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ABSTRACT

VESSEL FORM AND FUNCTION IN THE CERAMIC ASSEMBLAGESROM
BILBAO AND SANTA LUCIA COTZUMALHUAPA, GUATEMALA

by

Amy K. Kaczmarek

The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 2013
Under the Supervision of Dr. R. Jason Sherman

My investigation of two ceramic assemblages froamtd Lucia Cotzumalhuapa
in the Guatemala piedmont zone builds on previogiaroic studies; however, my
research focuses on vessel form and decoratiorosshe indicators related to human
activity and site development in the region. | camnga data from the Pacific Coast
Archaeological Project Relational Database (200&)ich include type names, vessel
forms, dimensions, and contextual information, wiarsons’ findings from the
Milwaukee Public Museum Bilbao Project (1967). Myaqtitative analysis focused on
functional vessel attributes related to ceramicesypforