c and d are unknown. Situation today con f i rms Maudslay 's ob-

servat ions in 1881 or 1882 (Table 1).

3. Lintel 3. No beam is in posi t ion and the overhead so f f i t s have fal len. Absence

of intact butt impress ions in the plaster precludes f ie ld es t imates of number of beams and

of their w id ths . Maler however g ives a f igure of f i ve beams, indicating that the masonry

had not fa l len at the time of his v i s i t (Table 1). Other considerat ions conf i rm his observa-

tion (see d i scuss i on below). Lintel 3 is restored in Fig. 13 and shown in detai l in Figs.

14-16.

Discussion. Excavated f ragments from Temple I def in i te ly place, as previously men-

tioned, those beams in Figs. 2, 3, 4, and 5 in this temple. Those in Figs. 2, 3, and 4 are

unquest ionably ad jacen t beams. These three beams cannot compr ise the miss ing portion of

Lintel 2 since three d is t inc t beams are ava i lab le whi le Lintel 2 requires restoration of

only two. Also, the p ic to r ia l content of the two l intels is d iss imi lar . Addi t ional ly, the com-

bined widths of the beams in Figs. 2-4, 0.795m. (see Table 2 , Temple I, Lintel 3,

Beams a-c; a lso Fig. 13a-c) exceeds the space permitted them above this second doorway

(i. e., 0.54m.; see Table 2, Lintel 2, Beams c, c/). And, assuming that the jaguar and
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seated personage in Figs. 2 and 3 faced west when or ig ina l ly posit ioned (see p. 31) / dupli-

cate sets of corners would result if fo rced as the miss ing portion of Lintel 2.

It is not only evident then that the beams in Figs. 2, 3, and 4 do belong together but

co l lec t ive ly they must comprise a substant ia l part of Lintel 3 of Temple I. The fragment

in Fig. 4 is f rom an outside beam since a portion of the expectable plain border (see p.24)

is present. The piece in Fig. 5, wh i le proved to be from this structure (see p. 29 ) should

a l so be a part of L intel 3 on the fol lowing grounds: (a ) i t is the lower right hand corner of

a design panel and thus cannot be from Lintel 2 which is intact in this respect; (b) it ap-

proximately agrees in width with the f ragment of Lintel 3 in Fig. 4; (c) if from Lintel 3,

no contradict ion of composi t ion occurs; and (d) Lara, on Mendez1 v is i t , copied a scene show-

ing a seated personage in front of whom a smal l c loaked figure stands, facing to the left

(Fig. 21 a). This f inal bit of evidence is conclusive inasmuch as the scene is unknown at

Tikal except in the arrangement produced by the combination of those beams in Figs. 2, 3,

and 5. As Beyer (1943, p. 341) showed, there are remarkable resemblances between Lara's

dwarf - l ike figure and that in Fig. 5 (cf . Figs. 13a and Fig. 21a). Lara's drawing is a lso

of potential value in reconstructing certain gross deta i ls subsequently lost in removing and

cutt ing down the l intel. For the reasons stated, the fragment in Fig. 5 is considered to be

the lower right hand corner of the design panel of Lintel 3 as wel l as the lower carved part

of the f i r s t or outs ide beam, of which the fragment in Fig. 4 is the upper portion. And

s ince it is highly probable that the or ientat ion of Lintel 3 agreed with that of Lintel 2, the

fo l l ow ing would be true: Fragments in F igs. 4 and 5 compr ise incomplete Beam a (Fig.

13a) wh i le those in F igs. 3 and 2 ,are Beams o and c respect ive ly (Fig. 13 b, c). The

quest ion now is whether measurements al low these otherwise plausible conclus ions.

1.90m. W i d t h of Doorway 3.

— ,10m. Es t imated a l l o w a n c e for north and south panel edges (see p. 2 4 ) .

1.80m. E s t i m a t e d carved pane l height.

A l inte l with a carved panel height of about 1.80m. and certa in ly not more that 1.90m.
is cal led for. Measurement of the incomplete, ac tua l beam in Fig. 3 (Fig. 13b) gives 1.71 m.
exc lud ing the p la in area above the upper limit of carv ing. Since al l beams are incomplete,

this approach is re la t ive ly inconc lus ive . A second approach, that of compar ing actual beam

widths wi th width of beam impress ion in the mortar is thwarted by the loss of those impres-

s ions (which Maler evident ly saw) .

The necessary proof of the compat ib i l i t y of doorway and l intel measurements is to be

found in a beam, now f ragmentary, found on the f loor of Room 1 of this temple in 1957. The

surv iv ing f ragment is shown in Fig. 13e in what should be its proper posit ion. This f rag-

ment shows a badly mut i lated panel corner with t races of a horizontal f r ieze of c rossed bands.

The corner is so composed as to preclude the fragment being from Lintel 2 (cf. Fig. 12),

nor for the same reason can it be from what should be the outer beam (Beam a) of Lintel 3

(cf . Fig. 13a) . S ince it shows a corner, it must be the innermost of the beams compr is ing

Lintel 3. The f r ieze motif is cons is tent wi th that seen on Beam b (Fig. 13k). Returning

to the problem of doorway width and panel height, we are fortunate in having Morley's re-

cord of a then in tact be am found by him in 1914 in Temple I, which showed a panel height of

"between!.82 and 1.83m. " and an overal l length of 3.93m. (Morley, 1937-1938; Vol. 1,

p. 349, footnote 520). Morley concluded that this must have been either the outer or inner

beam of Lintel 3. Its length agrees with the space a l lowed the lintel in Doorway 3

(3.96m.; see Table 2). Th is beam can only have been the whole of which a fragment was
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found in the course of our work (Fig. 13e). This fragment is 1.83m. long, of which the butt
occup ies 1.03m. If the butt d imension is doubled and Morley's f igure for panel height is add-
ed, the result , 3.88 or 3.89 essent ia l l y agrees with Morley's measurement of the whole beam
(i. e., 3.93m.), The beam was 0.185m. wide (intact) and 0.21 m. thick (intact). The beam
must have been chopped in half s ince 1914. The panel height has been l isted in Table 2 as
1.825m. This f igure ver t ica l ly pos i t ions the lower portion of Beam a within the whole beam
(Fig. 13a). Sti l l to be determined are the number of beams in Lintel 3 and their total width.
Lintel width may be es t imated as f o l l ows (see p. 24 "lintel width" and Table 2):

1.45m. D o o r w a y 3 t h i c kness

— 0.16 m. Combined a v e r a g e of i nse ts of L inte ls 1 and 2

1.29m. Es t imated lintel w id th

— 0.975 m. Combined w id ths of four known Lintel 3 beams (F igs . 13a , b, c, e)

0 .315m. E s t i m a t e d port ion of l intel w id th to be accounted for

Since the four known Lintel 3 beams are essent ia l l y intact in their widths, this f igure,

0.315m., is roughly the width of one or more m iss ing beams fal l ing between Beam c and the

innermost one, jus t descr ibed. It w i l l be reca l led (p. 26) that Maler found evidence, neces-

sari ly in the plaster, of f ive beams in Lintel 3. Beams b and c are 0.285 and 0.33m. wide

respec t i ve ly ; the f igure, 0.315m. as the width of a s ingle beam therefore is not excess ive .

Consequent ly , the lintel is r econs t ruc ted (Fig. 13) as having had f ive beams. A fragmentary

beam found on the temple f loor is thus Beam e; Beam d is missing; and Beams a, b and c

have a f r e a d y been correct ly posi t ioned.

On the bas is of the preceding data and espec ia l l y on Morley's measurement of panel

height of what has been determined to have been Beam e, Lintel 3 is reconstructed in Fig.

13. Our calculated total lintel width, 1.29m. (see above), is there corrected to 1.34m., the

width of the m i s s i n g Beam d is rev ised to 0.34 m., whi le the carved panel width resul ts as

1.26m. (see a lso Tab le 2). Panel height was 1.825m. About 4 cm. of plain area occur red

between the design panel top edge and the jamb wa l l and the same amount between the pan-

el bottom and its assoc ia ted wal l . Th ickness of the beams is est imated as between 0.20

and 0.22m. Substant ia l portions of all beams except d surv ive. What remains of Beam a is

in the Br i t ish Museum; Beams b and c are in the Museum fur Volkerkunde, Basel , and the

surv iv ing portion of Beam e is in T i k a f .

In summary, Temple I had three lintels-a partly col lapsed outer lintel, a central carved

lintel for which we have no record of Beams c and c/, and a rear carved lintel of f ive beams,

four of which can be substant ia l ly accounted for wh i le Beam d has total ly d isappeared. Ex-

amination of the two carved lintels indicates a fundamental similari ty, the major di f ference

being that Lintel 2 is dominated by s ty l i zed serpents wh i le the jaguar is the major element

in Lintel 3.

B. T E M P L E II

(Structure 5D-2). Oriented to east. Three doorways, one behind the other.

1. Lintel 1. Fallen (or poss ib ly removed) with no recovered evidence. Lintel be-

l ieved to be plain on evidence that outside l in te ls were as a rule plain (see p. 30 ) and the

fact that past assignments of various carved beams to Lintel 1 now seem insupportable. Im-
press ions in butt sockets indicate f ive beams. Former posit ion of lintel shown by Shook

(1951, Fig. 11).

2. Lintel 2. Carved (Fig. 17); informat ion ava i lab le on only two of the original f ive

beams. Larger beam fragment (Fig. 17c) survives in American Museum of Natural History
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where it was taken in 1914 by Spinden. Accord ing to Morley (1937-1938, Vol. 1, p. 349),

the smal le r f ragment (Fig. 1 7 b ) h a d been lost prior to 1914. Both were f irst discovered and

i l lustrated by Maler (1911, PI. 18, 2) as from Temple II, lying in the debris (ibid., p. 30).

Maudslay capt ioned this second doorway in his plan as "carved lintel much destroyed," a

statement that would indicate that the l intel was ripped out fo l lowing his v is i t but prior to

Maler 's. Through study of plaster impress ions of the beams in the masonry, the lintel is

known to have been composed of f ive beams of d i f fer ing widths (full data in Table 2).

Since no t race of a plain border appears on the two fragmentary carved beams, it f o l l ows

that they must have been interior beams (that is, not Beams a or e in a f ive-beam lintel).

Our conc lus ion (see below) is that they most probably represent Beams b and c (see Fig. 17

b, c).

3. Lintel 3. Plain and in posi t ion. I l lustrated by Shook (ibid., Fig. 10). Six beams

of roughly the same widths. Full data in Table 2.

Discussion, As indicated in Table 1 and d i scussed in a prior section (p. 27), the

f i rs t doorway of this temple was be l ieved by Spinden to have carr ied the beams in Figs. 6 —

10. Morley held that the Fig, 17c beam belonged to Lintel 2 whi le that in Fig. 17b might

have been from either Lintel 2 or Lintel 1 (1937-1938, Vol. 1, pp. 354, 355). Those beams

in Figs. 8, 9, and 10 were treated by Morley as the bulk of Lintel 1 which he believed to

have been carved.

As has been emphas ized prev ious ly , we see no reason to d is t rust Maudslay 's recorded

observat ion of Lintel 1 as plain (see p. 25; note, however, that Maudslay incorrectly shows

in sect ion four beams rather than f ive, in his PL 69, "Temple B") and, moreover, find no

reason to div ide, as Morley did, the arrangement in Mauds lay 's PI. 72 (our Figs. 6-10). Des-

pite Spinden's asser t i ons to the contrary (1913, p. 257) there is a lso considerable room for

doubt that all or a portion of the beams in Figs. 6-10 could fit ac ross the f i r s t doorway of

Temple II. Morley (op. c t f . , p. 352) reached this same conclus ion.

The outer or f i r s t doorway of Temple II has a maximum th ickness of 1.34m. (see

Tab le 2). The east and wes t insets have a tota l depth of 0 .17m. Subtract ing, we arr ive at

1.17m. as the wid th of Lintel 1, composed of f i ve beams. The only surv iv ing measurab le

impress ion was that of Beame, showing a width of 0 .23m.

Measurements in Basel y ie lded the f o l l ow ing extant maximum widths for the beams in

Figs. 8, 9, and 10: 0.34, 0.37, and 0 ,32m. respec t i ve ly . The combined width of the beams

in F igs . 6 and 7 is 0,49m. The f i rs t three measurements total 1.01 m; the total of the f ive

widths is 1.52m. (Morley, ibid., p. 352 g ives the ident ica l result .) Inasmuch as the door-

way wid th is only 1.34m., quite c l ea r l y these f ive beams, as Spinden contended and Mor-

ley contested, could not have belonged here.

Turning now to Mor ley 's ass ignment to this doorway of only those beams in Figs. 8, 9,

and 10, their total width of 1.03 m. should be added to that of the width of the cas t of Beam

e, 0.23m., on the grounds that Beam e is too narrow (see above) to have been one of those

in the a forement ioned f igures. The result , 1.26m., exceeds by 0.11 m. the reasonable esti-

mate of l intel width, 1.17m, Of course, the true d iscrepancy is far greater s ince the ca lcu-

lat ion takes into account four beams rather the f ive ( indicated by cas ts in the masonry)

which cons t i tu ted the l intel. Consequently none of the carved beams known can belong to

Lintel 1 wh ich is therefore considered to have been plain.

Lintel 2 of Temple 11, now miss ing at the site but or ig ina l ly made up of f ive beams,

must have car r ied the two fragmentary beams shown in the schemat ic arrangement in Fig.17.
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Only this doorway is ava i lab le . They must be portions of two of the fo l lowing beams: Beams

b, c, and d.

Both Maler and Morley tended to doubt that the two carved beams were contiguous and,

in fact , Morley suggested that they might belong to d i f ferent l intels (ibid., p. 349). How-

ever, carefu l study of Maler 's PI. 18, 2 shows too great a re la t ionship between these two

beams to be co inc identa l . That the two belong side by side is indicated by the alignment

of both shoulders, the cont inui ty of the elaborate three-head necklace and the t ransverse

bar-pectoral ornament, as w e l l as the cont inui ty of headdress and feather elements. In

short, there are good reasons to a s s o c i a t e the two. They must in this case be f ragments of

either Beams b and c or Beams c and a*.

Spinden (1957, PI. Ltb) g ives an evident ly recent drawing of the two Lintel 2 beams.

Th is must have been made from Maler's i l lustrat ion. The drawing involves considerable

unindicated restorat ion which nevertheless seems reasonable.

The orientation of the two related beams is guided by the face on the smaller fragment

which, in prof i le, looks to the observer 's left. The temple opens to the east. Since lintel

and temple or ientat ion co inc ide as a rule at T ika l (see p. 31 ), it f o l l ows that the smaller

fragment, with the face, is the outer of the two; it thus can be only Beam b or Beam c.

Fie ld measurements of p laster i m p r e s s i o n s (Table 2) indicate Beam b to have been

about 0.23 m. wide, Beam c 0.25 m., and Beam d 0.31 m. The almost complete beam (posi-

t ioned in Fig. 14c ) is 0.234m. wide with no evidence of exceptional peripheral rot; sca l -

ing ind ica tes that the now lost smal ler fragment was about 0.21 m. wide. Comparison with

the sequence of f ield measurements indicates that the two beams should have occupied posi-

t ions Jb and c, Beam b being the smal ler of the two, fa l l i ng to the observer 's left, and Beam

c the nearly comple te beam, to the observer 's right.

C. T E M P L E III

(Structure 5D-3). Oriented to east. Two doorways, one behind the other.

1. Lintel 1. Lintel miss ing , having either co l lapsed or poss ib ly been removed. Not

in pos i t ion at t ime of Maudslay 's v is i t . Surv iv ing plaster impress ions indicate six beams.

W i d e s t doorway of ser ies, measuring 3.93m. (Morley, 1937—1938, Vol. 1, Table 13 gives

3.83m.). Spanned by beams 6.09m. long. For reasons already given (p. 31), it seems

highly probable that this outs ide doorway was spanned by a plain lintel. As often pointed

out by others, none of the ass igned carved beams is of suf f ic ient length to have spanned

thi s doorway.

2. Lintel 2. Carved. Or ig ina l l y ten beams, all of which are in place with the excep-

t ionof Beam a which has disappeared. Lintel i l lustrated in Figs. 18-20.

Discussion, The m iss ing beam of Lintel 2 should have carr ied Columns A and B of

a text compr is ing 19 g lyphs to a column which was continued on the innermost beam, Beam

/ (with Columns C and D). The probable total of 72 g lyphs thus exceeds in length the other

surv iv ing texts on Tikal l intels.

Whether or not Beam a was del iberately removed is di f f icul t to say. The east edge of

Beam D has severely decayed, suggest ing total loss through decay of Beam a. No axe or

machete sca rs were seen in the assoc ia ted masonry. The beam was miss ing by 1895 (Mai-

er, 1911, p. 37).
Our line drawing, essen t i a l l y a plan, of this lintel, in Fig. 18, should be qual i f ied. Ex-

tant separat ions between beams, measur ing a total of 0.095m. along the bottom of the carved

panel, have been ignored. The l intef width along the bottom or south edge of the carved
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panel has been drawn so that with the addit ion of 0.095m. and with bisymmetr ica I restora-

tion of Beam a, the total width would be 2.171 m. Two independent f ie ld est imates of the

width of Beam a were 0.23m. and 0,24m.; our drawing shows it as 0.252m. Field measure-

ments along the north side, on two separate o c c a s i o n s , gave a f igure which when coupled

with a 0.23m. width for Beam a y ie lded about 2 .16m. for the lintel width (Table 2). The

fac t is that the l intel is wider by 0.035m, along the south than the north side. In our draw-

ing jus t the opposi te has emerged. Th is re lat ive ly minor distort ion can be attributed to the

fact that a great many photographic negat ives, none of which were made at a contro l led

right angle to the subject , were used to bui ld up a guide mosaic for the drawing. To have

attempted to correct th is hor izontal d istor t ion would have required too great an ad jus tment

throughout.

The height of the carved panel was measured down the center and read 2.03m. (Table

2). Another measurement taken near one side gave 2.04m. Panel width is reconstructed as

2.07m.; if the east g lyphic column (Beam a) was equal in width to that to the west, it fo l-

lows that the plain east and west borders were of unequal width.

Lintel 2 has been descr ibed in some detail in a recent publication (Coe, 1958). Lara,

who sketched various T ika l sculptures during the Mendez expedition in 1848, appears to

have copied imaginat ive ly the central figure of this l intel and the left hand one as wel l

(Fig. 21 b; see also, Beyer, 1939, p. 342). A drawing showing the central f igure was made

by Blom in 1924 (in Follett, 1932, Fig. 31).

According to Maler (1911, p. 37) the l intel was ser iously muti lated between his v is i ts

in 1895 and 1904, Yet, as ear ly as 1881 the cond i t ion of the l intel was evidently poor, for

Maudslay, in his temple plan, notes "carved beams much destroyed." Var ious fragments

of carving from the l intel were recovered from the surface of the f loor debris wh i le clearing

the rear room of the temple. None were success fu l l y f i t ted.

D. T E M P L E IV

(Structure 5C-4). Oriented to the east. Three doorways, one behind the other.

1. Lintel I. Plain, in posit ion, complete. Composed of six beams. Dimensions

given in Table 2.

2. Lintel 2. Miss ing at the site. Because of excel lent impress ions in masonry,

this lintel is known to have been composed of six beams. On the basis of data given be-

low, the lintel is reconstructed as fo l l ows :

Beam a: Fig. 22 a and Fig. 6.

Beam b: Fig, 22 b and Fig. 7,

Beam c: Fig. 22 c and Fig. 8.

Beam d: Fig. 22 d and Fig. 9.

Beam e: Fig. 22 e and Fig. 10.

Beam f: Fig. 22f and Fig. 1.

Lintel detai ls are shown in Figs. 23-28.

3. Lintel 3. Missing at the site. There is complete agreement that the lintel shown

in Fig. 29 (detai ls in Figs. 30-35), however, belongs across Doorway 3. The little that

can be added to the evidence given by Morley and others is stated in the fo l lowing d iscus -

sion.

Discussion. Beams yet unassigned are shown in Figs. 6 through 10 and in F ig . 1.
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By a process of e l iminat ion these beams are obvious candidates for the second doorway of

Temple IV. It should be noted that no excavated carved fragment has as yet been fitted

to any of these beams. Consequently they can be ass igned to Temple IV and the avai lable

second doorway only on the bas is of measurements, in terre lat ionship of the beams themselves,

and compat ibf I ity wi th surv iv ing impress ions in the masonry.

In prior d i scuss ion (p. 31 ) it was stated that Mauds lay 's arrangement of the beams (as

in Figs. 6-10) was correct. But, as have others, we doubted his placement of the beam in

Fig. 1 a longside the beam in Fig. 2. The problem now is to determine whether the six beams

st i l l unaccounted for do not ac tua l l y compr ise Lintel 2 of Temple IV which c a l l s for six

beams.

Careful study in Basel of the actual beams in question showed that l imited continuity

occurred between the beams in Fig. 1 and Fig. 10 (see detai ls, lower right, Fig. 28) if the

Fig. 1 beam was inverted from the posit ion given it by Maudslay. This beam fa l l s to the

right of the beam in Fig. 10 (as in Fig. 28).

Careful a l ignment of the beams in Figs. 8 and 9 produces a carved pane! height of 2.16m.

(Table 2). Doorway 2 of Temple IV is 2.18m. wide (Table 2). Width of doorway and panel

height are thus compat ible, permit t ing however only a very narrow plain area at the top and

bottom of the panel before meeting the jambs .

Other fac tors to be considered are the widths of the beam impressions and their concord-

ance wi th the widths of the beams in Figs. 6-10 and Fig. 1. A summary of d imensions

(in meters) fo l l ows :

B e a m s F i g u r e s I m p r e s s i o n w i d t h s B e a m w i d t h s ( u n a d j u s t e d )

a 6

b

c

e

f

Although "beam widths" do not agree p rec ise ly with the " impression widths" because

of rot and other reduct ion (see i l lus t ra t ions) , there is s ign i f i can t agreement between the two

ser ies of measurements. Addi t ional conf i rmat ion is the exact agreement between the width

of the beam in Fig. 10 and the ant ic ipated width from the beam impression. Inversion of

either one of the ser ies destroys concordance.

Conc lus ions respecting this l intel are diagrammed in Fig. 22. From beam impressions

it is known that the width of the lintel along the north s ide was about 2.20m. (Table 2).

Guided by the width of the beam impress ions, the lintel components are posit ioned. A bor-

der on the east side of 0.17m. is ca l led for. Bi la tera l symmetry would a l low a plain west

border of postulated equal width. A carved panel width of 1.86m. resul ts. Beam f which

surv ives as the fragment in Fig. 1 (when inverted), emerges in th is reconstruction as hav-

ing been or ig ina l ly 0.39m. wide.

Lintel 2 then compr ises six beams: Figs. 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 1 (inverted), in this order

and f rom left to right. The part icular order has of course been necess i ta ted by the sequence

of correlated component beam widths and impressions, and, in our opinion, has correct ly

oriented the l intel so that the depicted ind iv iduals do look to the east in agreement with the

orientat ion of the temple. The ass ignment of these beams here is in accord with Beyer's

opinion as to the s ty l i s t i c re la t ionsh ips in hieroglyphs between Lintel 2 and what is as-

suredly Lintel 3 (see pp. 28-29).

Turning to Lintel 3, all prior s tudies, with the exception of Maudslay (see Table 1),

d 9 0.39m. 0.37m.

7 0.29.m. 0.25m.
0.34 m. 0.215m.

8 0.46 m. 0.34 m.

10 0.32 m. 0.32 m.
1 0.39m. 0.16m.
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agree that the third doorway of Temple IV must have been the source of the lintel in Fig. 29,
Morley (1937-1938, Vol . 1, pp. 251-252) presents the basic data underlying this unquestioned
provenience. The finding of the fragment shown in Fig. l ie in the debris of Temple IV is
excel lent conf i rmat ion of gross provenience (see p. 30). Briefly, the lintel is composed of
seven beams, and only a s ingle doo rway ( the third of Temple IV), conforms in the number of
impress ions tn the masonry. Doorway width and th ickness correspond wel l with actual l intel
width and panel height when plain areas above and below the design panel as we l l as inset-
t ing of outer and inner beams are considered (see Table 2).

Apparent ly the only remain ing problem concern ing Lintel 3 is its orientation when in

place, The seated indiv idual in the panel center f aces to the left s ide of the panel. In

v iew of the data assemb led on other l intels, including that for Lintel 2 in this temple (see

p. 31), one would expect the left side of the panel to have been set to the east with the

panel bottom to the south. Reasonable proof that this was the case occurs in the fo l lowing

corre la t ion of impress ion width and beam width sequences: the f irst column of f igures, to

the left, g ives impression wid ths (in meters) taken along the south end of the lintel support

area, f rom center to center of the plaster stubs between the former beams; the second col -

umn records in the same order the measurements taken at the north end of the area formerly

occupied by the beams and ac ross each separate impress ion, excluding the plaster septa

between beams; the right hand column tabulates ex is t ing widths of the Basel beams, de-

r ived from actual measurements not corrected for loss through rot, etc.

B e a m s I m p r e s s i o n w i d t h s B e a m w i d t h s ( u n a d j u s t e d )

a 0 . 3 8 m . 0 . 2 8 m . 0 . 2 9 m .

b 0 .28 m. Q i 3 1 m> 0 ( 2 8 m.

c 0 .29 m. 0 . 28 m. 0 .29 m.

d 0 . 2 8 m. 0 .30 m. 0 .315 m.

e 0.23 m. 0 . 1 8 m . 0.27 m.

f 0.43 m 0 .38 m. 0 .39 m.

g 0 .28 m, 0.26 m. 0 .27 m.

General agreement is seen throughout, par t icu lar ly when it is rea l i zed that the widths

of the actual beams have been reduced by var ious factors (rot, hacking, etc.). The relat ive

agreement within the total sequence of the data for posit ion f is part icular ly noteworthy.

The arrangement of the ser ies in this order (and no other) tends to corroborate the otherwise

apparent rule that the or ientat ion of the pr inc ipal individual (here in the face) agrees with

that of the structure i tse l f . The lintel must have been so posit ioned that the bottom of the

design panel was to the south.

Plott ing the beams in terms of the surviving evidence at T ika l y ie lds a lintel with a to-

tal width of 2.20m., a carved panel width of 2.05m. and a carved panel height of 1.756m.

Careful arrangement of the beams in Basel showed that the seated personage's left heel

f a l l s 1.00m. from the left panel edge (i. e., east edge) whi le the right heel fa l ls 1.01 m.

from the right panel edge.

In conclusion, we should like to note what is probably obvious, simply that the general

arrangement or theme of Lintel 2 (Fig. 22) is str ik ingly like that seen on Lintels 2 and 3

of Temple I (Figs. 12, 13). Again, a giant f igure is shown, subordinating a seated priest-

like individual; here the giant f igure is human but with the jaguar ear and the number 7 and

a loop under the eyes, al l attr ibutes pointing to an identi f icat ion as the "god of number 7"

and a jaguar god of the underworld (see Thompson, 1950, p. 134, Fig. 12, 13). If the motif

of Lintel 2 is jaguar or feline, that of Lintel 3 is the serpent, actual ly feathered. This
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contrast is duplicated in the two carved l in te ls of Temple I.

E . S T R U C T U R E 10 ( S T R U C T U R E 5D-52).

Or iented to the south. A mul t i - roomed "palace" type bu i ld ing (see Appendix, p. 74).

Only the inner of the two cent ra l d o o r w a y s of the "third" story is as yet known to have been

spanned by a carved l intel . All ev idence ind ica tes that the two beams shown in Fig. 36 c, d

(a l so Fig. 37 b) formed the media l portion of this f ive-beam l intel .

Discussion. The f i r s t mention of th is l intel was by Maler (191 1, pp. 16-17) who be-

l ieved that i t was or ig ina l ly composed of f ive "beaut i fu l ly decorated" zapote beams. Two

of them ("of cou rse the best preserved ones") had been car r ied away prior to his 1904 v i s i t ,

reputedly by three i nd i v i dua l s f rom Flores.

Morley (1937-38, Vo l . 1, pp. 341-42) studied the su rv i v ing beams in posit ion in 1914.

He states that there were three beams present out of the or ig inal f ive, conf i rming Maler 's

statement. All three are sa id to have been removed at that time; these were deposited in

the Amer ican Museum of Natural His tory by Spinden, who accompanied Morley on this v is i t

to T ika l .

There are good indicat ions that Morley mistook a beam (see our Fig. 17c), we l l docu-

mented by Maler as from Temple II, as one of the supposed three removed from Structure 10

in 1914. Morley's PI. 73 a shows, on the right, two jo ined beams definitely from Structure

10, and, on the left, a s ingle carved beam. These are the three beams deposited in New York

by Spinden in 1914. The s ing le beam was seen that year by Morley in Temple II (see his

Table 13). Further ev idence of at least consistent confusion in this regard is contained in

Mor ley 's Footnote 509 in which he gives the American Museum of Natural History catalogue

numbers of the Structure 10 spec imens. The f inal number is that of the Temple II beam,

which, as previously noted (p.  28) had been erroneously catalogued as from "Structure 10."

Th is correct ion of an understandable error on Mor ley 's part is pertinent to the problem of ex-

actly how many beams made up th is Structure 10 lintel.

On invest igat ing this doorway , we found it badly fal len and the entrance a lmost c losed

by debr is . In the chamber, an apparent ly complete l intel beam with no signs of carving was

found lying on the debris. About it were seven va r i ab l y preserved lintel butts. Measure-

ments are summar ized in Tab le 2. The doorway opens to the south and is 1.78m. wide.

Sl ight excavat ion was required to locate the south face of the intermediate w a l l between the

intact rear room and the who l ly co l l apsed front room. Enough was excavated to expose the

line of the jambs and the areas which had supported the l intel butts. The portion of the

lintel taken to New York had been previously studied and found to compr ise no more than

two beams which had been joined for easy handling. Due to rot, their fit is poor but com-

pletely convinc ing. The outs ide edges a lso show s igns of rot. They present a carved panel

height of 1.76m. Together the two beams show a max imum width of 0.68m., with the left

beam (Fig. 20c) 0.39m. wide, and the right beam (Fig. 20d) 0.29m. wide.

Discovery of the apparent ly complete beam (length, 3.08m., width 0.22m,, and thickness

0.18-0.19m.) just north of the doorway and lying on the debris near the north chamber wal l ,

presents various puzzles. First, there is not a t race of carving on this beam though decay

gives it a potential ly decept ive appearance. The beam must come from this doorway as its

preserved length, 3.08m., is consonant wi th the total lintel length determined by socket-

to-socket measurement. Secondly, both Maler and Morley c la im f ive beams for this lintel;

two were said to have been removed by people from Flores, whi le Spinden is said to have
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removed the other three. Yet only two (carved) are in New York and a third (plain) is st i l l

wi th in the structure.

The west door j a m b measures 1.47m. wide, and the east one 1.45m. Each inset measures

0.06m., giv ing a total of 0.12m. Calculat ing in terms of the west jamb, we arr ive at 1.35 m.

as the width of th is l intel.

Seven p ieces of zapote wood were found in the chamber in addi t ion to the evident ly com-

plete plain beam. These p ieces represent the plain butt port ions of the lintel which were

chopped off from the carved panel. Fragment 1 and Fragment 3 are the only ones in which

complete width cou ld be determined. These measure 0.27m. wide ( thickness, 0.1 1 + m.)

and 0.16m. wide ( th ickness, 0.15m.) , These d imens ions in width differ suf f ic ient ly among

themselves to preclude them from being from the same beam. Consequently there is every

reason to consider these widths in reconst ruc t ing the entire lintel width. Neither butt, of

course, can be from the plain whole beam lying on the chamber f loor debris. Fragment 1

(0.27 m. wide) might poss ib l y be from the r ight hand beam of the two in New York if the lat-

ter could be shown to be complete in its extant width (0.29m.); this does not seem to be the

case.

Var ious schemes have been t r ied and the f o l l o w i n g arrangement (Fig. 36) seems the

best in terms of ava i l ab le beams, and butts, of the known width of the lintel, and of observa-

t ions by Morley and Maler,

South

Beam

a

b

c

d

e

Wid th

0 .22m.

0.16 m.

0.39m.

0 .29m

0.27m.

Locat ion

on f l oo r of

chamber

Frag. 3

see Fig. 36 c

see Fig, 36 d

Frag. 1

North

The total of the ind iv idua l beam wid ths is 1.33m., or a mere 0.02m. less than the apparent

or ig ina l l intel width of 1 .35m. Had the ca l cu la t i on been made on the bas is of the east jamb,

rather than that of the west one, there would be exac t agreement.

Th is ar rangement of beams is condi t ioned by the evident requirement of p lacing the ca rved

beams in New York c l ose to the center of the l intel. Furthermore, assuming that the factor

of l intel-structure or ientat ion was f o l l o w e d here (see p. 31 ), the top of the panel must have

been set to the east and the bottom to the west so that the pr incipal personage in the scene

looked to the south. Beam e (Fragment 1) becomes the innermost one on the grounds that

it was one butt of a carved beam (why e lse would it have been chopped off ?) wh ich was suf-

f i c ien t l y wide to have car r ied a border plus the completed cont inuat ion of the background and

ra ised ca rv i ng seen on Beam d (Fig. 36d). Beam b should a lso have been carved but wi th-

out the deep ca rv ing seen on Beam c (Fig. 36c) . For ins tance, Beam b would be expected

to have carr ied at least the remainder of the heron wing on Beam c and perhaps the left s ide

of the in t r icate basa l panel. The intact plain beam from the chamber f loor, uncut and d is-

carded because it was plain, by a process of e l iminat ion, must be Beam o. Conf i rmat ion is

found in the single measurement of beam impress ion obtainable. Th is was taken in the wes t

l intel socket f rom the south edge of the l intel pos i t ion to a plaster r idge. 0.36 m. to the north.

The combined w id ths of B earns o and b tota l 0.38m. (0 .22m. plus 0.16m.) which su f f i c ien t ly

approx imates the f ie ld measurement as to indicate a p laus ib le f i t .
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In summary, Maler 's notat ion of f ive beams appears to be jus t i f i ed by the surviv ing evi -

dence. Beams c and d were cer ta in ly in place at the time of his v i s i t (he provides a fanc i -

ful but pertinent descr ip t ion) as we l l as at that of Morley and Spinden. For the "greedy

treasure seekers" from Flores to have removed and car r ied off two carved beams would have

required their s imply work ing out Beam e (which should have completed the carv ing on Beam

c/) . But to remove Beam b, the only other one seemingly carved that could have been taken

by them, would have necess i ta ted f i r s t taking out plain Beam a. They would have been ob-

liged to do so un less Beam b was dangl ing, supported only by the butt known as "Fragment

3." In any case^Maler and Morley could have seen only two truly carved beams. If they did

see three in posit ion, as c la imed, it f o l l ows that Beam a was st i l l in p lace and that they pre-

sumed it to have been carved. As has been noted, Morley did attr ibute the Temple II beam

(Fig. 36c) to Structure 10, perhaps misgu ided by an error in museum cataloguing. He may

have mis taken ly bel ieved that the supposed third beam in the Structure 10 l intel was this

beam.

F . S U M M A R Y

Seven carved wooden l intels are now known for T ika l : Temple \, Lintels 2 and 3; Tem-

ple 2, Lintel 2; Temple III, Lintel 2; Temple IV, L in te ls 2 and 3; and the Structure 10

Lintel. The largest carved panel occurs on Lintel 2 of Temple III. No complete carved l in-

tel is known to surv ive at T i ka l , Those respons ib le for removing the two beams of Lintel 2

of Temple I, the bulk of the beams of Lintel 2, Temple II, and poss ib ly Beam a of Lintel

2 of Temple 1 1 1 are ent i rely unknown. The bulk of Lintel 3 of Temple I and Lintels 2 and

3 of Temple IV are preserved in the Museum fur Volkerkunde, Basel and the Br i t ish Museum.

One beam (Beam c) of Lintel 2 of Temple II and two beams (c, d} of the Structure 10 lintel

have been preserved in the Amer ican Museum of Natural H is to ry , Two other beams from the

latter lintel were removed by people from Flores in the 19th century. Nothing is on record

for nine carved beams: Temple I, Lintel 2, Beams c and d and Lintel 3, Beam c/; Temple

II, Lintel 2, Beams a, c/, and e; Temple 1 1 1 , Lintel 2, Beam a; and the Structure 10 lintel,

Beams b and e. All outer doorways of the great temples are bel ieved to have been spanned

by plain l intels.

MISCELLANEOUS DATA

7. OBSERVATIONS ON BEAM CUTTING, CARVING, AND INSTALLATION

Two types of local wood, zapote (Achras zapofa) and logwood (Haemafoxy/am campecrn-

anum), were employed for doorway l intels and vault beams. Both trees grow today abundantly

in all the environs of T ika l . Logwood, formerly an important source of dyes, is a low grow-

ing, mul t ip le stemmed tree found only in swamps . Zapote, in contrast, rarely occurs in log-

wood swamps but g rows abundantly on elevated terrain wi th its wel l -drained shal low s o i l s

which over l ie porous l imestone base rock. Zapote is a tal l , normal ly straight, s ingle

stemmed tree. Today it is exploi ted as the prime source of ch ic le for the chewing-gum in-

dustry. Both zapote and logwood rank among the hardest and most durable tropical woods

of the world.

Logwood, though frequently used in ancient t imes for l intels and vault beams, evident ly
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was unsuited for carving because of the small diameter and the irregularity of its surface.

All examples preserved in T ika l bui ldings are natural s i ze logs, cut at either end to the

lengths required for a part icular doorway or vault, but unaltered further except for the strip-

ping-of f of the bark (which actua l ly was not removed in all cases) . Zapote, on the other

hand, being a large, tal l , and straight stemmed tree, had to be fel led, then cut into logs.

Cross -sec t ion ing of six zapote lintel beam butts (from Temples I and IV) indicates that

four beams (Temple I, Butts "A," "C," "D"; Temple IV, Butt "G") had been fashioned

from logs by removing the bark and squaring the log. One other specimen (Butt "B," Tem-

ple I) appears to have been made from a halved and squared log. The sixth specimen (Butt

"A,'' Temple IV) could have been made from either a halved or a whole log, more probably

the latter. These lettered butts are further d i s c u s s e d on pp. 45 — 46.

V/e have good reason to respect the ancien t workmen for their abi l i ty to hew beams from

a zapote tree with only stone implements avai lable to them. We are having considerable dif-

f icu l ty rep lac ing the m i s s i n g zapote beams in the "Great Temples" despite the advantage

of modern equipment wh ich includes steel axes , t ractors for hauling, a sawmi l l , ch i se l s and

adzes for shaping the beams, and mechanica l hoists, j acks , and steel cables for l i f t ing them

into place. The hard, tough zapote wood, est imated to weigh some seventy pounds per cubic

foot, rapidly du l ls steel tools. Our exper ience with zapote wood demonstrates that freshly

cut wood, though exceeding ly tough, is less hard and brittle than after drying. Th is factor

leads to the assumption that the Maya with their stone tools carved the beams while sti l l

f resh. All the pla in and carved l inte ls d i scussed in th is report are of zapote wood. Nor-

ma l ly , the l intel beams are approx imate ly rectangular, with the four faces worked to a smooth

plane.

As regards the quest ion of carving in posit ion, one would expect that the task of carv-

ing beams after instal lat ion would have been infinitely more diff icult than carving before in-

sta l lat ion. The l imited light wi th in the temple rooms would have ser ious ly hampered carv-

ing (Angel Fernandez, 1939) as would the e levat ions of the l inte ls above the room f loors,

requir ing sca f fo ld ing and probably a prone working posi t ion. Previously it was felt (Coe,

1958, pp. 78-79) that the beams were ins ta l led a l ready carved because the beams appeared

to have been del iberately separated during instal lat ion, yet, when they were brought together

on paper wh i l e being drawn, it was found that carving on two adjacent beams coinc ided ex-

act ly . The fact is that we are no longer certain that these beam div is ions may not have re-

sulted from contract ion due to dess i ca t i on during the long period fo l l ow ing their instal lat ion.

The plaster squeezes, so usefu l in reconstruct ing a m iss ing lintel, may have occupied the

space provided by two ad jacent beams s l ight ly t rapezoidal in section.

Nothing essen t i a l can be added to the common supposit ion that carving was carr ied out

by the use of obsid ian f lake-blades, hardstone chisels (which the bulk of recovered "celts"

seem to have been), sc rapers of f l int and obsid ian, dr i l l s of f l in t and reed (to rough out deep

background), and ab ras i ves for f ina l f in ish . Extreme micro-photography might reveal evi-

dence of tools and mater ia ls employed.

Observed s t ructura l prac t ices in T ika l bui ld ings show that masonry wa l l s were erected

to the height of, or within one course of, the vault spring and capped with lime plaster. The

reason apparent ly was to a l low the wa l l masonry t ime to dry and set before adding the struc-

tural load of the vault and superstructure. In both doorways of Temple III, however, it was

noted that special , p lastered areas had been prepared to receive the lintel beams (Fig. 21 c).

The port ions of w a l l s ad jacen t to the jambs had been so constructed that w hen the beams
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were posit ioned, they rested w e l l below the true tops of the wa l l s . A gap of 0.12m. occurred

between the south end of Beam b of Lintel 1 and the vert ical portion of the inset, and a

gap of 0.20m. in the case of Beam a (north end) of Lintel 2. Th is part icular feature of

w a l l s specia l ly prepared for l in te ls is not eas i ly observed and we are uncertain at this time

of its distr ibut ion e lsewhere at T ika l .

At some time before or during wa l l "ageing," the beams were shaped, and beams to be

carved were laid against each other, the scene b locked out, and the sculptor and possib ly

a s s i s t a n t s were set to work , in spec i fy ing the quantity and lengths of beams, the archi tect

had to take into account the width of the doorway and its th ickness, whi le the sculptor had

to know the d imens ions of the doorway before plotting the scene to be carved on the paral le l-

ly arranged beams, and in the case of at least Temple III, the length of the special ly pre-

pared wa l l beds.

The handling of the del icately carved beams during the ascent to the temple rooms must

have been a problem, as must a l so have been their actual instal lat ion. Poss ib ly each carved

beam was protected by a padding of palm leaves or cotton, wrapped with woven mats, and

f i rmly t ied w i th fiber cord. Considerable engineering sk i l l was required in transportat ion

and ins ta I lotion.

Once the carved beam had been hoisted into approximate posi t ion (with the bottom of

the carved panel a l w a y s set to the south in Temples I through IV), the protective wrapping

around each beam was removed to permit the f i na l exact a l ignment and c lose setting. How-

ever, the lintel, once accu ra te l y assembled , st i l l needed protection, evident ly from the con-

s t ruct ion act iv i ty wh ich fo l lowed.

It was not iced that, where a lintel had fal len or had been removed, the masonry direct ly
above it frequently showed impress ions of woven mats and cords. The posi t ions of the mat
impress ions indicate that the mat jus t over lapped the top two edges of the lintel area be-
tween the door j ambs . The cord or twine impress ions are at a right angle to the long ax is
of the lintel and s imi lar ly occur between the door jambs. These im pressions begin from 0. 11 m.
to 0.40m. in from the jamb face. The cords range from 0.002m. to 0.006m. in diameter and
show a s imp le tw i s t of two or three fiber s t rands. The mat impress ions suggest a plain weave
pattern of over-and-under, probably of palm leaf. The weave is indist inguishable from that
found in mats of modern highland Maya in Guatemala.

These cord and mat impress ions are interpreted as ev idence that mats covered the

carved unders ide and the s ides , and overlapped the upper edge of the lintel, thus af fording

some protect ion aga ins t damage during the const ruc t ion of the masonry vaults and the f inal

p laster ing of the bui ld ing interior. Fo l lowing complet ion of the building, the mats were

cut away, reveal ing the carv ing and leaving the buried mat edges and cord to rot between

the masonry and the top surface of the lintel.

There is some evidence that one, if not all, of the carved lintel panels was painted

red at this t ime. Latex mo lds of the Temple I, Lintel 3 beams in London and Basel inter-

es t ing ly picked up t races of red paint from the carved sur faces, espec ia l l y but not exclu-

s i v e l y from deep areas of ca rv ing . The distr ibut ion of these sma l l red patches indicates

that the entire carved panel of this l intel had been painted a uniform red. A n a l y s i s of a

sample by Mr. A. Eric Park inson, Univers i ty Museum chemist , c lear ly shows the pigment

to be c innabar. We cannot say whether or not the plain a reas surrounding the panel were

ever painted red. No t race of paint was noted along the tops of the door jambs although

some t races of red might be expected had the plain areas been painted after instal lat ion.

Molds of two Temple IV l in te ls fai led to provide defini te traces of this red pigment.

However, in v iew of the s l ight amount picked up by the molds of the Temple I beams, it

is poss ib le that all ev idence of paint ing could have been normal ly lost. Stil l, we cannot
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assume paint ing on all carved l in te ls at T ika l . No t race of red paint was seen on Lintel 2

of Temple I nor on Lintel 2 of Temple III, both at the site and care fu l l y c leaned and stu-

died.The poss ib i l i t y that the paint ing of Lintel 3 of Temple I was connected in some way

with a two-par t o f fe r ing is suggested by the f inding of Cache 49 below the buried port ions

of thi s l intel,

Cache 49A had been set beneath the north end of the lintel in a simple oval hole in

the w a l l masonry whi le the fa i r ly recent ly looted offering, Cache 49 B, was comparably s i t -

uated beneath the south portion. Ful l data on this two-part "ded icatory" of fer ing is given

in T ika l Report No. 13. The south reposi tory is evident ly the source of the three red-paint-

ed or impregnated st ingray sp ines mentioned by Shook (1958a, p. 8) in a summary of debr is

excavat ion w i th in the temple rooms in 1957. A speculat ive point is that both parts of the

cache contained cons iderab le quantit ies of a red pigment (presumed from its color to be

cinnabar); s ince the l intel was painted red, may not the co inc idence have been meaning-

ful and perhaps unique? Cache 49 was the f i rs t known example of a cached offer ing in as-

sociat ion with a l intel but it should be emphas ized that other doo rways which once support-

ed carved l in te ls have yet to be invest igated for such depos i ts ,

2. THE QUESTION OF RESETTING OF LINTELS

Keeping in mind the large amount of evidence of reset s te lae and a l tars at T ikal , both

plain and carved (T ika l Reports Nos.12, 14 in preparation), one must cons ider the poss ib i l i t y

that l in te ls were sa lvaged from older s t ruc tures for re insta I latron in such major cons t ruc t ions

as Temple I. We can f ind no ind icat ion that any carved l intel was reset; such evidence wou ld

be gross s ty l i s t i c incompat ib i l i ty between two carved l intels in the same structure, a carved

panel height exceeding the assoc i a ted door width (with concealment of some carv ing resul t -

ing), or even e s p e c i a l l y high plain areas above and below the design panel. All carved l in-

te ls appear to fit in their doorways . There can be less certainty wi th regard to the plain

l intels.

3. LINTEL BEAM BUTTS AND CARBON-14 SAMPLES

In a program of collecting wood samples from l intel beams and vaul t beams throughout

the stte, var ious lintel beam butts were selected for sampl ing. These butts occurred on the

f loors of the rooms of Temples I and IV; in all cases they were so cut as to indicate that

they or iginal ly belonged to the carved beams which were removed from these temples.

Prior to being sampled, the butts were t ransverse ly sawed to provide a fresh face for ob-

servation of the growth pattern. Samples of wood were taken from the latest growth as in-

dicated by the pattern. The problem is to determine to which beams of which l intels the

butts belonged.

T E M P L E I "Butt A" measures 0.32m, wide and 0.18m. thick; probably from either Beam

c or Beam d of Lintel 3; too wide to be from Beams c or d of Lintel 2 (see
Tab le 2); there are no other poss ib i l i t i es . Field C14 sample, T-95.

"Butt B" measures 0 .175m, wide and 0 .20m. th ick on The prepared face; this

is a su rv iv ing f ragment of Beam e of Lintel 3 (see Table 2 and Fig. 13e) wi th

a maximum width of 0.185m. and a th i ckness of 0.21 m. Field C14samp le ,

T-318.

"Butt C" measures 0 .33m. w i d e and 0.22 m. th ick; Beam c of L intel 3 seems
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a l i ke l y source; if so, "Butt A" wou ld be more probab ly f rom Beam d, par t icu-

l a r l y in v iew of the th ickness d i f fe rence between the two butts; there are no

other poss ib i l i t i es . F ie ld C14 sample, T —77,

"Butt D" m e a s u r e s 0.25m. w ide and 0.20m. thick; if not from Beam of of Lintel

2, less l i ke l y cand ida tes wou ld be Beam c of L inte l 2 or Beam b of Lintel 3

(see Tab le 2) . F ie ld C14 sample , T-83.

TEMPLE IV "Butt G" measures 0.24m. wide and 0.205m. thick; beam widths (Table 2) in-
dicate Beam e or Beam g of Lintel 3 as the most probable source of this butt.

Fie ld C14 s a m p l e , T-478.

"Butt A" measures 0.31 (+?)m. wide and 0.20m. thick; th i ckness consistent

w i th th ickness range of beams of Lintel 3; exac t beam indeterminable, but
B e a m s a , d, and f a r e likely possib i l i t ies. Field C14 sample, T-484.

This content downloaded from 129.252.86.83 on Wed, 19 Sep 2018 04:29:22 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



APPENDIX

INSCRIPTIONS AND OTHER DATING CONTROLS
By L in ton Satterthwa ite

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

We use the structure numerat ions of Morley (1937-1938). Temples I and IV had previous-

ly, been labeled A and C by Maudslay; new names and map des ignat ions are given throughout

the main text of th is report, and in Report No. 11.

The carved lintel beams here considered include the total surviving corpus of legible or

partly legible T ika l da tes on wood. These are from Temples I and IV, and from Structure 10.

Their importance is now much enhanced by at tempts to apply radiocarbon controls, and to

use the resu l ts as checks on cor re la t ions of the Long Count w i th Chr ist ian chronology. Th is

being the case, correct ass ignment of contemporaneous "Dedicatory" or "Commemorative"

dates is espec ia l l y important. L inte ls at Temples I I and 1 1 1 , without surv iv ing dates, w i l l

be considered last . W i th a s ing le except ion, the texts we are concerned with have been we l l

studied before, and Morley's 1937—1938 decipherments are the points of departure. The in-

scr ipt ions are presented in the standard manner adopted for stone monuments (Tikal Report

No. 4, pp. 89-92). Before proceeding wi th the individual inscr ip t ions some background ex-

posi t ion is desirable, most of it being direct ly or indirect ly concerned with the problem of

t ry ing to a s s i g n correct and prec ise dedicatory dates.

C H A N G E D L O N G C O U N T P O S I T I O N S

Since Morley's presentat ion of the texts at Temple IV, Beyer had shown that the panel

g iv ing Morley's latest four dates for Lintel 2 of that temple must belong elsewhere (see pp.

28-29). This is the panel shown on Maudslay 's PI. 71, w i th a drawing of the glyphs on p.

74. Coe and Shook now show that these beams are parts of Lintel 3 of Temple I (Fig. 13).

This is in line with Beyer 's conv inc ing case that the opening date of this panel, 9 Ahau 3

Pop, should be placed at 9.13.3.0.0, a posi t ion once suggested by Spinden, one CR period

ear l ier than the 9.15.15.13.0 of Morley (see pp.68-70). Th is requires moving back the other

three dates of this panel accord ing ly . One has the problem of deciding whether one of the

four dates, at the new LC posi t ions, can safe ly be ass igned DD status, a matter which Bey-

er did not d i s c u s s in any detai l .

I M P R O V E D C O R P U S O F I L L U S T R A T I O N S

Many of the carved beams have been re-photographed by the T ika l Pro ject , with l ightings

from various angles to bring out detai ls . Coe's photographs and drawings of Lintel 2 of Tem-

ple I seem to be the f i r s t ever to be published, and they include a damaged glyph-panel to
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which no at tent ion has been paid. His photographs and drawing of Lintel 2 of Temple III

are the f i r s t complete and accurate ones. Though these provide no dates they have been

used for s ty le dating.

R E V I S E D S T Y L E D A T I N G

In her 1950 study Pros kour iakof f l is ts 9.16.10.0.0*2 katuns for "Temple IV (?) lintels/1

c i t ing Mauds lay 's PI. 71 as w e l l as his PI. 77. Evident ly this result is a composi te one in-

vo lv ing beams from two t e m p l e s / Temple I as w e l l as Temple IV, Suppl ied wi th ful l (pre-

sent ly ava i lab le ) data, P roskou r iako f f has appl ied her system anew, wi th separate curves

for each wooden lintel at the site (see Table 3). It results that we have two mean style dates and

"spreads" at Temple I and at Temple IV. In the synoptic headings we give those for each

of a pair of l intels, and a lso the ear ly- late l imi ts cover ing the spreads from the two com-

bined. It seems fa i r to say that a DD which does not fa l l for outs ide the combined l imi ts

does not se r ious ly "d isagree ' ' wi th the sty le-date ana lys i s . For the Temple IV lintels the

two sets of l im i ts f a i l to co inc i de by only a hal f katun, but at Temple I they are staggered

by one and one-ha l f katuns. We do not cons ider that th is is su f f i c ien t ground on which to

postulate d i f fe ren t DD's for the two l in te ls of the latter temple (see below).

L I N T E L S A S "MONUMENTS"

The p ic tor ia l and in sc r ip t tona l content of a T i ka l wooden lintel does not dif fer in kind

from that of stone monuments. We may, for example, compare Lintel 2 of Temple III with the

early Tikal Stelae 23 and 25. In each case there are three fu l l -sca le human f igures. On the

l intel they face the pr incipal f igure in the center. On the stelae they are on the s ides but

face observer ' s left and right respec t i ve ly - i . e., both face to the front, as if a des ign l ike

that of the lintel, too w ide for the f ron t only, had been carr ied around to the s ides . This

dev ice is even c learer on Ste lae 1 and 2, though only one f igure is involved. As on monu-

ments, which may a lso p lace the " s c e n e s ' * and the inscr ipt ion on one s u r f a c e only, the lin-

tel inscr ip t ions may exhib i t only one date or several , f ixed in the Long Count. The usual

assumpt ion that t ime-mark ing by a ded icatory date was involved in l intel texts as on monu-

ment tex ts seems j us t i f i ed . Of course the a s s u m p t i o n impl ies that the same ru les for recog-

n iz ing DD's apply in both contex ts .

Evidence tending to conf i rm the v iew that a carved lintel w i th dates was in effect a spe-

c i a l i z e d monument was obtained during the last (1959) season when Trik found that a d iv ided

offer ing had been p laced in the wa l l masonry on either s ide of the doorway, j us t below the

ends of the central beam of Lintel 3 of Temple I (T i ka l Report No. 13, Cache 49 A, B).Though

the contents of these two depos i ts d i f fe r in kind from those common in sub-ste la caches, in

either context the o f fer ings must have been made short ly before carved units were put in

place, in the course of "dedicatory" ceremonies .

It should be conceded, I think, that if the l inte ls were essen t i a l l y spec ia l i zed monu-

ments wi th ded ica to ry dates, these dates were not dedicatory for the completed building,

as a whole. Such dates wou ld f o l l ow complet ion of substructure building but would precede

the beginning of vault erect ion on the w a l l s of the bui lding proper, and the s t i l l later con-

st ruct ion of ornamented exter ior upper zones and roof combs. This conclusion is inescap-

able, unless one supposes the carv ing was done after the beams were in place, which seems

unl ike ly (this report, p. 43) . It may w e l l be that "dedicatory" ceremonies took place as

var ious stages of cons truction were comple ted, and that instal lat ion of carved l intels in-

vo lved "dedicat ion" of the w a l l s . If so, we s t i l l . have an analogy with stelae which, at T i-

kal and at var ious other si tes were pos i t ioned with reference to archi tectura l const ruct ions.
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R E L A T E D T E X T S O N P A I R S O F L I N T E L S

In two temples (Temples I and IV) we have pairs of carved l intels. Regard ing them as

the equ iva len ts of stelae, we have the theoret ica l poss ib i l i t y of d i f fe r ing dedicatory dates

in the same temple. This seems extremely unlikely, for the const ruct ion program would pro-

bably ca l l for more or less s imu l taneous p lacement of al l l in te ls, Morley assumed this for

the l in te ls of Temple IV, c i t ing var ious c lose correspondences in the two texts, which are

later enlarged on (pp, 57-53), At Temple I there were no such textual s im i l a r i t i es , but

contemporaneity is suggested by the g ian t -s ized figure of a jaguar on Lintel 3 and a giant-

s i z e d f igure of a serpent on Lintel 2. Our conc lus ion is that we should look for single dedi-

catory dates in each temple, but in each case, should cons ider the two tex ts together.

Whi le at Temple IV the texts on each l intel may be read separately, this was not neces-

sar i ly the case at Temple I, At Yaxchi lan, in reading a single continuous text one may ob-

v i o u s l y pass from one stone l intel to the next, but unfortunately these l intels were all in

the facades, not one behind the other as in the T ika l temples. It seems a safe presumption,

however, that Lintel 2, reached f i rs t by an observer, would be read f irst, whether or not there

were two separable tex ts .

At Structure 10, a palace, we have only one carved l intel to deal w i th . It spanned the

inner centra l doorway on the f i r s t f loor of a two-s to ry building and there is every reason to

suppose its single date was the dedicatory one for in the lintel. The nomenclature which

makes th is a "third story" locat ion is d i s c u s s e d on p. 72.

C R I T E R I A F O R IDENTIFYING D E D I C A T O R Y D A T E S

At Structure 10 we have only one lintel and one date to deal with; but at each of the two

temples we have two l inte ls, and in each case severa l dates. In both cases we shal l have

d i f f i c u l t y in decid ing that some one of the recorded dates was the dedicatory one. Hence

some account of the ru les which may be brought to bear on the problem is desirable.

Mor ley 's wr i t i ngs are replete wi th fu l l y exp la ined dec is ions on sure, doubtful, and very

doubtfu l ded ica tory dates, but the wr i ter has not found a comprehensive summary of his pr inc i -

ples in some one place. He quant i f ies his f indings in two tab les (1937-1938, Vol. IV, pp.

290-291). Though these tab les include dubious readings it seems clear that the great ma-

jo r i t y of recogn ized ded ica tory dates are at tun-ends, and that these may be c lass i f ied as

f o l l o w s , in decreas ing order of f requency:

Hotun-ends: Katun-ends

Ha I f -katun-ends

Quarter-katun-ends (1st and 3d)

Odd tun-ends: 13th tun-end

Other odd tun-ends

General d i s c u s s i o n s of the problem are to be found in Thompson 1950, pp. 154—156 and Pros-

kaour iakof f 1950, pp. 9-10. Thompson makes the important observation that "there are no

fool-proof" ru les."
I think the fo l l ow ing rules cover the great major i ty of accepted contemporaneous dates:

1. The recorded Dedicatory Date is at a tun-end.

2. It is the only date recorded or, if not, the latest date recorded.

Exception 1: The latest date recorded, not f ixed by secondary series,

is at the end of the current katun or baktun. This

amounts to adding the "name" of the current period.
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Except ion 2: There is one odd date, later than the dedicatory

tun-end by l ess than a year (for examples see

Morley, 1920, p. 333).

in Mor ley 's c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of DD's there was a res iduum of odd dates (non-tun-ends). In -

e luded are the ear l ies t supposed ly contemporaneous dates, such as the odd IS on the Leyden

Plaque and Stela 9 at Uaxactun. P roskou r i ako f f accepts odd dates as DD's only if given by

very ear ly IS, and even so, ev ident ly with some m isg i v i ngs . Thompson, in the cited d i scus -

sion, takes no posit ion on odd DD's. Morley did not ent i re ly l imit them to Ini t ia l Series nor

to the ear ly period. We may c i te two examp les ; he l i s t s 9.13.7.3.8 (??) in his synoptic head-

ing for Stela 5, Naranjo, this being his posit ion for the only date given, a CR date; and

9.9.2.0.4 (?) for Naranjo Stela 25, this being the posi t ion of the latest of severa l odd dates

given, the ear l ies t only being by IS, though the date at 9.9.2.0.0, a tun-end, was recorded.

All "Late Period" (see p. 51 ) Tikal stone monuments record dates which qual i fy as

ded ica tory under R u l e s 1 and 2, as does the lintel of Structure 10; but in deal ing with the

dates of Temp les I and IV the poss ib i l i t y and the cer ta in ty of odd latest dates not provided

for in Except ion 2 above must be dealt with. The safest course would appear to be to con-

sider unset t led the ques t ion whether they might be dedicatory , but to regard such an interpre-

tat ion wi th suspic ion, espec ia l l y in the "Late Period" of our l in te ls . Morley h imsel f , in the

case of Temple IV, cons ide red and re jec ted what he thought was the latest date on the two

lintels, an odd one, but not because it was in the Late Period.

Another approach to DD ident i f i ca t ion is the posi t ion of the date in the text . Both Thomp-

son and Proskour iako f f note that it is l ikely to be g iven near the end of the text. Among the

T i k a l "Late Period" stone insc r ip t ions , Ste la 5 may be said to conform to th is pattern-i. e.,

the dedicatory tun-end and la test date is the second of the two dates given. But Stelae 22,

19, an d doubt less Stela 21 a l s o carr ied two dates; the dedicatory tun-end dates, expressed

as PE's, open these tex ts , fo l lowed by earl ier odd da tes . Since this seems to be the domi-

nant pattern, one probably read the DD on Stela 16 f i r s t and then passed to the ear l ies t of

the earl ier odd dates on the accompany ing A l ta r 5 ( instead of reading the altar f i rs t , as Mor-

ley thought). This approach to the temple lintels with several dates is not as helpful as one

might hope. The texts open with tun-end da tes , dec lared as PE 's and correspond in this re-

spect to Stelae 21, 22, 19, and probably Stela 16/Altar 5; but the count f rom the start is for -

ward, as on Stela 5, though not to a tun-end. This fai lure of the texts on the temple lintels

to correspond fu l l y to one or the other of the patterns on the stelae tends to con f i rm the

doubt that the recorded tun-ends were ded icatory .

Returning to the quest ion of poss ib le odd DD's, if they are to be admitted, Rule 2 alone

wou ld l og i ca l l y apply to them-such a DD wou ld probably be the only date given, or the lat-

est one. If such dates are not admitted as dedicatory, in a text wi thout qual i fy ing tun-end

date, one must assume the DD was suppressed and was understood from the context. If this

happened, there is a probabi l i ty that the suppressed DD was not much later chrono log ica l ly

than the only odd date recorded, or the la tes t one, because when a tun-end DD is given wi th

one or more earl ier odd dates, the s ing le ear l ier one, or the latest of several , is ord inar i ly

not far behind the dedicatory tun-end. Thus when Morley suggests a non-recorded 9.16.0.0.0

(??) as the DD of the Temple IV l intels, he chose this as the end of the katun current as of

the latest recorded odd date. Because of the obv ious ly dominant katun-marking pattern at

Tikal, this is the latest reasonable alternative to the odd date itself, and the one most like-

ly to be left to be understood f rom the context .

In deal ing with Lintel 3 of P iedras Negras, where each 5-tun period was regular ly
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marked, Morley proposed 9.16.10.0.0 (?), this being the end of the current 5-tun period,as of
the latest of several odd dates (wi th no recorded tun-ending dates). Thompson later spotted

a s t i l l later odd date in th is text, and suggested 9.17.15.0.0 as the DD, fo l lowing the same

pr inc ip le (Mor ley , 1937-1938, Vo l . Ill, pp. 220-229; Thompson, 1944, pp. 77-78). Such DD's

cannot very wel l be of fered without ques t ion-marks . If wrong, a DD inferred in this way is

probably too late, not too early, and wi th an error of less than a katun.

" E A R L Y " A N D "LATE" T I K A L M O N U M E N T S

In T ika l Report No. 4, the wri ter used the terms "Early Tikal" Period for known monu-

ments thought to be no later than ca. 9.7.0.0.0, and "Late Tikal" Period for those ranging

fo rward from 9.14.0.0.0. These were te rms of convenience referr ing to monuments only, used

instead of "Early C lass i c " and "Late Classic," which have area-w ide impl icat ions not con -

f ined to monuments alone. To avo id confus ion we shal l henceforth try to spec i f y "Ear ly Ti-

kal Monuments Period" and "Late T ika l Monuments Period" unless the context makes it

c lear that th is is all that is meant. Their mean ingfulness depends on the ex is tence of a

gap in the sequence which separates them, and they w i l l become obsolete if this gap d isap-

pears as new finds are made.

STYLE DATES FOR THE SEVEN KNOWN CARVED LINTELS OF FIVE BUILDINGS

Our s ty le dates are by Proskour iako f f us ing her sys tem, and are given here by permis-

sion. At two of the bui ld ings invo lved there are no epigraphic cont ro ls on the dedicatory

dates, and at two others there are doubts as to cor rect and prec ise DD's. In view of th is,

and the spec ia l interest in inscr ip t ions and Maya art on wood, the s ty le date resul ts are

considered together here, wi th only ant ic ipa tory reference to epigraphic evidence to be ex-

amined later. Table 3 on p. 81 makes v i sua l compar i sons of the var ious "spreads."
The resu l t s , in usual form are:

Some l i t t le d i s c u s s i o n of the method seems ca l l ed for. The basic quest ions in mind are
whether the f indings for the Temp le I l in te ls cas t se r ious doubt on epigraphic l imi ts to be
suggested later for the DD there; and whether the s ty le date l imits for lintels at Temples
II and 1 1 1 can be properly used for in ferr ing the chronologic pos i t ions of these two bui ld ings
in the sequence of f ive, though in those cases epigraphic control is ent irely absent.

The spec i f i ed LC dates may be tagged as "central" within a "spread" or "range" which
is a l l owed for in either d i rec t ion. In any ins tance the "central" date and the amount of the
spread depend on the posi t ion and shape of a curve which, in turn, depends on the presence

of a group of speci f ic t ra i ts judged to have chronological s ign i f icance. We quote a caution-

ary admoni t ion respec t ing this graphic method of obta in ing the est imates: "It is hoped that
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the very fact that it is s imple and f rankly arbitrary w i l l d iscourage an expectation of ac-

curacy and infal l ib i l i ty, whnch is somet imes at tached to mathemat ical procedure11 (Pros-

kouriakoff , 1950, p. 12). It must be understood that the plus-minus style date a l lowances

do not involve the mathemat ica l theory of probabil i ty, as do those supplied with "Before

Present" dates obtained with the C-14 method. Though the sty le date spreads are sys te-

mat i ca l l y arr ived at, there is no c la im that they must cover the actua l dedicatory date in

every case, though in general that is the expectat ion.

Test ing with monuments f i rmly dated by epigraphy, Proskouriakoff constructed a "graph

of error" which " reveals the fa l l ib i l i ty of the method." But she found that "Most of the

large errors, however , occur when the s ty le est imates are based on f ive trai ts or less. Nine-

ty-one percent of the errors are not more than two katuns when more than f ive t ra i ts can be

used in the graph.'1 An a l lowance of * 2 katuns is the minimum used, and one assumes that

in such cases the ava i lab le surviving trai ts have y ie lded sat is factor i ly sharp curves. Among

our T ika l lintel est imates we have such opt imum resul ts only at Temples I and IV. These,

as well as less narrow spreads, are doubtless meant to be covered by the following: "As

a method of chronological est imate, the sty l is t ic appra isa l is at best only one line of ev i -

dence which should be supplemented by others " (ibid., p. 12). This means, surely, that

other evidence, inc lud ing epigraphic ev idence, may be expected to occas iona l l y ca l l for

s t re tch ing the l imi ts provided by the Proskour iako f f method, espec ia l l y (one supposes) when

those cover the minimum four katuns.

The es t imates depend ul t imately on t ime-distr ibut ions and frequencies of selected traits

as es tab l i shed on epigraphica I ly datable monuments. Such monuments are most plentiful

for the Late C l a s s i c Per iod. So far as the factor of adequate material at Maya si tes general-

ly is concerned, one would expect the est imated spreads for the Tikal l intels to be su f f i c i -

ent.

An admitted weakness in the system is Its fa i lu re to make a l lowance for regional dif-

ferences in the known ranges for the t ra i ts used. One gathers that there is not enough ma-

ter ia l to make this feas ib le . However , the method has been appl ied to f ive T ika l stelae of

the "Late T ika l Monument Period." Cons ider ing these as a fair sample, they show empirical-

ly that the system works very n i ce l y at this site and in that period.

D E D I C A T O R Y D A T E S T Y L E D A T E

St. 16: 9.14. 0.0.0 9.15. 0.0.0i 2 ka tuns

St. 5: 9.15.13.0.0 9.17. 0.0.0 ± 2 katuns

St. 20: 9.16. 0.0.0 9.15.10.0.0 ± 2 katuns

St. 22: 9.17. 0.0.0 9.16. 0.0.0 ± 2 katuns

St. 19: 9.18. 0.0.0 9.18.10.0.0± 2 katuns

Although in each case the spread is the minimum — 2 katuns, in each case it covers a

recorded and legible dedicatory date. The f i rs t three est imates are from Proskour iakof f

1950, the last two from T i ka l Report No. 4. The resul t for Stela 19 replaces the 1950 "Late

C lass i c , Dynamic Phase ?", i l lust rat ing the fact that es t imates may be improved with better

i l lustrat ions if they add more recognizable trai ts. The more speci f ic estimate is entirely

cons i s ten tw i t h the earl ier vague one.

The f ive s te lae are fa i r l y c lose together ch rono log ica l l y , as determined by the DD 's,and

this is re f lec ted in over lapping s ty le date l imits. Supposing al l the DD's were lost, we

could leg i t imate ly infer that they al l probably fe l l within a combined spread covering all the
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indiv idual ranges, t . e., wi th in the range 9.13.0.0.0-10.0.10.0.0. Reasoning in the same

way for the l intel se r ies one obta ins 9.14.0.0.0-10.1.10.0.0. But the qual i fy ing "probably"

is essent ia l , s ince the ind iv idual spreads are not guaranteed to be su f f i c ien t in all cases ,

hence a combinat ion of them is sub ject to some degree of doubt. Later,using epigraphic

evidence, we suggest that the s ty le date l imits for the l intels of Temple I need stretching

in the early direct ion.

The stela ser ies i l lustrates what is impl ic i t in the style date statements. The actual

DD, if known, may lie either before or after the "central" sty le date. The latter may devi-

ate from the DD in either d i rect ion, and there is an est imate of the maximum amount only.

In the case of Stela 5 the maximum amount is approached, in the minus direct ion. It should

be cons idered mere chance that the other four cent ra l dates, if subst i tu ted for the DD's,

wou ld y ie ld a correct sequence for those four ste lae. The same dev ice would make Stela 5

the fourth instead of second in the sequence. The spreads for the lintel ser ies are a lso

over lapping throughout. In such a si tuat ion the s ty le date data alone cannot be used to ob-

tain a chronological sequence in which one can have conf idence.

The spec i f i c "central date' ' a r r ived at must be condit ioned in part by the particular

t ime-indicat ing traits which happened to appear on the monument. The groups of traits on

two monuments dedicated at the same t ime would not be expected to be ident ical , and one

would expect d i f fe r ing central dates wi th in over lapping spreads. An example within the

Central Peten region and the Late C lass i c Period is provided by Stelae 29 and 30 at Naran-

jo. P roskour iako f f obtained sty le date es t imates of 9.13.0.0.0-2 katuns and 9.14.0.0.0*2

katuns, respec t i ve ly . The central dates are a katun apart, but the DD, 9.14.3.0.0, is within

each individual spread.

If the DD for two l intels at Temple IV is within the l imits 9.15.1 0.0.0-9.1 6.0.0.0,as

concluded later on (p. 59), we have the same sort of conf irmation by style date l imits there.

But at Temple I, if the DD for two lintels is as early as 9.13.3,0.0 (p. 71), both style date

est imates must be taken as too short. To cover such s i tuat ions we have used "combined

l imits" cover ing both individual ranges, in the case of the Temple I l intels, from 9.14.0.0.0

9.19,10.0.0, These must be increased by 17 tuns in the backward d i rect ion to cover the in-

d icated DD. Proskour iako f f is not respons ib le for such "combined l imits " and perhaps a

fairer measure of the d isagreement would result if the t ra i t s on both l in te ls were lumped to-

gether to get a single set of "combined trai ts" l im i ts . The "stretch" to 9.13.3, 0.0 wou Id

then be more than 17 tuns. But if we avai l ourselves of the fact that the given spreads can

by stretched when other good evidence requires it, the precise amount has no particular mean-

ing.
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Locat ion :

Dedi ca to ry Date:

Sty le Date:

Cond ition:

Photographs:

Draw ings :

Other Re fe rences

Carved A reas :

Materia I:

D imens ions :

Or ien ta t ions :

LINTELS 2 AND 3 OF TEMPLE IV (STR. 5C-4)

Lintel 2;6 beams (a— f) o r i g i na l l y spanned midd le ( i n te r io r ) d o o r w a y ; see th i s

repor t .

Lintel 3: 7 beams (a — g) o r ig ina l l y spanned rear ( inter ior) doo rway ; see th is

repor t .

S u g g e s t e d l im i t s 9.15.10.0.0-9.16.0.0.0; Mor ley g i v e s 9.16.0.0.0 (?? ) here

s u g g e s t e d as preferred; see text.

L / n f e / 2: 9.1 5.10.0.0- 2 katuns; L/nfe/ 3: 9.16.0.0.0 4 2 katuns; combined

ex t remes, 9 .13.10.0.0-9.18.0.0.0 ( R e v i s e d P r o s k o u r i a k o f f es t ima tes ; see

T a b l e 3) .

Some a reas m i s s i n g , no lost g l yphs , a l l da te - read ings cer ta in.

Lintel 2: Figs. 22-28 of this report; Mauds lay, Vol. Ill, PI. 72.

L / n f e / 3; F igs . 29-35 of th is report: Mauds lay , Vo l . Ill, PI. 77: Mor ley,

1946, PI. 3 2 a ; 1956, PI. 3 3 a ; Thompson, 1950, PI. 52, 1, 2.

L / n f e / 2; Mauds lay , Vo l . Ill, P i s , 73, 74.

L /n fe / 3; Mauds lay , Vo l . Ill, PI. 78.

: Th is report; Mor ley, 1937-1938, Vo l . I, pp. 355-362; Beyer, 1943, pp. 338-

343; P r o s k o u r i a k o f f , 1950; L ibby, 1954; Sat te r thwa ite, 1956.

U n d e r s i d e s only, so far as known.

W o o d (zapote) .

See th is report, T a b l e 2.

B a s e s of d e s i g n s to south, p r inc ipa l f i gu res faced entrance, to obse rve r ' s lef t .

GENERAL REMARKS

Lintels 2 and 3 of Temple IV are from the building on the highest known Maya pyramid,

and Lintel 3, the better preserved of the two, is famous as a great example of Maya scu lp-

tural art. The two samp les measured by Libby for C-14 content came from two beams of this

l intel/ and the average re sui t ,A.D. 451^ 110 years, was a ma jo r factor in cas t ing doubt on

the "11-16" correlat ion of the Maya Long Count with Christian chronology. As of the t ime

of writ ing, a check of that finding is in progress at the University of Pennsylvania C-14

Laboratory.

In not ing hi* resu l t s and their bearing on the correlat ion problem, Libby used 9.15.10.0.0

as the Maya date for the lintel, and the writer assumed the same in subsequent comment, It

is suggested below that this must be considered an early limit for alternative possibi l i t ies,

with 9.16.0.0.0, wh ich had been suggested by Morley with two question marks, as the latest

acceptab le l imit. The 10-tun leeway is non-s ign i f icant in amount for C-14 compar isons . On

the other hand, it a l l o w s but does not require that the wa l ls of the palace- type Str. 10 and

those of the temple were going up at the same t ime.

COMMENT ON THE INSCRIPTIONS

Maudslay's plates cover both l intels, and Thompson has pub l i shed except ional ly fine

photographs of a cast of the glyphs of Lintel 3 (1950, PI. 52, 1 and 2). New photographs

appear in Figs. 22 — 28 and Figs. 29 — 35 which are intended to relate what is surviving to

what is miss ing, at the same 1:12 sca le adopted for stone monuments in this ser ies of re-

ports. These f igures u t i l i ze a se lect ion of photographs with va r ious l ightings, from a set ob-

tained by Shook in 1956 from the museum at Base l . He also obtained latex molds from wh ich

epoxy cas ts have been made. The latter a l s o have been useful in checking a few details.
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Reasons for cons ider ing the two l intels together have been given, as well as for suppos-

ing that Lintel 2 was read f i r s t . Though they may be read separately, their para l le l i sm is fur-

ther developed be low, To make this more obvious we have lettered the dates of Lintel 2, A-D,

and those of Lintel 3, AA-DD, and the "Summaries of Chronology" are placed side by side,
as suggested by Morley.

So far as they go, all dates, secondary ser ies numbers and Long Count posit ions, are as

in Morley, but as exp la ined earl ier, his last four dates for Lintel 2 belong in Temple I, not

here. Thompson g ives the ch rono log i ca l summary for Lintel 3 only (1950, Fig. 52, 1 and 2).

The t ransfer of Mor ley 's supposed second panel for Lintel 2 to the corresponding position in

Temple I leaves the numeration of what remains unchanged. His supposed Columns D-E did

not exist , and Columns G-K must be re- let tered at Temple I, The i l lustrat ions accompanying

our report indicate that no glyphic areas are m i s s i n g here at Temple IV. No reading of a date

or its Long Count Posi t ion is quest ionable. The Secondary Series lack the SSIG and Anterior
or Posterior Date Indicators, as is usual at Tikal .

Lintels 2 and 3 of Temple IV: Glyph Classification and Chronological Decipherment

(Order of reading: left-right and downward in double column. Number
of b locks on Lintel 2: 42; on Lintel 3: 28 + 36 = 64).

Lintet 2

A (9.15.10. 0. 0) A l - 3 1 3 Ahau 3 Mol

A2 Ha l f -ka tun ( h a l f - p e r i o d glyph, damaged, pref ixed to head-va r ian t

katun glyph — s e e text)

2 .11 .12 B2-A3 12 (k ins) , 11 u ina ls , 2 tuns (head-var iant period g l yphs )

B (9 .15.12.11.12) B3-A4 6 E b 0 Pop
B4 — B 6 5 non-ca lendrica I g l yphs

. 1 A7 1 kin (sun-a t -hor izon g lyph with c o e f f i c i e n t 1 as SS)

C (9.15.12.11.13) B7-A8 7 Ben 1 Pop

B 8 — B 1 5 15 n o n - c h r o n o l o g i c a l g l yphs ( coe f f i c i en t 6 at A9)

. 3. 2. 7 A16-B16 7 (kins), 2 u ina ls , 3 tuns (head -va r ian t period g lyphs)

D (9.15.15.14. 0) A17-B17 3 A h a u 13 Uo

Cl — D 2 4 non-ca lendr i ca ! g l yphs

C3 4, m o d i f i e d katun g lyph, pos t f i x (damaged; non-ca lendr i -

cal ?; see text)

D 3 — D 4 3 non-ca lendr ica I g lyphs

Lintel 3

AA (9.15.10. 0. 0) A1 -B1 3 Ahau 3 Mol

A2 Hal f -ka tun ( h a l f - p e r i o d g lyph, pref ixed to head -va r i an t katun g lyph-

see text)

2. 2. 2 B2 — A 3 2 (k ins ) , 2 u ina ls , 2 tuns (head -va r ian t per iod g l yphs ; tun wi th

unusual post f i x — s e e text)

BB (9.15.12. 2. 2) B3 -A4 11 Ik 15 Chen

B4 — C 3 12 non-ca lendr ica I g l yphs

D3 4, mod i f i ed katun g lyph, post f ix (damaged; non-ca lendri -

cal ?; see text)

. 1) C4 1 kin ( s u n - a t - h o r i z o n glyph wi th c o e f f i c i e n t 1 as SS)

CC (9.15.12. 2. 3) D4-C5 12 Akba ! 16 Chen ( c o e f f i c i e n t s damaged-see text).

D 5 — E l 6 non-ca lendr ica 1 g lyphs

3,(0. 0) Fl 3 tuns (abbrev ia ted SS; head-var ian t tun glyph with unusual post-

f i x ; see text )

DD (9.15.15. 2. 3) E2-F2 13 Akba ! 1 Chen

E3 — G l 15 non -ch rono log i ca l g lyphs

Hi 4, m o d i f i e d katun g lyph, pos t f i x (damaged; non-ca lendr i-

ca l ?; see text )

G2 — G 9 15 n o n - c h r o n o l o g i c a l g lyphs

H9 4, m o d i f i e d katun glyph, p o s t f i x (non-ca lendr ica I ?; see

tex t )
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S U M M A R Y OF C H R O N O L O G Y ( L I N T E L S 2 AND 3 OF T E M P L E IV)

N O T E S O N P A R T I C U L A R G L Y P H B L O C K S

A sma l l amount of reconst ruct ion and interpretation is involved in the tabulated "Classi-

f ication and Chronological Decipherment.1 '

Blocks A2 of Lintel 2 and Lintel 3 (Half-katun glyphs). These blocks are read "Half

katun," fo l lowing in pr inc ip le the "half-period of a katun" of Thompson (1950, p. 192 and

Fig. 32, 53). The hal f -per iod glyphs are here pref ixes of what look best as baktun heads,

wi th hand for lower j a w , a n d this puzz led Morley, leading him to the speculat ion that the

main sign was a head-var iant ending or complet ion sign. Thompson shows that the hand may

occas iona l l y occur wi th the katun head, and reading thus makes perfect sense.

In Mauds lay ' s two drawings, the main part of the half-period glyph on Lintel 2 is shown

as if it surely had a two- lobed form (see Figs. 22 and 23).The sign surely did not vary signif i-

cant ly f rom its counterpart on Lintel 3, except that below the "down-ba l l s * 1 superf ix there

is one ovoid and decorated "bar" ins tead of three straight and plain "bars."

This sole d i f ference in examples carved at the same t ime and for the same date is the

best possib le evidence that what look like "bars" in the half-period glyph are not numerical,

as was once thought by Bowditch, and that the number of them probably had no s ign i f icance .

Block D4 of Lintel 3 (Day Sign coefficient). There is some missing wood between
the two dots of the coef f ic ient and the remains of the Day Sign, the left edge of which is

miss ing . Maudslay restores 2 Akbal The control of two SS requires 12 Akba I or a mistaken

record. The two beams involved do not appear to fit snugly elsewhere and Mor ley 's sugges-

t ion that they should have been spread further apart, making room for two bars, is doubt less

correct.

Block C5 of Lintel 3 (Monfb coefficient). Maudslay's drawings show one oval upper
dot and two reconstructed ones of the same size, so that one would read 18 Chen, though

16 Chen is required. Photographs ( including Mauds lay 's ) indicate a central element shorter

than the top one; this is confirmed by the cast, and the best reading by inspection is the re-

quired 16 Chen. Thus there is no reason for postulat ing m is takes in this inscription.

Block El of Lintel 3 ("Axe element" ??). In his Hieroglyphic Glossary and /nc/ex,

Thompson l is ts this block under "axe element." If present, the axe is not part of the "hand-

with-axe" sign noted later in four other blocks.

Blocks C3 of Lintel 2 and D3, HI, H9 of Lintel 3 ("isolated" katuns). The com-

plete g lyphs in these four blocks, al l with coef f ic ient 4, are considered to have been sub-

stant ia l ly ident ica l , though only that at H9 is completely preserved. There, by inspection,

A1-B1 Date A PE (9.15.10. 0. 0) 3 Ahau 3 Mol

A2 1/2 katun

B 2 - A 3 SS 2.11.12

B3-A4 Date B (9.15.12.11.12) 6 Eb 0 Pop

A7 SS • 1

B7-A8 Date C (9 .15.12.11.13) 7 Ben 1 Pop

A 1 6 - B 1 6 SS 3. 2. 7

A17-B17 Date D (9.15.15.14. 0) 3 Ahau 13 Uo

Lintel 2

A1-B1 Date AA PE (9.15.10. 0. 0) 3 Ahau 3 Mol

A2 1/2 k atun

B 2 - A 3 SS 2. 2. 2

B3-A4 Date BB (9.15.12. 2. 2) 11 Ik 15 Chen

C4 SS ._L
D4-C5 Date CC (9.15.12. 2. 3) 12 A k b a l 16 Chen

F1 SS 3.(0. 0)
E2-F2 Date DD (9.15.15. 2. 3) 13 Akba l 1 Chen

Lintel 3
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the main sign is a grotesque head with nose shaped like a bird's beak, on a "tripod sup-

port," and below the prefix of the symbo l i c form of the katun. There are two elements not

expected with a tun or katun head. The f i rst is a "hand-with-axe" sign inf ixed at the rear

of the head. The second is Thompson's Te (1) aff ix, here a postf ix, on the right. Despite

this we c lass H9 as "isolated" katun entry, d iscuss ing the matter on pp. 60-62. Here we

are concerned only wi th showing that there are two other such entr fes on Lintel 3, and

another on Lintel 2.

It should be noted that at H9 the base of the post f ix is at the level of the base of tripod

supports of the main s i g n — i . e,, at the base of the block. Turning to HI of Lintel 3,the out-

line of the base of the postf ix is fa i r ly clear in photographs, and more so on the cast,

though otherwi se the right ha If of the block is split off entirely. The surviving front half

show s a grotesque head s imi la r to that of H9, though not identical in a l l detai ls. Complete

identity in equ iva len t heads is scarce ly to be expected. Restoring this head to the same

proportions as at H9 leaves room f o r a lost han d-wi th-axe infix.

At D3 of the same lintel it is the front of the head which is lost. The other f ive ele-

ments survive completely, or suff iciently for posi t ive identification, as may be seen in Thomp-

son's photograph of a cast. These are coefficient, superfix, tripod support, infix, postfix.

Maudslay 's drawings are less than perfect.

At C3 of Lintel 2 the loss is s imi lar , but next to the coeff ic ient enough surv ives to sug-

gest o s imi la r head as ma in sign (F igs . 22, 23). Again, all the other elements of H9 can be

identified with certainty, including part of the axe and the thumb of the hand which holds it,

though this is not shown in Maudslay's drawings.

There is no room for doubt that each of these blocks contained the same elements in the

same relat ionsh ips.

I N T E R P R E T A T I V E NOTES

Common Elements and mfer-re/af/onsn/ps of the two texts. Below are tabulated vari-

ous correspondences showing a high degree of paral lel ism between the texts on the two lin-

tels; those marked with as ter isks were pointed out by Morley, who inferred a "close chrono-

logical connection" on the bas i s of those alone.

G L Y P H U S A G E S IN BOTH T E X T S

Hal f -per iod g f y p h as p re f i x of per iod g lyph ( rare) .

Mod i f ied katun-s ign with pos t f i x and coe f f i c i en t of 4 (rare).

Sun-at-hori zon glyph with coef f ic ient of 1 as SS (rare).

Al l other period g l y p h s of head-var iant type.

DATE PATTERNS IN BOTH TEXTS
* Same opening tun-end date, f i xed as PE.

Three SS numbers between connected dates, leading fo rward to three odd dates,

* Corresponding odd dates in same tuns, those of Lintel 3 earl ier than those of Lintel 2.

* Same 1-da y in terval between 2nd and 3rd dates.

Non-chrono log ica l g lyphs after each odd date, none af ter opening date,

V A G U E Y E A R POSITION L IM ITAT IONS I N V O L V E D IN C A L C U L A T I O N S ?

Lintel 2: First and second odd dates entered at beginning and end of f i rst day of year

( "Year Bearer1 1) .

Lintel 3: All three odd dates in same month of vague year (Chen).

M O O N - A G E S I N V O L V E D IN FINDING L A T E S T ODD D A T E S ? ?

Interval between the two latest dates is 237 days , only about ,76 day more than 8 average

lunations (but no decipherable statement that same-age relationship was noted).
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It seems clear that a single priest or group of priests selected six odd dates and, in-

stead of arranging and d iscuss ing them in a single series, did so in two series, placing

one on each l intel. Being thus located, and wi th the common departure date stated on each

lintel, either text could be read independently, but they could a lso be eas i l y compared.

Whatever the re la ted problems were,it can scarcely be co inc idence that Lintel 3 gives

the same number of dates as does Lintel 2, these a lways lagging behind, but not su f f i c ien t -

ly to be in earl ier tuns. This is very str ik ing and unusual, whether or not our feeble specu-

lations on some of the fac to rs involved have any val id i ty . The severa l rare glyph usages

common to both texts tend to confirm the idea that they were planned and executed at the

same time.

Comparisons with Stela I6 /A/ far 5 text. The hint of a recognized same-moon-age

relat ionship between the two latest odd dates should not be taken very ser ious ly unless it

can be conf i rmed in some way. The age could not have been zero age, a possib i l i ty for the

ear l ies t odd date in the Stela 16/Altar 5 text , as shown by Long (1940, p. 284), ca lcu la t ing

from recorded zero age on Al tar K of Copan. Taking Age 13.26 days at the IS base to ob-

tain arbitrary average ages at all four dates we get:

Copan A l t a r K 9.12.16. 7. 8 29.16 (recorded as zero age)

T i k a l St. 16/Alt. 5 9.12.19.12. 9 28.94

T ika l T. IV, L. 3 9.15.15. 2. 3 20.26

T ika l T, IV, L. 2 9.15.15.14. 0 21.02

These average ages are about a half day only from the center of the spread of "Teeple's

l imits/' which cover about seven days of deviat ion from average, so that as of the Altar 5

date the actual Maya age could have been zero, or a bit further back or forward in their luna-

tion. But the dates on the lintels were surely wel l short of the completions of the current

lunat ions. This seems to increase the probabi l i ty that the same-age re la t ionship is a matter

of co inc idence. On the other hand, va r ious ages may have had s ign i f i cance in special s i tua-

t ions.

On Altar 5 the ear l iest and latest dates, both odd, are at 1 Muluc,the spread being 1.0.

4.0, or 28 Sacred Round Per iods ,as noted by Morley. On our Lintel 2 the ear l ies t date is at

ha If-peri od, and the latest is an odd date, but again these ext remes are at same Sacred Round

pos ition, this time at 3 Ahau. The spread is 5.14.0, or 8 SR periods. In the Dresden Codex

it is clear that the Maya of the Pos t -C lass ic Period were interested in a "Ritual Year" of

364 days (1.0.4), and its 5th multiple,5.1.0, at which it f i r s t makes its round wi th the Sacred

Round Period, 5.1.0 being a l s o 7 SR per iods. Clear ly this Ri tua l Year was not involved in

the lintel ca leu lot ions, s ince the d is tance between the 3 Ahau entr ies is 8 SR per iods. I

think this tends to negate Long's feel ing that there must be some non-fortui tous connect ion

between the use of the interval 1.0.4.0 on A l ta r 5 ,and its importance as the 20th mul t ip le

of the Ri tual Year Period in the codex (Long, 1940, p. 286). However, on both Lintel 2 and

Altar 5 we seem to have d i scuss ions opening and c l os i ng with the same Sacred Round Dates.

Note on Date D of Lintel 2. Date D, at 3 Ahau, is at an odd (non-tun-end) Long

Count position, with the special quality of being at the end of a uinal. This was inevitable

if it had to be at the same Sacred Round posit ion as Date A, since that is at a tun-end.

Any odd date at Ahau may be c l assed as a "uinal-end" date. Nevertheless, if odd dates

are admit ted as potential dedicatory dates in the Late Period, a uinal-end date such as our

Date D, cons idered as a DD, would seem to d isagree with the usual tun-end dedicatory date

pattern less dras t ica l l y than a date not at Ahau. We have a check of sor ts on this idea at
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Copan. There, six uinal-end dates are g iven as IS, complete with lunar ser ies ( Satter-

thwaite,! 948, Table 1 on p. 492). Doubtless by co inc idence one of them(Copan St. 1) is

prec ise ly 6 katuns earl ier than our Date D. The point to be made is that probably none of

these obv ious l y important uinal-end dates at Copan was a dedicatory date. On four of

them later dedicatory tun-end dates surv ive. Thus the mere uinal-end character of Date D

on Lintel 2 seems of dubious value as a support for its hypothetical interpretation as an

odd dedicatory date.

T H E D E D I C A T O R Y D A T E

Usual ly a Maya text records a DD meeting the requi rements of rules stated and d iscussed

on pp. 49-50, and this is true for a l l the known stone monument texts of "Late T ika l Monu-

ment Period." Their DD's are at tun-ends (Rule 1), and are the only or the chrono log ica l ly

latest dates given (Rule 2). None of the stela texts provide examples of recognized excep-

t ions to Rule 2, but in dealing wi th the l intels Except ion 2 comes into the d iscuss ion. This

a l l ows one odd date later than the tun-end DD, but less than a year later. In general, one

would expect ru les val id for the stone monuments to hold for the l intels.

If we apply Rule 1 to the Temple IV l intels we choose 9.15.10.0.0, the only tun-end

given, and we find it, f ixed as a PE, in the local ly dominant posit ion, opening both tex ts

(Dates A and AA) . But if we choose this we must modify Except ion 2 to Rule 2 drast ical ly ,

a l lowing six later odd dates instead of one later odd date, the latest of these more than

f ive tuns later.

A l l ow ing that a DD in the "Late T ika l Monument Period1 ' could be at an odd IS posit ion,

this amounts to an exception in which Rule 1 does not apply, but logical ly Rule 2 would

stand, in this case alone. It s t i l l impl ies the habit of looking backward from the present,

represented by the DD, in recording other dates. Apply ing Rule 2 thus, the DD becomes

the latest date in both related texts, i. e., 9.15.15.14.0 (Date D). Favoring such an excep-

tion, this date is related to the tun-end count by having the same Sacred Round posit ion, 3

Ahau wh ich appeared at the end of the prior hal f -katun. In this respect Date D di f fers from

the erroneous latest odd date considered and re jec ted as the DD by Morley. One may also

suspect that this latest odd date had some special s ign i f i cance because of its moon-age,

s ince this was the same as, or very c lose to, that of the latest date on the other lintel

(Date DD). However, th is may be a matter of mere coinc idence.

If we hold to both Rules 1 and 2 because both usual ly apply (and do apply without known

except ion on the local "Late Series" monuments), then we must assume that a tun-end DD,

later than 9.15.15.0.0, was understood but was not recorded. Under this hypothesis, s ince

in the "Late T i ka l Monument Period" there is no evidence of marking odd tuns other than

the 13th, one would choose Morley's 9.16.0.0.0 as the unexpressed DD.

The foregoing attempt to apply the recogn ized ru les leads to suggesting that the precise

DD of these l intels cannot be speci f ied wi th complete assurance, but that the DD was al-

most certainly one of three a l te rnat ives :

1: 9.15.10. 0. 0 3 Ahau 3 Mol ( ? ? ? >

2: 9.15.15.14. 0 3 Ahau 13 Uo (??)

3: (9.16. 0. 0. 0 2 Ahau 13 Zec) (? ) (not recorded)

Morley suggested our Al ternat ive 3 with two question marks, but did not rank the al ternat ives

which the quest ion marks implied.
In just i fy ing a preference for the latest alternative DD, a reason of sorts for suppressing
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it can be imagined. The ca lcu la tor desired to emphas ize an unusual s i tuat ion-two para l le l

ca lcu la t ions cover ing dates in the last half of the katun which had just ended. This em-

phasis was obtained by giving the "fix" in the Long Count at the (past) half-katun date, and

at the beginning of each text, the usual place for the DD as evidenced by the monuments.

The DD, its usual place usurped, was omitted. The fo rward direction of the count from the

hal f -katun date would make it c lear that this was the situation, s ince nowhere on the Tikal

monuments is there evidence of forward counting from a dedicatory tun-end.

Our a l ternat ives are so c lose together that each may be said to be equally jus t i f ied by

the sty le date l imits, though it happens that the midpoint of the combined style date spread,

9.15.15.0.0, is very c lose to Al ternat ive 2 (9.15.15.14.0).

If we use the supposedly preferred 9.16.0.0.0 DD in C-14 comparisons, it seems safe to

say that this is either correct or e lse too late by not more than 10 tuns, a maximum error

which would be non-s ign i f i cant in such compar isons. In studying the chronology of local

building ac t iv i ty , cho ice among the a l ternat ives might be s igni f icant .

It might be argued that 9.15.10.0.0 is too early, because that seems to be the date when

the carved lintel of Structure 10 was being placed (see pp. 74—75). But, choosing 9.16.0.0.0

for the Temple IV lintel placements, we have the same date as Stela 20/Altar 8, when, pre-

sumably, a tw in-pyramid complex was dedicated in Group H. At the least it seems clear

that ma jo r bui ld ing enterpr ises involving three types of structure were in progress at three

wel l -separated locat ions during the last half of Katun 16.

I S O L A T E D " B A T A B " K A T U N S

We have concluded that despite damage to three of them, four glyphs on our l intels with

coef f ic ients of 4 were subs tan t ia l l y ident ical, and for convenience w i l l refer to them by block

numbers only-C3, D3, Hi, H9-without spec i fy ing that C3 is on Lintel 2, and the others on

Lintel 3. The decipherment "Batab" katuns is based on very recent work by Berlin. Some

exposit ion of his f indings, and a rev iew of other examples, seems cal led for.

We are dealing with isolated records of katuns apparently s im i la r to those with coef f ic i -

ents no higher than 6, such as Thompson d i s c u s s e s for other s i tes under the label "Ben-lch"

katun, though the "Ben-lch" pref ix may be absent. In T ika l Report No. 4 we used the less

res t r i c t i ve term "isolated" in noting a probable example on Stela 19, and a certa in one on

Stela 22, in each c a s e without the "Ben-lch" prefix. Our term is the equivalent of Berl in's

"ocioso" ("idle," "useless") for s imi la r entries on Stelae 21 and 5, on the roof comb of

Temple VI, and for one of the Temple IV examples, in which we are here particularly inter-

ested, i. e., that at H9 of Lintel 3 (Berl in, 1951).

In his new paper on T ika l i nsc r ip t ions (1958), Berlin adds an example on Stela 16, and

accepts the ident i f icat ions on Stelae 22 and 19, or perhaps he made them independently.

Most important ly, he establ ishes an int imate assoc ia t ion between these isolated katun en-

tr ies and what he suggests is a "Batab" glyph. This is a head with an infixed "hand-with-

axe" element and Thompson's "Te(l)M a f f ix as postfix. We shall use "Batab" with quotes,

so that if there are readers who do not accept the decipherment the term wi l l s t i l l be accept -

able as a label of convenience. The "Batab" glyph f o l l o w s the katun glyph, in the next

block- or may substi tute for the katun head, the whole express ion then being in one block.

Berlin made these d i scove r i es after studying all the isolated ("ociosos") katuns at Tikal,

but he does not state the total number found. Al lowing for four examples at Temple IV

there seem to be ten, which we l is t in three groups, below.
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C o e f f i c i e n t w i th h e a d - v a r i a n t katun g lyph f o l l o w e d by "Batab '1 g lyph

in next b lock ( la t te r a grotesque head w i th beak- l i ke nose, hand-w i th -

axe in f i xed at rear of h ead, Thompson ' s "Te( 1}" a f f i x as p o s t f i x , a t r ight).

Ste la 16

Stela 21

S te ta 5

Ste la 22

Coef f ic ient ,

Temp le IV

Temp le IV

Temple IV

T e m p l e IV

Stela 19

C3 -C4

B1-A2

D11-C12

B 8 - A 9

sy m bo 1 ic katun

, L.2, C3

, L.3, D3

, L.3, HI

, L.3, H9

A9

3 "Batab"

4 "Batab* '

4 "Batab"

4 "Batab"

super f ix over

4 "Batab"

4 "Batab"

4 "Batab"

4 "Batab"

4 "Batab"

katun s

ka tun s

katun s

katuns

"Batab"

katun s

ka tuns

katuns

katuns

katuns

(9.

(9.

(9.

(9.

glyph.

(9.

(9.

(9.

(9.

(9.

14.

15.

15.

17.

15.

15.

15.

15.

18.

0.

5.
13.

0.

15.

12.

12.

12.

0.

0.

0.
0.

0.

14.

2.

2.

2.

0.

0)

0)
0)

0)

0)

2)

3)

3)

0)

C Coe f f i c i en t , glyph on t r ipod suppor t wi thout p o s t f i x to r ight, a f te r "Em-

blem"; (p robab l y a damaged katun g lyph , next g l yph des t royed) .

Temple VI, L.4-M1 4 "Batab" k a t u n s ? (9.16.15. 0. 0 ? )

Our "Group A ' 1 covers the two-block examples, whi le Group B covers the one-block

record ings of the same e lements , other than the katun head. The damaged isolated katun

statement on Stela 19 is entered in Group B wi thout quest ion because a re-examinat ion

of photographs and a cas t shows that there was a pos t f i x of the same outl ine form as that

of the Te (1) a f f i x , and the next block does not conta in the "Batab11 glyph. Cons ider ing

the general pattern e lsewhere, we seem j u s t i f i e d in restor ing the lost interior detai ls of

the pos t f i x and a hand-wi th-axe inf ix. We have conf i rmat ion in the fact that Ber l in 's "Em-

blem1 1 glyph for T ika l , referred to later, precedes this glyph of St. 19, as it precedes the

4 katuns statements of Stelae 21 and 22. We are fo l low ing Berlin, except that he did not

spec i f y that this is one of the cases where the "Batab" glyph rep laces the katun head.

Ber l in 's publ icat ion is p re l im inary in charac ter , and his p r inc ipa l interest was in ident i -

fying "Emblem" glyphs peculiar to par t icu lar s i tes inc luding Tikal, In some, but not all

cases, T i ka l Emblem glyphs precede "Batab" katun glyphs, forming c lauses . He notes

that the Emblem glyphs, or the c lauses which they begin, f requent ly precede secondary

ser ies (which lead to dates given later), but that they a lso may c lose an inscr ipt ion. He

draws the tentat ive conclus ion that the re la t ionsh ips are w i th the pr ior-stated dates. A

check shows that this holds for the isolated "Batab" katun entries when no Emblem
glyph is present, H9 of Lintel 3 being an example at the end of the inscr ipt ion. We seem

to have a comparable situation in the same text, though apparently with the Emblem glyph
where C3-D3 are the last of the glyphs between Date BB and an SS leading to Date CC.

On the theory that our i so la ted katuns are assoc ia ted wi th the last p rev ious ly given'CR

date, in our tabulat ion we have given the cor responding LCposr t ions of the prior-stated

dates.

However this may be, it is c lear from the tabulat ion that the l inkage of iso la ted katuns

and the "Batab" glyph may have been a universal phenomenon at Tikal. Our Group C

may be necessary only because a "Batab" glyph fo l lowing the record of 4 katuns at L4

of Temple VI has been destroyed (Berl in, 1951, Figs. 19-20). Obv ious ly the same thing

is being said in al l the examples of Groups A and B.
Taking H9 of Lintel 3 as an example of Group B, space has been saved by suppressing

the katun head-but not the katun superf ix which sti l l gives notice that one should read

B

A
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"4 katuns." The head wh ich is the main sign of the "Batab" glyph has a beaked nose,

and Thompson a l l owed the poss ib i l i t y of Mor ley 's "4 katuns" reading for H9 of the l intel,

but expressed doubt because of the infixed hand-with-axe (1950, Fig. 52, caption). Ber l in 's

d i scove ry c l a r i f i e s the s i tua t ion . We do not here have a katun head, but s t i l l we have an

iso la ted entry of "4 katuns," modi f ied by "Batab" or, if th is is quest ioned, mod i f i ed in

some other way .

Ber l in apparent ly founds his "Batab" interpretat ion only on the hand-w i th -axe element,

de r i v ing "Batab" from ' 'Baat -hacha. " "HachaM is Spanish for "axe/* and "Batab" is

Maya for "chief" (Span ish "cacique"). Thompson shows that his Te (1) a f f i x , which seems

f i r m l y a s s o c i a t e d wi th the hand-w i th -axe e lement in this glyph, may represent a numer ica l

c l a s s i f i e r , but he be l i eves it was used phonet ical ly for the las t sy l l ab le of the dei ty-name

"Bolon-Yocte" (1950, p. 56). Before accept ing the "Batab" interpretat ion as es tab l i shed,

one w o u l d l ike to see this pos t f i x accounted for in some way, and Berl in does not i ns i s t on

the "Batab" reading (persona l communicat ion) .

It w i l l be not iced in the tabulat ion that we have one record of 3 "Batab" katuns, on the

ear l i es t monument, and that all the others are of 4 "Batab" katuns, though they seem to

be related to Ca lender Round date sin three sequent katuns. Berl in suggests a very p laus -

ible exp lanat ion which, as 1 unders tand him, is as f o l l o w s . Each numbered "Batab" katun

co inc ided wi th severa l ord inary Long Count katuns. There were probably f ive ord inary ka-

tuns in each such "Batab" katun, and the count was probably set so that the third of these

longer periods ended at 9.15.0.0.0. When i so la ted "Batab" katun records were made, un-

less the assoc ia ted date happened to be at the end of the "Batab" katun period, the coef-

f i c ien t recorded was that of the current, not yet completed, period. We may add that under

these pos tu la tes , in mechan ica l e f fec t if not in Maya concept, the coe f f i c ien t of a T i k a l

i so l a ted katun record a s s o c i a t e d wi th a date in Baktun 9 indicated in which quarter of the

baktun the date fa l l s . S ince these dates were a l ready f i xed by PE or SS g lyphs this in forma-

tion was a l ready imp l ic i t ; but s ince IS are lack ing in al l known cases , i t was not ac tua l l y

stated, un less by these "Batab" katun records .

D iscovery of add i t iona l monuments may prov ide evidence con f i rm ing th is theory, or lead-

ing to its mod i f i ca t i on in respect to the length of a "Batab" katun, and/or the sett ing of

these per iods in the Long Count. It is proposed for T i ka l only, and not for the "Ben-ich"

katuns at other s i t es , w i thou t the "Batab" modi f ie r . Apparen t l y some unknown di f ferent

pr inc ip le governed the c o e f f i c i e n t s of those iso la ted katun record ings.

Hav ing noted the "Batab" katun theory for T ika l , i t is interest ing to note a l so that only

at Temple IV do we f ind more than one example in a text, and that here they are all assoc ia t -

ed wi th odd da tes . On the s te lae al l have dedicatory tun-end pr ior -s ta ted dates, though at

least one odd date a l so is present (in the case of Stela 16 on its assoc ia ted A l ta r 5). Note

a lso that on Lintel 3 we have two "Batab" katun records after the same odd date, the last

g iven in the text. The f i r s t of these, at HI, is in the exac t m idd le of the long statement fo l -

lowing Date DD; the other, at H9, ends th is statement, and the text as a whole. Here, if

there is any re la t ionsh ip between the i so la ted katun entr ies and recorded CR dates, both

must be re la ted to the same date, Date DD. The f ina l entry, one supposes, is a repeti t ion

se rv ing the second ha l f of the f i na l s ta tement wh ich , as a whole, is re lated to Date DD.

The fac t that severa l "Batab" katun records may appear with c lose ly spaced odd dates

in a s ingle text, as we l l as with ded icatory tun-end dates , tends to conf i rm, 1 think, the idea

that the number of a st i l l current group of katuns was recorded.
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"EMBLEM" G L Y P H S

Ber l in uses "Emblem" as a term for g lyphs rest r ic ted to part icular sites, as a l ready men-

t ioned. The main sign var ies from site to site, but with two sorts of a f f i xes which are con -

stant-the "Ben-lch" a f f i x and a group of supposed ly aquat ic a f f i xes or a head l ike that of

the numeral 9 (1958, Fig. 28, Line 1 ). The aquatic a f f i x e s all involve a l ine of dots.

For T i ka l there is a symbol ic type of main s ign labeled T — 1 , and a head-var iant with para l -

lel l ines labeled T — 2 (Line 2), The head-var ian t i l lust rated is d i f f i cu l t to recogn ize as such

but is obv ious ly cop ied from C3 of T i k a l Lintel 3, forming a c lause with the 4 "Batab" ka-

tuns at D3. It appears as a more rea l i s t i c an imal head before the 2 — b l o c k 4 ' 'Ba tab ' * katun

record of Ste la 21 (Line 4). The a f f i xes are the same in each case, and evidently the head-

var iant form T — 2 can vary w ide ly . S ince T —2 is def ined as an animal head, the other three

"Batab" katuns seem not to be parts of the c lause headed by the "Emblem" glyph. The

block before C3 of Lintel 2 has the aquat ic pre f ix , but a human head as main sign, and that

at H9 a l so has a humnn head, w i th a dest royed pref ix . The block preceding HI is symbol ic ,

but it is not the T — 1 var ie ty of the ' 'Emb lem" glyph.

U N U S U A L P O S T F I X W I T H P E R I O D G L Y P H S

Thompson c a l l s at tent ion to an "unusual" pos t f i x wi th the tun-glyphs at A3 and F T of

Lintel 3 (1950, Fig. 52). It looks rather l ike a combinat ion of the segmented "body" of

the cent ipede a f f i x and the inverted Ahau a f f i x . In both cases it appears with the highest

term of a secondary ser ies , but the second SS is abbreviated by omiss ion of the lowest terms,

at zero.

There is a correspondence between SS and PE express ions when the latter are used to

mark tun-katun "anniversar ies," in that in both cases , if there are tuns and katuns, the tuns

come f i rs t , the h igher-va lued katuns second. So, if this a f f i x may occupy the place of the

usual SS post f ix in the h ighest term of an SS, whether abbreviated or not, one would not be

surpr ised to find it with the katun in an "anniversary" PE statement. In fact, it seems to

occur, in variant form, wi th the katun in the phrase "Completion of f i f th haab, 1 katun" on

Stela 3, P iedras Negras (Thompson, 1950, Fig. 33, 28; Fig. 50, 7, at E4). If the ident i f ica-

tion of the supposed centipede element is somewhat doubtful, the inverted Ahau at the left

i s not.

Although SS are normal ly stated in r is ing order of period va lues there are except ions to

th is rule. At H7-G8 of Temple of Inscr ipt ions, Palenque, one f inds the "Inverted Ahau-cent i -

pede" sign post f ixed to a record of 1 pictun fo l lowed by 8 k ins. Long interpreted this as

an abbreviated 6-term number with "interior" zero terms omit ted (1923, pp. 67—68). Read-

ing it thus, 1. (0.0.0.0).8, it can be properly c l a s s i f i e d as an SS leading back from the date

which precedes it, 5 Lamat 1 Mol, to a suppressed anterior date 4 Ahau 8 Cumku, the base

for forward counting of most Init ial Series numbers. Such a reading and c lass i f i ca t ion are in

line wi th the use of the post f ix at T ikal .

Acceptance of this interpretat ion has theoret ical impl ica t ions not to be d iscussed here,

and it should not be accepted without reading Thompson's v iews on this part of the Palen-

que text (1932, table on p. 393, where the 1 pictun entry at H7 is omitted; 1950, p. 314,

where it seems to be referred to but is not l inked with the 8 kins as in Long's version).
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Locat ion:

D e d i c a t o r y Date:

S t y l e Date:

Cond i t i on :

Pho togra ph s:

D r a w i n g s :

Other R e f e r e n c e s :

Ca rved A rea s:

Mater ia I:

D imens ions :

Or ien ta t ion s:

LINTELS 2 AND 3 OF TEMPLE I (STR. 5D-1)

Lintel 2: 4 b e a m s (a — c/) o r i g i n a l l y spanned midd le ( i n te r i o r ) doo rway ;

2 outer beams (a — b ) s t i l l in p lace; see th is repor t .

Lintel 3: 5 beams (a — e) o r i g i n a l l y spanned inner ( in te r io r ) d o o r w a y ; see

thi s report .

S u g g e s t e d l im i t s 9.13.3.0.0-9.14.0,0.0, the fo rmer pre fer red; see text.

Lintel 2: 9.1 7. 10.0.0 t 2 katuns; Lintel 3: 9.16.0.0.0-2 ka tuns ; com-

b ined e x t r e m e s 9.14.0.0.0-9.19.10.0.0 ( R e v i s e d P r o s k o u r i a k o f f es t ima tes ;

see Tab le 3) .

Large a r e a s of both l i n t e l s m i s s i n g , but p robab ly no los t b locks ; CR date
on L in te l 2 l a r g e l y d e s t r o y e d ; CR da tes on L inte l 3 l e g i b l e but not f i xed
in Long Count by r ecogn i zed g lyphs .

Lintel 2: F ig. 12 a of th is report.

Lintel 3: F igs. 13-16 of th is report; Maud s lay , 1889-1902, Vo l . Ill, PL 71.

Lintel 2; Fig. 12 c of th is report;

Lintel 3; Mauds lay , Vo l . Ill, PI. 74; Beyer, 1943, Fig, 1,

This report ; Mor ley , 1937-1938, Vo l . I, pp. 358-359; Beyer , 1943,

pp. 338-343.

U n d e r s i d e s only, so far as known.

W o o d (zapo te ) .

See th i s report , T a b l e 2.

B a s e of des igns to south, p r inc ipa l f igures faced entrance, to o b s e r v e r ' s

r ight .

GENERAL REMARKS

We have noted that beams of L intel 3 of this temple have only recently been proved to

be such (p. 47 ). Th is great ly enhances the importance of the dates on the beams, for

Temple I f a c e s wes t on the main p laza and c lose to its north terrace, both with many stone

monuments, and temple, p laza, and ter race are being in tens ive ly studied by excavat ion.

Surv iv ing beams of Lintel 2 ,s t i l l in p lace ,have been adequately recorded for the f i r s t t ime,

so that one may now deal wi th two a s s o c i a t e d and presumably contemporaneous wooden lin-

tels, as at Temple IV.

The temple has been selected for conso l idat ion, repair, and partial restoration, and rep-

l i cas of what su rv ives of the Lintel 3 beams have been insta l led in the building. At the

time of wr i t ing , samp les from this l intel and from vaul t beams are being dated by the C — 1 4

method-an addi t ional reason for desi r ing a f i rm dedicatory "contemporaneous1 1 date for the

lintels. Below we conclude that this was probably 9.13.3.0.0, but al low 9.14.0.0.0 as a

poss ib le late and l imi t ing alternative. If this sma l l leeway for uncertainty is accepted as

suf f ic ient , C-14 resu l ts here may be used in checking both "early" and "late" correla-

tion hypotheses. One expects that resu l ts here w i l l favor the same correlation as those

for samp les from Temple IV and Structure 10.
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COMMENT ON THE INSCRIPTION

For Lintel 2 we depend on Coe's photographs and drawing (Fig. 12), and for Lintel 3

mainly on Maudslay 's publ ished photograph and drawing cited in the synoptic heading. But

for check ing Lintel 3, new photographs of Beams b and c, now at the Museum fur Volker-

kunde, Basel, and of Beam a, at the Br i t ish Museum, London, are avai lab le. These were ob-

ta ined by Shook in 1956; se lec ted negat ives are pr inted in our F igs. 14-16 wh i l e the who le

linte I is shown in F ig. 13.

Inev i tab ly one compares these two l in te ls at Temple I w i th the more completely surv iv -

ing ones at Temple IV, noting l i k e n e s s e s , and a l so d i f ferences. Although here the mean

sty le dates for the two l intels di f fer by 1 1/2 katuns, we assume st r ic t contemporaneity for

the two l intels, as at Temple IV, where the sty le date di f ference is only a ha l f -katun.

Both designs here are like that of Lintel 2 of Temple IV in that the principal human

f igures, seated, are in prof i le, wi th giant f igures behind them-on Lintel 3 a jaguar, on Lin-

tel 2 a serpent (see p. 39). Unfortunately here the left halves of both des igns are miss ing,

and these giant an ima l gods must be largely reconstructed.

M I S S I N G G L Y P H P A N E L S ? ? ?

Both carved panels are comparat ive ly high and narrow, so that reasonable reconst ruc t ions

of the giant beas ts behind the seated pr iests must use al l —or cer ta in ly most — o f the ava i lab le

now blank spaces (F igs . 12 and 13). One may compare the g iant jaguar depict ion on Stela

10, Piedras Negras (Maler, 1901, PI. 19).

F ix ing at tent ion f i rs t on Lintel 3, it is a fa i r conc lus i on that there was no large and now

los tg l yph pane I at upper left, ba lanc ing the known one of 48 b locks at upper right. We have con-

f i rm ing ev idence in Mor ley 's fa i l u re to ment ion g l yphs on the left beam (Beam e) which he

saw lying on the f loor, complete (1 937- 1938, Vo l . I, p. 349). It is not c lear how much o f the

carved surface of this beam surv ived, and nothing is sa i d by Morley about the design on it;

but the height of the des ign panel is given, imply ing su rv i va l of the carved sur faces near top

and bottom, at least. In 1947, Coe saw the lower portion of this beam only, s t i l l in the tem-

ple, and quotes Maler as repor t ing "The f igure on it s h o w s a handsome profi le." (p. 26 and

Fig. 13e). Th is seems hard to v i sua l i ze , but con f i rms that whatever was on this beam did

not inc lude glyph s.

It appears to be r e a s o n a b l y cer ta in that Lintel 3 of Temple I had one panel of g lyphs

only, at the upper and r ight marg ins of the complete des ign , instead of at the upper and left

marg ins , as on Lintel 2 of Temp le !V. S ince the pr inc ipa l f igures in these two temples face

in opposite direct ions with respect to the observer, it resul ts that both not only face toward

the temple entrance, but a l s o in the general d i rect ion of the s ing le inscr ipt ion, not away f rom

it.

Morley ar r ived at an erroneous total of g lyph b locks for both l intels of Temple IV, "not

count ing a few more poss ib le g l yph -b locks in the last two co lumns . " The columns referred

to can only be E-F of our pane! on Lintel 3 of Temple I, and we must ask whether there

may not have been a now lost addi t iona l date, p o s s i b l y the dedicatory date. Close examina -
tion of photographs as we l l as the cast gives a negative answer. There is stil l a smal l but

defini te remnant of p la in border below the pref ix at F12, show ing that this was the c los ing

block (Figs. 13, 14). Were it not for this, the arrangement of Fig. 13 would provide room

for ten or a dozen hypo the t i ca l lost b l o c k s . Re ly ing on it, we conclude that a l l b locks on

Lintel 3 are accounted for.
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Turning to Lintel 2 of Temple I, if there was only one glyph panel here also, again the

priest faces toward the only inscript ion. There is, however, a d i f fe rence. There are only

7 blocks, compared to 48; and the smal ler glyph panel is assigned an interior position with-

in the carved panel as a whole, before the face and lower part of the headdress of the priest.

For so sma l l a text th is is a v i sua l l y more important posit ion than would have been the up-

per r ight corner, where the whole panel would be far removed from the center of interest, the

seated priest. The b l ocks are at the same sca le as those on Lintel 3; and there is real ly

no compel l ing reason to suspect a lesser importance for th is text. It seems probable that

no g lyphs have been lost on the left, though it might be argued that, with one known sma l l

panel, another sma l l panel may have been worked in at the upper left or elsewhere in the

mi ss ing area.

We conclude that in all probabi l i ty all b locks on both l intels are accounted for; but that

the poss ib i l i t y of a m i s s i n g sma l l panel on Lintel 2, f i rs t reached after entering the bui ld-

ing, cannot be absolute ly exc luded.

R E L A T I O N S H I P S O F T H E T W O T E X T S

We have no chrono log ica l pa ra l l e l i sms between the two texts, as at Temple IV, and may

postulate either that they were read independently, or that one passed from Lintel 2, with

the opening date of a cont inuous series, to the dates on Lintel 3. Dates and b locks are

lettered independently, and on the assumpt ion that none are m i s s i n g .

Lintels 2 and 3 of Temple I: Glyph Classification and Chronological Decipherment

(Order of reading: left-r ight and downward in double-column except
for downward in single column portion of Lintel 2 panel. Number of
blocks on Lintel 2: 7; on Lintel 3: 48}

Lintel 2

A (LC p o s i t i o n A 1 - B 1 CR date in Y a x k i n ( remnants of Y a x k i n g lyph at r ight of Bl-

unknown) see tex t )
A2 Des t royed (by p o s i t i o n might be PE g lyph)

B2 C o e f f i c i e n t 17-19, main s ign mos t l y d e s t r o y e d (but

pos i t ion might be PE g lyph — s e e text )

B 3 — B 5 3 n o n - c a l e n d r i c a I g l y p h s

Lintel 3

A (9.13. 3. 0. 0) A 1 - B 1 9 Ahau 13 Pop
A2 Unusua l " Y a x - d o u b l e - C a u a c " g lyph ( imp l i es P E ? ;

see text) .
7.1 8 B2 18 (k ins) , 7 u i na l s ( s y m b o l i c per iod g lyph)

B (9.13. 3. 7.18) A 3 - B 3 11 Eznab 11 Chen
A 4 - B 6 6 non -ca lend r i ca l g l yphs

( 2. 0) Supp ressed SS

C (9.13. 3. 9 .18) C1-D1 12 E z n a b 11 Zac (month s ign damaged)
C 2 - E 7 23 n o n - c a l e n d r i c a l g l y p h s (2 c o e f f i c i e n t s at El ,

1 coe f f i ci ent at E4)

- 13.10. 2 F7-E8 2 (k ins ) , 10 u ina ls , 13 tuns ( s y m b o l i c per iod g l yphs ; ba rs and

2 dots of tun coe f f i c ien t los t -see text)

D (9.12. 9.17.16) F8 -E9 5 Cib 14 Z o t z (month c o e f f i c i e n t recon t ruc ted-see text)

F 8 — F 1 2 7 n o n - c a l e n d r i c a l g l yphs
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S U M M A R Y OF C H R O N O L O G Y ( L I N T E L S 2 AND 3 OF T E M P L E !)

A1-B1 Date A ( P E ) (9.13. 3. 0. 0) 9 Ahau 13 Pop

A2 ( "Yax -doub le -Cauac 1 ' g lyph)
B2 SS 7.18

A 3 - B 3 Date B (9.13. 3. 7.18) 11 Eznab 11 Chen
( 2. 0) (Suppressed SS)

C1-D1 Date C (9.13. 3. 9.18) 12 Eznab 11 Zac
F7-E8 SS 13.10. 2
F8-E9 Date D (9.12. 9.17.16) 5 Cib 14 Zotz

D A T E ON L INTEL 2

Al l Late T i ka l Per iod precedents on stone or wood lead one to expect a date on th is l in-

tel, and in the opening posi t ion of the glyph panel. They a l so ca l l for reading in double

column where th is is poss ib l e . Though Al is destroyed, enough surv ives at the extreme

right of B2 to show there was a symbo l i c winged kin sign with a super f ix which can be re-

constructed as the Yax pref ix . These remnants, in expected posit ion, remove any doubt

that th is panel opened with a CR date, and that it was at some posi t ion in Yaxk in .

In the "C lass i f i ca t ion" table we note that, by posit ion, th is date might have been de-

c la red as at a period end by the f o l l ow ing two glyphs, A 2 — B 2 . This hypothesis ca l ls for

a lost ending-s ign at A2, and a period glyph wi th coe f f i c ien t at B2, conforming to the pat-

tern on Stelae 16, 22, and 19, and (doubt less) on Stela 21. It is very intriguing, for enough

surv ives at the extreme right of B2 to show there was a coef f ic ient of 17, 18, or 19 (3 bars

and a dot at ex t reme right). Under th is hypothesis we are l imi ted to two sequent odd tun-

end dates, 9.11.18.0.0 5 Ahau 18 Y a x k i n and 9.12.19.0.0 1 Ahau 19 Yaxk in . There are two

reasons for d i s c a r d i n g the hypo thes is . The B2 glyph was certainly not the symbol ic type

of tun-s ign, and only symbol ic period g lyphs were used on the assoc ia ted Lintel 3. Further,

the su rv i v ing remnants do not agree with recogn ized forms of the head-variant tun glyph.

As Coe pointed out to the wr i ter , at upper r ight is an ear of the form seen wi th a non-calen-

dr ic "Xu l "an ima l at G5 of Lintel 3 at Temple IV. Below this in each case, an "ear plug"

c o n s i s t s of the Kan Cross s ign (F ig . 13 b). As to the coef f ic ient , Stela 12 provides a lo-

ca l precedent for a high coef f i c ien t w i th a non-ca lendr i ca l glyph, though in the "Early T i -
ka I Monument Period." A lmos t cer ta in ly th is b lock should be shi f ted to the def in i te ly non-

chrono log ica l category.

There re ma ins the p o s s i b i l i t y of a tun-end dec la rat ion a t t h e w h o l l y d e s t r o y e d A 2 only.

On Stela 5 the 13-tun pos i t ion is given immediate ly after the month sign, wi thout ending
sign. On Stela 20 the katun posi t ion is given immediate ly after the month sign, though in

that c a s e it is f o l l owed by a sure ly redundant "end-of-a-tun" glyph. Though here any ev i -

dence on the question is lost, there are reasons for suspec t ing that the Yaxk in date was

ac tua l l y at a tun-end, though the matter is com.pl icated by ignorance as to whether we have

two chrono log ica l ly independent texts on the two l intels, or a cont inuous ser ies of dates

start ing on Lintel 2.

Let us f i rst consider them as independent texts. If the Yaxkin date was an odd one, the

Lintel 2 text is unique among those of the "Late T ika l Monument Period" in fa i l ing to re-

cord a tun-end (barring an improbable lost panel on th is l intel). Now, if we assume a s ing le

continuous text, the argument loses some of its force, for Stela 5 opens with an odd date,

and then counts forward to a dedicatory tun-end. However, the dominant "Late Tikal Monu-

ment Period" pattern is to open w i th a dedicatory tun-end, and then to pass backward to an

ear l i e r date or dates. Assuming such a pattern here, we have a precedent involving two
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monuments in Ste la 16 /A l ta r 5, Here there is no SS to take us from one lintel to the other,

but neither was the presumed SS connect ing the dates of the stela and altar recorded — a n d

Lintel 3 here shows that at least one SS was suppressed.

Our conc lus ion is that the Y a x k i n date of Lintel 2 may have been at an odd LC posit ion,

but, a l te rna t i ve ly , it may w e l l have been at a tun-end. If such, by posit ion alone one wou ld

suspec t it to be a ded ica tory tun-end. Th is poss ib i l i t y needs to be considered, though it

is r e j ec ted later on (see pp. 70-71).

D A T E S A N D S E C O N D A R Y S E R I E S O N L I N T E L 3

As has been noted ear l ier , Morley er roneous ly treated this g lyph panel as a second one

on Lintel 2 of Temple IV. Consequent ly the four dates and connect ing SS in our tabulat ions,

but not the LC pos i t ions for them, fo l low the last part of Morley's summary for Lintel 2 of

Temple IV (1937-1938, Vo l . I, p. 359) - He a l l owed for supposedly lost but actual ly non-

existent Co lumns E-F in the ac tua l Temple IV panel, start ing with Column G for the panel

wi th wh ich we are here concerned. They cor respond as f o l l o w s :

Morley: G H I J K L (as if on Linte 1 2 of Tern pie IV)

Lintel 3 of Temple 1: A B C D E F

A note on his read ings f o l l o w s :

Reconstructions of Dates C and D and 55 between them. Morley's reconstruct ions

are fo l l owed in our tabulat ions. He showed that they are mandatory, but we can arr ive at

them a l i t t le more s imp ly . Damage to the month sign of Date C is unimportant for the coef-

f i c ien t and Zac pref ix are unaf fected. The legible kin coef f ic ient of the SS requires count-

ing backward to Cib, the 2 days a lone reaching 10 Cib; the legible 10 uinals take us to the

recorded 5 Cib; the on ly tun value poss ib le (other than zero) is 13 tuns, reaching an earl ier

5 Cib, and inspect ion shows a surv iv ing dot in the tun coe f f i c ien t . Counting the mandatory

13.10.2 back from the sure 11 Zac of Date C requires 14 Zotz for Date D, though both bars

are lost, and one of the dots seems to be damaged or overs ize in the photographs.

The only poss ib le leeway for theore t ica l manipu la t ion is suppl ied by suppression of an

SS connect ing Date B w i th Date C. The mere fact of its suppress ion seems a suf f ic ient

guaran tee that this was understood to be the short forward minimum distance 2.0, as assumed

by Morley.

LONG C O U N T P O S I T I O N S OF D A T E S ON L INTEL 3

Reference has a l ready been made to Beyer 's sh i f t of Date A from Morley's 9.15.15.13.0

posi t ion to 9.13.3.0.0. It is c lear that if we fo l low Beyer for Date A we must sh i f t the other

dates accord ing ly , and this is done in our tabu la t ions.

Beyer te l l s us that Seler had al ready suggested Mor ley 's position for Date A, which we

may d is t ingu ish as "late," and that Spinden once chose the ear ly posi t ion because this is

at a tun-end, but that he later preferred the late posit ion because the early one fai led to give

desired as t ronomica l resu l ts in his correlation (Beyer, 1943, p. 340).

The reason di f feren t c hoices were poss ib le is the lack of a recognized PE glyph or

glyphs after the 9 Ahau 13 Pop (Date A). Beyer drew the fo l lowing glyph, at A2, from the

or ig ina l in Sw i tze r land . The main sign is the double-Cauac used in symbol ic glyphs for the
baktun and higher periods; a superf ix seems ident ica l with that of the Initial Series Introduc-

ing Glyph; there is a Yax s ign as prefix (mis-drawn in Maudslay's PI. 74). Considered sep-

arate ly , all these e lements may be "calendrica I," but the meaning of the combination is un-
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known. Beyer not iced this same "Yax-double-Cauac 1 ' glyph fo l lowing the same CR date on

Naran jo Stela 29, and made the obvious inference that, w i th the same thing being sa id about

the same CR date at two sites, the same LC posit ion must apply to both. At Naranjo the

posi t ion is c lear ly f i xed at 9.13.3.0.0.

Behind the reasoning is the fac t that one has no cause to suspect that a given CR would

again be recorded one CR period later —and the log ica l suppos i t ion that if, never theless, the

T i ka l recording was an excep t iona l "CR ann iversary" some di f ferent unusual glyph would

be expected, not the same one.

We may add that at Naran jo the tun-end nature of the LC posit ion was c lear ly in the re-

corder 's mind, for the tun-end glyph appears between the date and the Yax-double-Cauac

glyph, and ft was not there necessary to fix the date. The text on Naranjo Stela 29 opens

wi th a loca l ly important odd IS; SS lead fo rward through two odd dates to the 9 Ahau 13 Pop

date; and a f ina l SS of 1.0.0.0 leads thence to the f inal and dedicatory date at 9.14.3.0.0.

I think it f o l l o w s that at T i ka l , where the tun-end glyph is omitted, its meaning may have

been impl ied by or included in that of the Yax-doub le-Cauac glyph. Thus it is not safe to

assume there was n o f i x i n t h e L C o n t h e T i k a l l i n t e l .

This suggest ion should not be made, however, wi thout ca l l ing attention to an apparent

record of the same unusual glyph during the "Early T ika l Monument Per iod , "a t C3 on

Stela 25 (T ika l Report No. 4., p. 115 and Fig. 23). If correct ly identif ied, here it is in the

middle of a long text; poss ib l y it f o l l o w s immediate ly after an SS and cer ta in ly it is not c lose -

ly a s s o c i a t e d with a date by pos i t ion . But one wonders if it could refer back to the opening

DD, f i xed by IS at 9.4.3.0.0. Whether by co inc idence or not we seem to have this unusual

glyph in three texts at two s i tes, all three showing spec ia l interest in Tun 3 of a katun.

At T ika l these 3d tuns are at 9.4.3.0.0 and 9.13.3.0.0 wh i le at Naran jo they are at 9.13.3.0.0

and 9.14.3.0.0.

Beyer seems to assume that Date A, on the T i ka l l intel, at his and our LC posi t ion, was

a Dedicatory Date. Later we conc lude that this is probable, and that 9.14.0.0.0 is as late

an al ternat ive as one ought to con s i de r . Thus, if the "early" pos i t ions are correct there

was a s i zab le t ime-gap between p lacement of these l in te ls of Temple I and those of Temple

IV, and any d i f f e rences tend to conf i rm the ear lyLC pos i t ions at Temple I. Beyer noted

such d i f fe rences in record ing the month Chen, and in the uinal glyph. Expanding somewhat ,

these may be summar i zed as f o l l ows . At Temple I the symbol ic forms for all calendr ic s igns

are used except in the case of the month Zotz, for wh ich no symbol ic form is known. At Tem-

ple IV the three records of Chen are the head-var iant or personi f ied type, whi le the s ing le

Chen at Temple I is geometr ic or symbo l i c , l ike month s igns other than Chen at Temple IV.

Thus, at that temple only, Chen seems to have been s ing led out for personi f ied depiction.

At Temple I, not only the uinal sign, but a l s o the tun-glyph is g iven in symbol ic style; at

Temple IV both these signs, and the katun glyph as wel l , are shown only in the personi f ied

s ty le .

Another d i f ference tending to con f i rm a substant ia l interval between the DD's of the two

sets of lintels is an obvious d i f fe rence in the masonry of the two buildings. Merely casua l

observat ion shows that the fac ing stones of the lower zone at Temple I are very much sma l l -

ler than those at Temple IV. The masonry of Temple 1 appears to be of the "small block
type descr ibed at Structure 93, another temple^by Shook (1951, p. 30 and Fig. 24).

Beyer notes admi t ted ly specu la t ive attempts of Maudslay, Spinden, and Morley to ar-

range the "great" temples in chrono log ica l sequence, and that his epigraphic conc lus ion

d isagrees with Spinden's sequence, wh ich places Temple IV ear l ier than Temple I because
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of its smal ler proportion of room space (Spinden, 1913 and 1957, p. 170), Spinden noted

that his sequence was only a suggestion, and that "the s ize and character of the roof struc-

tures may explain the di f ferences in floor space in the various temples rather than real ad-

vance in the bui lding art ."  The present epigraphic dat ing shows the wisdom of his caut ion.

It might s t i l l be argued that erection of an enormous roof comb, even at sacr i f i ce of room

space, might have seemed to the contemporary Maya to be a "real advance in the building

art."

We close this part of the d iscuss ion wi th reference to a s ty l i s t i c l ikeness in coef f ic ients

at the two temples. This is the unusual placement of two dots at center, f lanked by cres-

centic "fillers" at the extremes. Morley noted this at A3 and A16 of Lintel 2 of Temple IV,

and also at his L7 for that lintel, now F7 of Lintel 3 of Temple I, and one CR period ear l i -

er. Thus th is s ty l i s t i c detai l must be given some time depth, if the earl ier posit ion is an ap-

proximately contemporaneous one. Looking for conf i rmat ion, we f ind this unusual use of f i l -

lers in the month coef f ic ien ts of the ear l iest and latest of the odd dates on Altar 5, the dates

being 1 Muluc 2 Muan and 1 Muluc 2 Kankin (Morley, 1937-1938, Vol. I, p. 339; Tozzer,

1911, PI. 28). There is no reasonable doubt about Morley's placement of these at 9.12.19.12.0

and 9.13.19.16.9, the latter only 1.11 days before the DD on the assoc ia ted monument, Stela

16, at 9.14.0.0.0.

Everything points toward the correctness of the LC posi t ions in our tabulations and seems

to just i fy their use without question marks.

THE D E D I C A T O R Y D A T E

Although Date A of Lintel 3 was undoubtedly at Beyer's LC posit ion for it, the tun-end

at 9.13.3.0.0, taking it as the contemporaneous DD, is a question wh ich requires review, if

for no other reason than that we now know something of the accompanying Lintel 2, and

should consider that one DD app l ied to both l intels. The quest ion is considered in the same

manner as at Temple IV, keeping in mind the usual rules and except ions noted on pp. 49 — 50

and local Late Period date-recording patterns on the monuments.

Recording the DD at the beginning of the short text on Lintel 2 would be in line with ex-

pectat ions, especia l ly if the reader was expected to pass di rect ly to the panel of Lintel 3,

as one probably passed from the pa ne ts on Stela 16 to the earl ier dates on Al tar 5. How-

ever, th is date on Lintel 2 was in the month Yaxk in , and if we suppose it was at a tun-end

and the latest date on both l intels (Rules 1 and 2), it can be no earlier than 9.15.11.0.0.

Such a reconstruct ion involves a gap of more than two-and-a-quarter katuns between the latest

of the Lintel 3 dates and the DD, a highly improbable situation. It a l so ignores a certain

amount of c i ted ev idence for a substant ia l d i f ference in the contemporaneous dates at Tem-

ples I and IV. As a tun-end date c loser to those of Lintel 3 the l imits are 9.11.18.0.0-

9.12.1.0.0, with the katun-end 9.12.0.0.0 one of the poss ib i l i t i es . Any of these is earl ier

than the tun-end 9.13.3.0.0 on Lintel 3, not later as required by Rule 2. We conclude that

the Yaxk in date was not the DD. Though it may have been at one of these earl ier tun-ends,

there is no longer any part icular reason for thinking so.

Considering the text of Lintel 3 as an independent statement which included the DD,

Date A is in a position where the DD might be expected. It is at a tun-end as required by

Rule 1, and this may have been actually implied by the Yax-double-Cauac glyph, with sup-

pression of the end-of-tun glyph used at Naranjo. Though DD's at odd tun-ends are very rare,

we have a precedent in the local "Early Series," a lso at a Tun 3 (Stela 25), wh i le Naran jo
marked the Tun 3 at 9.14.3.0.0 with two stelae (Stelae 29 and 30), reaching back on one of
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them to our Tun 3 at 9.13.3.0.0 as if it a l so had been a date of special importance. At T i -

kal a lso this date is not the latest one given, but it fa i ls to be such by less than a year.

There are two s l ight ly later odd dates instead of only one-apart from this, Exception 2 to

Rule 2 could apply. The c a s e for 9.13.3.0.0 as the DD seems to be very strong.

However, if we expand Exception 2 to a l low two s l ight ly later odd dates, we have an

unexpected feature tending to cas t doubt on th is minor adjustment of the rule. Usual ly,

where Except ion 2 appl ies, the latest odd date is the last date given, though occas iona l l y

the final count is backward from the latest odd date to the dedicatory tun-end itself, which

is then the last date given. Here the f inal count is backward to the ear l ies t date in the

panel, an odd one and very l ike ly the ear l iest date on both l intels. Seeking to reconci le

this wi th our modif ied Exception 2, we may imagine that the DD and the sl ight ly later "fu-

ture" dates had to be kept together, whi le the dominant local pattern cal led for opening the

text with the DD. In that case a single count back to a past date would have to come last

in the text. Such s ingle counts backward, though direct ly from the DD, were on Stelae 21,

22, 19, and probably on Stela 16/Altar 5.

The case for 9.13.3.0.0 as the DD sti l l seems good, but not entirely beyond question.

This being so, it seems safest to a l l o w for a now lost DD on Lintel 2, though this seems

improbable, or a l te rnat ive ly for suppress ion of the DD, as may have been the case at Tem-

ple IV. There is here no reason for suspect ing that the latest recorded odd date was the

DD, and the end of the current katun seems a fair a l ternat ive guess for the DD, and a high-

ly probable late l imit for it:

1: 9.13.3.0.0 9 Ahau 13 Pop (?)

2: (9.14.0.0.0 6 A h a u l 3 M u a n ) (??) (not recorded).

It must be conceded that the Proskour iakof f style date l imits do not conf irm these epigraph-

ic l imits, as the situation of Temple IV would lead one to expect. Only the later epigraph-

ic l imit makes contact with the earl ier of the two s ty le date limits, hence with the combined

l imits, and even th is would doubt less lie before an ear ly limit based on a single curve for

the combined trai ts of both l intels. However, the style date l imits are the min imum-2 ka-

tuns and they are not absolutes. The amount of potential "stretch" necessary to reconci le

them with both of the epigraphic l imi ts does not, I think, jus t i f y serious doubt respect ing

the latter.

As to the ear ly al ternat ive DD, this conclusion var ies from Proskour iakof f 's opinion

when she supplied us with her results, which we quote with permission: "The graph for

Lintel 2 of Temple 3 is not very sat is factory and I think the central date may be somewhat

late, but the more f lamboyant scro l ls and featherwork do indicate that that and the lintel

from Temple I may be a I f t t le later than those from Temple IV. I don't think any of them

are earl ier than 9.15.0.0.0 but, to be per fect ly sure, one might extend the ear ly limit to

9.14.0.0.0." This concedes that sys temat ica l l y arr ived at l imits may on occasion have to

be expanded, and one has no dependable measure of the amount of stretch necessary "to be

perfect ly sure."

A choice between the two alternatives could have little effect on conclusions respect-

ing the Maya-Christian corre lat ions based on C-14 results. Either alternative implies ex-

tensive construct ional act iv i ty at two locations during Katun 14. The earlier preferred al-

ternative makes the dedication of the Temple I l intels (before the building was completed)

less than a katun before dedication of Stela 16/Altar 5 and, presumably, completion of the

associated twin-pyramid complex. The later alternative places the two dedications at the
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same katun-end, 9.14.0.0.0, wi th complet ion of the temple building st i l l in the future.

THE CARVED LINTEL OF STRUCTURE 10 (STR. 5D-52)

Locat ion: F ive beams (a — e) or ig ina l ly spanned central inter ior doorway on the f i rs t

f loor of upper of two pa laces compr is ing Maler 's "Palace of F ive Stor ies"

and ca l l ed "Structure 10" by Tozze r ; the doorway is in the "third story"

of Maler and Tozze r , For other deta i ls see this report,

9.15.10.0.0 3 Ahau 3 Mol (as in Morley).

9.16.1 0.0.0 ±- 3 katuns ( P r o s k o u r i a k o f f ' s rev i sed est imate; g iven as

9.16.0 .0 .0^-2 katuns in P roskou r i ako f f 1950).

Areas m iss ing , no lost b locks , g lyphs damaged but read ing of date certain.

F igs. 36, 37a , b of this report; Morley, 1937-1938, Vol. V, PI. 73a.

Fig. 37c of th is report; Morley, Vol . V, PI. 8h

This report; Maler, 1911, pp. 15-18; Tozzer, 1911, pp. 111-113; Figs. 22-24 and

PI. 8, 1; Kulp, Feely and Tryon, 1951; Shook, 1951, p. 21; Satterthwaite, 1956.

Unders ide on ly , so far as known.

Wood (zapote).

See report, Table 2.

Base of the des ign to the west , pr inc ipal f igure f ac ing entrance, to ob-

se rve r ' s left.

Ded ica to ry Date:

S t y l e Date:

Cond ition:

Photogra phs:

Drawing s:

Other References:

Carved areas:

Mater ia l :

D i me ns ions:

Orientat ion:

GENERAL REMARKS

We retain the "Structure 10" label for this lintel because of its use in prior publ icat ions.

Tozzer applied it to Maler's "Palace of Five Stor ies/1 g i v ing a plan of the so-ca l led 1st and

3d stor ies, another of the 2nd and 4th stor ies, and a c ross -sec t i on through al l f ive "stories"

(1911, Figs. 22 — 24). The ident i f iable w a l l s and rooms in these f igures pertain to Structure

5D-52 of the new Tikal P ro jec t s m a l l - s c a l e map, which does not attempt to show detai ls.

The use of a single structure number should not obscure the fact that two potentially in-

dependent palaces are covered by it, one set behind the other at a higher level. Tozzer dis-

t inguished the upper palace in his text, call ing it"the main structure" and saying "it is a

unit ...it is a detached building ...it faces on the south and there is no entrance to the build-

ing from the square on the south side of which it stands." The cross-sect ion indicates that

a c c e s s was from an esplanade which perhaps was in part formed by the roof of the lower

building, a two-story one.

We shal l here speak of "lower11 and "upper" palaces as components of the complex

covered by "Structure 10" and "Structure 5D-52." When we make this distinction the so-

ca l led third and fourth stories become the f i rs t and second stor ies of the upper palace. The

so-ca l led "fifth story" is not a third story of this building, but a roof comb (Shook, 1951,

p. 21, noting a s im i la r ear ly misconcept ion at Structure 27).

On both f loors of the upper palace a medial w a l l forms front and rear gal ler ies or rooms.

The carved lintel spanned an ax ia l l y placed doorway through the medial wal l on the f irst

story. It was doubtless directly behind a doorway in the now co l lapsed facade. This
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axia l - in ter ior placement cor responds to the locat ions of all carved l intels in the temples,

but most c lose ly to that at Temple Ml. There a lso, one could not have two a s s o c i a t e d in-

terior carved l intels, one behind the other.

In the temples the rule seems to be that l intels of facade doorways were never carved.

Apply ing it here we have a very high probabi l i ty that there was only one carved lintel in

the entire bui ld ing-over the only cent ra l l y - placed Interior doorway on the f i rs t f loor.

The general character of the design and of the inscript ion corresponds to that of the tem-

ple l inte ls and stone monuments, and although this one is in a palace,a building-type thought

by some to have been dom ic i l i a r y in funct ion, the "contemporaneous" dedicatory nature of

the single date given has not been quest ioned. One may argue that presence of this lintel

in a pa lace is good evidence for non-domic i l iary function.

The avai lable record of this l intel has been great ly improved by Coe, who made a ser ies

of var ious ly lighted photographs of two of the beams now in New York, some of which ap-

pear in Figs. 36, 37 a, b, and the very carefu l drawing of Fig. 37c, based on the photographs.

These lead to some d i scuss ion below concerning Morley's reading of the date as a dedica-

tory one at 9.15.10.0.0, but th is is conf i rmed, not questioned.

A sample from one of the New York beams has been dated by the C — 1 4 method by Kulp,

who obtained A. D. 481 * 120 years . This was the f i rs t such result which ra ised doubts as

to correctness of the "11 — 16'* correlat ion. That of Libby, for Temple IV samples, was

noted on p. 54* As of the time of wr i t ing Ku tp ' s result is a lso being checked at the

University of Pennsylvania C-14 laboratory, using another sample from the same beam.

It is worth noting that, as at the temples, a dedicatory date for the lintel cannot very

we l l be regarded as dedicatory for the whole bui lding. In this case a very large part of the

total effort on the upper palace came after the placement of the lintel.

COMMENT ON THE INSCRIPTION

NO MISSING GLYPH B L O C K S

Where, as here, there are completely miss ing areas, one wants to know if glyphs have

been lost. Coe and Shook rev iew the somewhat confus ing history of the beams of this lin-

tel, bringing it down to date, with s i gn i f i can t new data (pp. 40—42). It may be taken as

certain that two beams were removed by three named vandals before Maler 's time. These

must have been Beams a and b, of Fig. 36, the "outer" ones, because on this side only,

fa l len debr is made them the easiest to get at, and Morley noted the next two, Beams c and

d as "outer" ones in 1914. The ear ly vandals had to remove Beam a in order to get at

Beam b. Since Beam a is still at the spot, complete, it was evidently discarded. On the

other hand, they reduced the we igh t of Beam b by cutting off the butt ends, and presumably

carried the rest of this one beam off, though Maler understood that two had been taken away.

The obvious conclusion is that Beam b was valued because it was carved, and that Beam a

was discarded because it was plain.

One can only guess at the design on this Beam b, but it provides room for postulating a

lost column of glyphs to the left of Column A, so that two instead of one column would ex-

tend below the others (Fig. 37 a, c). Th is hypothetical possib i l i ty may be rejected, because

Column A must be read vert ical ly , and cannot be the second of two columns to be read in

double-column order. Two vert ical ly read columns side by side would violate the rules.

In Fig. 36 it is suggested that Beam e, a lso missing, provided a wide plain border area

on the right, balancing the known one on the left. This requires that the rear of the chief
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priest was cut off by the border, as are the subordinate f igures on the Temple III l intel

(Fig. 18). If this reconstruction is wrong, one must assume the space was used to complete

the f igure of the priest.

The conclusion is that all b locks are accounted for. As at the temples, the chief f igure

faced the entrance, looking in the direct ion of a glyph panel, in this case the only one.

Carved Lintel of Structure 10: Classification and Chronological Decipherment

(Order of reading: Downward in Column A; presumably left-right and
downward in double column thereafter. Number of blocks: 10)

(9.15.10.0.0) A1-A2 3 Ahau 3 Mol (damaged, coefficient at Al restored after a presumed
lost pref ix; presumed lost a f f i x after month c o e f f i -
c ient at A2-see text)

A3 Ha l f -pe r iod (non- fused type, probably w i th lost shel l pref ix — s e e
text)

A4 — A 6 3 des t royed g lyphs , presumably non-chrono logi ca I

Bl — C l 2 non-chrono log ica l g lyphs

B2 1 des t royed glyph, p resumab ly non-chrono log ica l

C2 1 non -ch rono log i ca l g lyph

T H E D E D I C A T O R Y D A T E

The text is covered by Morley (1937-.1938, Vol. I, pp. 341-342, wi th d rawing of A1-A3,

and photograph of Beams c-c/ in V, PI. 8 h, and 73a). We fol low him in reading the s ingle

date as 9.15.10.0.0 3 Ahau 3 Mol, but in the "Class i f icat ion" table add some notes wh ich

require explanat ion. Morley's drawing of the three opening g lyphs was apparent ly made at

Tikal , when the two beams were in place; the photograph must have been made after their

removal to New York. There are some d i sc repanc ies between Morley's drawing and that of

Coe in our Fig. 37c wh ich cannot be accounted for by addi t ional damage in t ransi t to New

York. Par ts of these g lyphs were undoubtedly in bad shape even before Maler 's time.

The two drawings agree in placing three dots of the month coeff ic ient so that the left

margin thus es tab l i shed requires a pref ix before the l i t t le-damaged cut-off complet ion sign

at A3. Morley f i l l s this space with a bracket, Coe merely showing top and bottom traces of

some element. The bracket could have been lost af ter Morley made his drawing, instead,

one would expect the "shell" sign in this area, since it is not infixed within the comple-

tion s ign as it is at Temple IV. We sugges t that th is probably was the case, in spite of Mor-

ley's drawing of the bracket. Either way, the two drawings agree in establ ishing left and

right margins far enough apart to require a prefix at A3, w i th the three dots of the month co-

ef f ic ient in A2 at the left margin. Morley draws the three dots for the day coef f ic ient a lso

at the left margin, wh i le Coe cons iders th is area of Al as too damaged for reading by in-

spection. If we now restore these dots of Al at the left margin on Coe's drawing, and then

complete his remains of day and month s igns so that their left s i des come c lose to the

dots as in Morley's drawing, both glyphs w i l l be unbelievably a s y m m e t r i c a l . It is hard to

escape the conc lus ion that Morley drew much more of those signs than he could see, and

placed his ver t ica l ax is for symmetr ica l s igns too far to the left.

Accep t ing Coe's Fig. 37 c as showing al l that is safely recognizable by inspection, it

only te l ls us that we are at a ha If-katun-end in Mol. There was room for one or even two

bars as we l l as for dots in either or both coe f f i c i en ts . However, if the extra spaces were
f i l led wi th bars the date would have to be 12 Ahau 8 Mol at 9.4.10.0.0, in the Early Peri-

od. This may be re jec ted because the text is cer ta in ly a Late Period one on s ty l i s t i c
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grounds. Though the Maya s o m e t i m e s recorded da tes wh ich were in the past by many katuns,

such a date wou ld not be the only one recorded. We have been at some pains to show that

no other date has been los t from th i s l in te l , and that i t is un l ike ly that there was another

ca rved l in te l a s s o c i a t e d w i th i t .

To reconc i le M o r l e y ' s fu l l y j u s t i f i e d reading wi th the new photographs and drawing, we

pos tu la te l o s s of a f f i x e s , though no loca l p receden ts have been found. At A2 the m i s s i n g

a f f i x was probably Thompson 's Te (1) a f f i x wh ich , as a numer ica l c l a s s i f i e r , belongs between

the c o e f f i c i e n t and the month sign, where the space is ava i lab le . Th is has been suggested

to the wri ter by severa l competent Mayanists .

To f i l l the a v a i l a b l e space in Al , one immed ia te l y thinks of the cent ipede a f f i x . Th is

sign may p ro jec t f rom the upper lef t corner of a Day Sign which part ly hides it. But it may

a l s o appear complete, above or to the lef t of the Day Sign. A not n e c e s s a r i l y compel l ing ob-

j ec t i on is that one w o u l d not expect its use w i th a Day Sign here at so late a date; s t i l l

later such uses in northern Yucatan have been c l a s s e d as a rcha isms in a per ipheral area

(Thompson, 1950, p. 57). The s ign i tsel f , in comple te space-need ing form, appears at D6

on the approx imate ly contemporaneous L in te l 3 of Temple IV, at lef t margin, but as pref ix

in a non-ca lendr ica I g lyph. In ea r l i e r t imes and in fu l l form, it could appear between the co-

e f f i c i en t and the Day Sign (Copan Ste la 9 at 9.6.10.0.0) or at left margin before the c o e f f i c i -

ent of the Day Sign (Caraco l Ste la 6 at 9.8.10.0.0). The ci ted example at Copan is wi th in

P r o s k o u r i a k o f f ' s H ia tus Per iod between Ear ly and Late C l a s s i c Periods; the Caracol ex-

ample is very ear ly in her Late C l a s s i c Per iod, and much c loser to T ika l . For i l l us t ra t ions

and read ings of these two dates see Morley 1915, p. 173 and PL 83; Satterthwaite 1954,

Table 2 and Fig. 22.

In the Caraco l text, not yet fu l ly publ ished, the a f f i x is used with two dates, but it is

not used wi th others. Bear ing th i s in mind, and the fac t that only three "Late T i ka l

Monument Period" tex ts before 9.15.10.0.0 are known, i t seems at least a reasonable guess

that the cent ipede a f f i x appeared here on the Structure 10 l intel . If th is was the only "Ti-

kal Monument Per iod ' * usage w i th a Day Sign, there is ev idence of consc ious local a rcha ism

at about this t ime, on Stela 5 (Morley, 1937-1938, Vo l . I, p. 343; Proskour iakof f , 1950, p.

125). I f the complete cent ipede a f f i x pos tu la te is re jec ted , good evidence seems to require

some other of s i m i l a r s i ze and form.

If we are correct in c la im ing that a f f i x e s of one sor t or another must have been lost from

both b locks , then there were in terest ing d i f fe rences in all three of the date-recording blocks,

as compared with those recording the same date at Temple IV. Th is tends to support the

v iew that this date was a dedicatory one at Structure 10 only. Being the only date recorded

here, 9.15.10.0.0 3 Ahau 3 Mol as the DD sa t i s f i ed Ru les 1 and 2 (pp. 49-50) and th i s is con-

f i rmed by P roskou r i ako f f ' s mean sty le date for it, only a katun later (9.16.10.0.0-3 katuns).

In this case the 1 katun of d i f fe rence is w i th in a total spread of 6 katuns, not the usual 4

katuns.
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LINTEL 2 OF TEMPLE III

Locat ion: Eight beams (a — h) spanned the only interior doorway ; b — h sti l l in place; see

th is report.

Dedicatory Date: "Late C l a s s i c " ( la tes t of "great" temples ??)

Sty le Date: 9.19.0.0.0* 2 1/2 ka tuns ( P r o s k o u r i a k o f f est imate) .

Condit ion: Beam a miss ing; presumably with a left glyph panel; glyphs of right panel

e x t e n s i v e l y damaged by termites.

Photographs : F igs . 19, 20 of th is report; Shook, 1957, Fig. 36; Coe, 1958, pp. 75, 77.

Drawings : Fig. 18 of th is report; Shook, 1957, Fig. 37; Coe, 1958, p. 77.

Other Re fe rences : Th i s report; Mor ley , 1937-1938, Vol . I, p. 350.

Carved A r e a s : Unders ide on ly , so far as known.

Mater ia l : W o o d ( z a p o t e ) .

D i m e n s i o n s : See Tab le 2.

Or ien ta t i on : Base of des ign to south; pr inc ipal f igure faces entrance, to observer ' s le f t ,

GENERAL REMARKS

Coe and Shock 's new data on wooden l intel beam proveniences have led them to infer that

Lintel 1 of th is temple was plain, not carved and r ipped out as supposed by Morley and

others. If they are correct as is he reassumed, one seems j u s t i f i e d in reasoning with a gen-

eral rule that carved wooden l in te ls were p laced over interior doorways only. We applied

th i s rule at Structure 10 where, as here, it requ i res that there was no assoc ia ted second lin-

tel .

For the f i rs t t ime we have an adequate v isual record of the carved lintel, supplied by

Coe's photographs and d raw ing (F igs . 18—20). Though Beam a is miss ing, the others are

s t i l l in p lace, Damage by rott ing and termi tes is very extens ive; nevertheless, much more

of the design has been preserved than prior accounts would have led one to expect.

COMMENT ON THE INSCRIPTION

The i l l us t ra t i ons con f i rm what l i t t le Morley could say about the inscr ipt ion.The symmet r i -

cal layout of the des ign panel as a who le c a l l s def in i te ly for a lost panel of two co lumns of

g lyphs at the ext reme left, ba lanc ing the preserved one of 38 b locks on the right. The col -

umns of the r igh t glyph panel accord ing ly have been lettered C-D. Presumably the total

count was 3 8 - 4 - 3 8 - 7 6 b locks . Th is was the longest s ing le text from the "Late Tikal Monu-

ment Period" of which we know. As we shal l see, it does not break down into two para l le l

texts l ike those of the two carved l in te ls at Temple IV; it is s l ight ly longer than the long-

er of those (64 b locks on Lintel 3). There are in addi t ion two one-column panels of two

b locks each, wh ich we letter E and F for iden t i f i ca t ion . B locks F1-F2, destroyed, are

spa t i a l l y assoc ia ted wi th the subord ina te f igure on the r ight, whi le E1-E2 are before the

sta f f of the left attendant f igure, and therefore before the staff of the pr inc ipal figure a lso.

E2 is de f in i te ly non-ca lendr ica l , and both s m a l l panels probably refer to the subordinate

f igures. Counting these, the total probable count of blocks r ises to 80.

Morley reported that the r igh t main panel here contained no dates. Coe's drawing con -

f i r m s this as fu l ly as can be expected, cons ider ing the fac t that termites have been act ive
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s ince Mor ley 's t ime. At C6 there is a coe f f i c ien t of 9 or 14. Conce ivab ly this could have

been the uinal term of an SS, with a CR date at C7-D7. Nowhere e lse could one restore a

CR date wi th the required coef f i c ien ts in sequent blocks. It fo l l ows that there was a lmost

cer ta in ly a continuous text, beginning in the left and now lost main glyph panel. In the sur-

v iv ing panel there is an unexpected pos t - f i xed and inverted numeral 9, l ike the coeff ic ient

of Glyph A of the Lunar Ser ies, which presumably did not appear here.

On s ty l i s t i c grounds we are def in i te ly in the "Late Tikal Monument Period/' when the

dominant pattern was to open a text with the Dedicatory Date, declared to be a Period End-

ing. Probably this date was given at the beginning of the lost left panel. One has no means

of judging whether that panel ca r r ied addi t ional dates.

T H E D E D I C A T O R Y D A T E

Presumably the dedicatory date was recorded, but has been lost. We are l imited to spec-

ulating on the relat ive chronological posit ion of this lintel among the others. We have as-

sumed that posi t ion in sequence cannot be sa fe ly inferred from overlapping style date spreads,

but th is does not mean that such may be entirely use less when other types of evidence can

be brought to bear.

The central date at Temple III is later than any other by 1 1/2 katuns, but Proskour ia-

koff reports a somewhat unsat is factory graph and a suspic ion that the central date is some-

what late (see quotation on p. 71). Nevertheless she saw indications that the Temple III

l intel "may be a litt le later than those from Temple IV. This is l inked to the same opin-

ion respect ing the Temple I l inte ls. On the bas is of epigraphy we have taken the posit ion

that the later of two spreads there may be shor t by 2.7.0.0 in the minus direction, or, with

the hotun as the unit, an a l lowance of - 4 1/2 katuns instead of - 2 katuns may be required

to cover the actual DD. To be safe, logical ly we should not exclude the possib i l i ty that

the Temple III spread is a lso too short to cover the actual DD. If short by a comparable

amount the DD of Temple Ell could have been as early as 9.14.10.0.0, though of course,

there is no af f i rmat ive reason for accept ing such a postulate.

The Proskour iakof f l imi ts usual ly work so wel l that this would seem to be an accept-

able extreme early limit. Wi th it, and using epigraphic DD controls at Temples I and IV

and Structure 10, all one can say about the sequent posit ion of the Temple III lintel is that

it is after those of Temple I. Th is is in line with the "small block" masonry at Temple I,

not found at the other three buildings.

LINTEL 2 OF TEMPLE II

Locat ion: F ive beams (a — e) o r ig ina l l y spanned the middle ( interior) doorway; none
now in p lace, and only Beam c part ia l ly surv ives; see this report.

Dedicatory Date: "Late Class ic . "

Sty le Date: 9.15.0.0.0*3 katuns ( P r o s k o u r i a k o f f rev ised est imate; given as Late
Class ic , Ornate Phase in 1950).

Condit ion: All but parts of two beams miss ing; presumed inscr ipt ion entirely lost.

Photographs:  F ig.  17 c of  th is  report :  Maler ,  1911,  PI .  18.

Drawings : Fig. 17 b of this report; Spinden, 1913, p. 257,

Other References: This report; Proskour iako f f , 1950.

Carved Areas : Underside only, so far as known.

Material : Wood (zapote) .

Dimensions: See Table 2, this report.

Orientat ion: Base of design probably to south with pr incipal f igure facing entrance, to
observer ' s left.
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GENERAL REMARKS

Coe and Shook provide evidence that here only one of the two avai lable interior door-

ways was spanned by a carved lintel. We have in this, perhaps, a hint that at Temples I

and IV, the l intels over the middle doorways were in favored positions. This might, of

course, be nothing more than a matter of better lighting. If their reasoning that lintels over

facade doorways were never carved is sound, Lintel 2 was the only carved one here, as at

Temple 3 and Structure 10, where there was room for only one interior carved lintel.

THE D E D I C A T O R Y DATE

We have every reason to suppose that a chronological inscription appeared on this lintel,

but it is completely lost. As at Temple III, we can only speculate on the posit ion in the

sequence of a l l carved l intels.

Proskour iakof f 's revised sty le date l imits are more precise than the or iginal "Late C lass -

ic, Ornate Phase." In her scheme that phase runs from 9.13.0.0.0 to 9.17.0.0.0 but we were

warned against taking these limits l i teral ly. We have no reason to suspect that the present

* 3 katuns a l lowance is either inadequate or excessive. It covers the range 9.12.0.0.0-

9.18.0.0.0.
This spread permits one to subst i tute epigraphic for s ty l is t ic l imits at Temples I and

IV and Structure 10 and st i l l insert Temple II anywhere in the sequence. But if we are cor-

rect in bel ieving that Temple I was no later than 9.14.0.0.0, and probably was at 9.13.3.0.0,

we may guess that Temple II belongs with it at the early end. The evidence for this is that

even super f ic ia l observat ion shows only these two temples share the "small block" type

of masonry facing for w a l l s of the bui ld ings containing the lintels (see p. 69). The loca-

t ions of the two temples, which face each other ac ross the Great Plaza, tend to conf i rm the

view that they were close together in time. For fu l l d iscuss ion of the stratigraphk relat-

t ions of these two structures, see T ika l Report No. 12 in preparation.

Accept ing this as probable, though not proved, the style date limits permit placing either

temple f i rs t in the ser ies . If Morley's not unreasonable guess that,among the great temples

heights increased with t ime is given weight , the balance t ips in favor of Temple II as the

ear l iest  of  a l l .  The carving of  one instead of  a pair  of  l inte ls would f i t  the picture.  But

before accept ing such reasoning one would like proof by excavation that all great temple

bui ld ings proper were built at the same t ime as their supporting pyramids.
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TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF P A S T AND P R E S E N T ASSIGNMENTS OF LINTELS

S T R U C T U R E , L INTEL
AND NUMBER OF

BEAMS

T. 1, L. 1, two beams

T. 1, L. 2, four beams

T. 1, L. 3, f ive beams

T. II, L. 1, f ive beams

T. II, L. 2, f i ve beams

T, 11, L. 3, six beams

T. Ill, L. 1, six beams

T, III, L. 2, ten beams

T. IV, L. 1, six beams

Mauc/5/ay Maler Spinden

(1889-1902) (1911) (1913)

F igs. 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 Plain Pla in

Carved, two beams Same as Mauds lay Same as Mauds lay

m iss ing

F igs . 1,2, 3, 4, 5 Fig. 13e Same as Maler

Plain, evidently All beams miss ing; Figs, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10
in place unknown whether

carved

Carved, ev iden t ly Fig. 17b, c; Same as Maler

in p l a c e three beams lost

Plain, al l in p lace Same as Mauds lay Same as Maler

Beams fal len Same as Maudslay; Same as Maler;

unknown whether may have been

ca rved sculptured

Carved, in p lace , Carved; one beam Same as Maler

excep t for one; a lso m i s s i n g

con fused ly sugges ts

L inte l in Fig. 29

ma y be long here

No data P la in , in p lace Same as Maler

Morley

(1937-38)

Plain

Same a s
Maud s lay

Same as

Maler

Figs. 8, 9, 10;

Fig. I7b,

either here or

in L. 2

Fig. 17c;

possib ly

Fig. 17b

Same as

Mauds lay

Probably

carved

Same a s

Maler

Same as

Maler

Present

Assign-

ments

Pla in

Fig, 12

Figs. 13e,

2, 3, 4, 5
(see Fig.

13)

Plain

Fig. 17b,
c

Same as

Maudslay

Plain

Figs. 18, 19

Sa me a s
Maler

T. IV, L. 2, six beams No data All carved beams Area could not F igs. 6, 1, 2, 3, Figs. 6, 7,

m iss ing have been spanned 4 and poss ib l y 8, 9, 10, 1

by beams in Figs, 1 and 5 (see Fig.

6-10 22)

T. IV, L. 3, seven beams Fig. 29 Same as Maudslay Same as Mauds lay Same as Fig. 29

Maud s lay

Str. 10, Lintel, third

s to ry , f i ve beams
No data Five beams in-

c luding those in

Fig.  36 c,  d

No data Same as Maler: p j g < 35 c/ <j,

but*confused re-

garding T, II,

L. 2, Beam c

Note: Al l Figures refer to this report.
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TABLE 2

DIMENSIONS OF D O O R W A Y S , INSET OF L I N T E L S , L INTELS AND COMPONENT B E A M S

LOCATION D O O R W A Y INSET D E P T H LINTEL BEAMS
width thickness outer inner width length panel panel width and thickness

width height

T. 1
way

T. 1
way

T. 1

way

, Door- 2.20 1.04 0.10 0.10 0.84 4.20 Pla in P la in
1, L. 1

, Door- 2.47 1.24 0.06 0.06 (1.12) (4.01) (1.05) 2.368
2.r L. 2

, Door- 1.90 1.45 (0.55) (0.55) (1.34) (3.96) (1.26) 1.825
3( L. 3

a.

a.

b.

a.

b.

c.

(0

0.
0.

0.
0.
0.

.39) by 0.185

33
25

18 by ?

285 by ?

33 by ?

b.

c .

d.

d.
e.

0.

(0
(0

(0
0.

43 by 0.185

.28)
.26)

.34)
185

by ca. 0.18

by ?

by 0.21

T. ||,

w ay

T. 1

w ay

1,

1,

1,

T. II,

w ay

T. 1
w ay

3,

II,
1,

T. Ill,

way 2,

T. IV,
way 1

T. IV,
way 2,

T. IV,
way

Str.

3,

Door- 2.24 1.34 0.07 0.10 (1.17) (4.54) P l a i n Pla in
L. 1

Door- 2.15 1.43 0.06 0.05 (1.32) (4.42) ? ?
L. 2

Door- 1.99 1.97 0.08 0.08 1.81 4.45 P la in P la in
L. 3

Door- 3.93 1.75 0.12 0.14 (1.49) 6.09 Pla in Pla in
L. 1

Door- 2.18 2.30 0.07 0.07 (2.16) 4.37 (2.07) 2.03
L. 2

Door- 3.07 2.04 0.09 0.09 1.86 4.75 Plain P la in
, L. 1

Door- 2.18 2.32 0.06 0.06 (2.20) (3.84) (1.86) 2.16
. L. 2

Door- 1.83 2.37 0.09- 0.05- (2.20) (3.76) (2.05) 1.756
L. 3 0.10 0.09

10, 1.78 1.45-1.47 0.06 0.06 (1.34) (3.08) ? 1.76
Lintel , 3rd
story

e.

a.

b.

c.

a.

b.

c.

a .
b.

c.

d.

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

a.

b.

c.

a.

b.

c.

a.

b.

c.

d.

a .
b.

c.

(0

(0
0.
0.

0.
0.
0.

(0
(0
(0
(0

(0
0.
0.
0.
0.

0.
0.
0.

(0
(0
(0

(0
0.
0.
(0

0.
0.
0.

.23) by ?

.27) by ?

21 by ?

235 by ?

33

32
29 by 0.20-22

.23) by ?

.22) by 0.15

.20) by 0.15

.18) by 0.18

.23)
22
22
28
25

31
31
32 by 0.23

.34) by 0.23

.29) by 0.17

.46) by 0.24

.335) by 0.21
28 by 0.22
29 by 0.23
.315) by 0.21

22 by 0.18
16 by 0.15

39 by ?

d.

e.

d.

e.

f.

e.

f.

9'
h.

f.

g.
h.

i .

i-

d.
e.

f.

d.

e.

f.

e.

f.

9-

d.

e.

(0
(0

0.
0.

.31)

.25)

25
30

by ?

by ?

0.31

(0
(0,
(0
(0

.20)
,16)
.16)
.14)

by 0.18

by 0.17

by 0.18

by 0.22

0.21 by 0.17-0.19
0.21
0.17
0.27
0.20

0.
0.

28
315

0.324

(0
0.
(0,

(0
(0
(0

0.
0.

.39) by 0.24

32 by 0.23
,39)

.27)

.39)

.27)

by 0.22

by 0.21

by 0.21

by 0.20

29 by ?

27 by ?

Note: D imens ions in parentheses are reconstructed. Th i s d is t inc t ion has not been made in the

case of "beam th ickness." Al l d imens ions are in meters.
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TABLE 3

P R O S K O U R I A K O F F ' S S T Y L E - D A T E LIMITS O F T I K A L C A R V E D L INTELS

9.11.0.0.0

9.12.0. 0.0

9.13.0. 0.0

9.14.0. 0.0

9.15.0. 0.0

9.16.0.0.0

9.17.0.0.0

9.18.0.0.0

9.19.0.0.0

10.0.0.0.0

10.1.0.0.0

10.2.0.0.0
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Figs. 1-10

2
3

4

5Figs. 1-5

Lintel beams as arranged in M a u d s l a y ' s PI. 71.

F igs . 2 — 5 c o m p r i s e Beams a, b, and c of Lintel 3

of Temp le I (Fig. 13), and Fig. 1, when inverted,

,is Beam f of Lintel 2 of Temple IV (Fig. 22).

1

6 7

8

9 

10

Lintel beams as arranged in Mauds lay ' s

PI. 72. These compr ise Beams a, e,

of Lintel 2 of Temple IV (Fig. 22).

F igs. 6-10
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Fig . 11

f g

f. F ragment in a, f i t ted on

epoxy r e s i n c a s t o f B e a m c ,

of L inte l 3, T e m p l e L

g. Fragment, from Temple I,
fitted to cast of same lintel in
f. Fragment f its manikin scep-
ter.

a — e Excava ted l intel f ragments . AM from Temp le I r ooms excep t

e which is f rom Temp le IV rooms. a — d pertain to Temp le I, Lintel

3 (Fig. 13); fragment in a positioned in f. Fragment in e belongs against

lashed pole, bottom of Beam g, Lintel 3 of Temple IV (Fig. 35).

b

a
c d e
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a. Temple I, Lintel 2, Beams a (right), and b (left).

b, c. Deta i l of text, Column B, in c; wi th greater de-

tai l of Glyphs B1 and 32 in b. d. Drawing of the two

beams with d iv is ion between them ignored. Background

st ippled. Recons t ruc ted port ions in broken line. Sc. 1:12.

d
W

a

c

b

B

1

2

3

4

5

Fig. 12
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Fig. 13

Temple I, Lintel 3, reconstruction. Beams lettered. Beam e fragment
drawn from photograph. Scale 1:12. See Figs. 14-16 for details.

e d c b a

W

1

2

3

4
5
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11

12

A B C D E F
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Fig. 14

Temple I, Lintel 3, top and bottom fragments of Beam a. Not to same

sca le as F igs . 15, 16 wh ich show Beams b and c. See Fig. 13 for posi t ion.
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Fig. 15

Temple I, L intel 3, top port ions of Beams ib and c. See F igs . 14

and 16 for other deta i ls of l intel. Beam pos i t i ons shown in Fig. 13.
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Fig. 16

Temple 1, Lintel 3, bottom port ions of Beams £> and c. See F igs . 14

and 15 for other deta i ls of l intel. Beam pos i t i ons shown in Fig. 13.

This content downloaded from 129.252.86.83 on Wed, 19 Sep 2018 04:29:22 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



Fig. 17

d

T em pie II, Lintel 2, reconstruction. Beams lettered. Beam b drawn

from photograph in Maler, 1911. Probably or iented to east. Scale 1:12.

a b c e
E
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Fig. 18

Temple III, Lintel 2, plan of design panel. Existing divisions between beams
ignored (See Fig. 19). Background stippled. Reconstructed portions in broken
line. Columns of two-block interior panels "E" (left) and "F" (right). Scale 1:12.
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Fig. 19

Temple III, L intel 2, pho to -mosa i c . Sca le ca. 1:12.

See de ta i l photographs and l ine d r a w i n g in F ig . 18.

a b c d e f g h i j
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Fig. 20

Details of Lintel 3, Temple l i t . For position, see preceding f igures.
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Fig. 21

a
a, b. From Ritter, 1853. Detail from Lara drawings. Portion of Temple I, Lintel
3 shown in a. Dwarf f igure occurs on Beam a, seated figure on Beams b and c,
whi le the head behind the throne presumably occurred on the now miss ing Beam a*,
Cf. Fig. 13. Temple III, Lintel 2 is substant ia l ly depicted in b. Cf. Fig. 18.

Temple 111, Lintel 2, Beam a (restored from impression), elevation showing
spec ia l ized inset for lintel in wa l l masonry. (1) restored level of top of wal l

on bas is of Lintel 1 of temple which shows same inset feature; (2) mortar be-
tween beam end and inset wal l ; (3) plaster; (4) north jamb of doorway to Room 2.

b

c
N

M.
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Fig. 22

/

Temple IV, Lintel 2, recons t ruc t ion . Beams let-

tered. Scale 1:12. See F igs . 23-28 for de ta i l s .
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Fig. 23

Temp le IV, L inte l 1, top port ions of Beams a and b. See F igs . 24 — 28 for

other i den t i ca l l y sca led de ta i l s of l in te l . Beam p o s i t i o n s shown in Fig. 22.
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Fig. 24

Temple IV, Lintel 2, bottom por t ions of Beams a and fe. See Figs. 23, 25-28

for other iden t ica l l y s c a l e d de ta i l s of l intel . Beam pos i t i ons shown in Fig. 22.
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Fig. 25

Temple IV, Lintel 1, top port ion of Beam c in incomplete state. See F igs . 23, 24, 26-

28 for other i den t i ca l l y s c a l e d de ta i l s of l inte l . Beam pos i t ion shown in Fig. 22.
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Fig. 26

Temple IV, Lintel 2, bottom port ion of Beam c. See Figs. 23-25, 27, 28 for

other i den t i ca l l y sca led d e t a i l s of l in te l . Beam pos i t i on shown in Fig. 22.
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Fig. 27

Temp le IV, Lintel 2, top por t ions of Beams c/, e, f. See F igs . 23 — 26, 28 for

other i d e n t i c a l l y sca led d e t a i l s of l i n te l . Beam pos i t i on shown in F ig . 22.
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Fig. 28

Temple IV, Lintel 2, bottom portions of Beams d, e, f. See Figs. 23 — 27 for
other ident ical ly scaled deta i ls of lintel. Beam posi t ions shown in Fig. 22.
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Fig. 29

a d f 9
E

Temple IV, Lintel 3. Sca le 1:12. Photograph cou r tesy of Museum fur V o l k e r k u n d e ,

Base l , and the photographers, Moesch I in and Bauer, Base I. See Figs. 30—35 for detai ls.
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Fig. 30

Temple IV, Lintel 3, top portions of Beams a and b. See Figs. 31-35 for
other ident ica l ly scaled deta i ls of l intel. Beam pos i t ions shown in Fig. 29.
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Fig. 31

Temple IV, Lintel 3, bottom por t i ons of Beams a and b. See Figs. 30, 32-35

for o t h e r i d e n t i c a l l y s c a l e d d e t a i l s of l intel . Beam pos i t i ons shown in Fig. 29.
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Fig. 32

Temple IV, Lintel 3, top port ions of Beams c, c/, e .See Figs. 30, 31, 33—35 for
other i den t i ca l l y s c a l e d d e t a i l s o f l in te l . Beam p o s i t i o n s s h o w n in F ig . 29.
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Fig. 33

Temple IV, Lintel 3, bo t tom port ions of Beams c, d, e. See F i gs . 30-32, 34,35

for other iden t ica l l y sca led de ta i l s of l in te l . Beam pos i t i ons shown in Fig. 29.
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Fig. 34

Temp le IV, L in te l 3, top po r t i ons of Beams f and g. See F igs . 30-33, 35

for other ident ical ly sca led deta i ls of l intel. Beam posi t ions shown in Fig. 29.
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Fig. 35

Temple IV, Lintel 3, bottom por t ions of Beams f and g. See F igs . 30-34 for

other i den t i ca l l y sca led d e t a i l s of l intel . Beams pos i t i ons shown in Fig. 29.
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Fig. 36

a b

Struc ture 10 (Str. 5D-52), carved l intel, recons t ruc -

t ion. Beams let tered. De ta i l s in Fig. 37. S c a l e 1:12.

c d
S

e
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Fig. 37

a. Structure 10 l in te l text,

detai I, S e a l e 1:6.

i

2

3

4

5

6

b. (Above). Structure 10 lintel, draw-

ing of Beams c and d in Fig. 31.

Beam divis ion ignored. Back-

ground stippled. Reconstruction

in broken line. Scale 1:12.

c. (Left). Structure 10 lintel, detail

of carving showing dwarf and two
cranes, and shield.
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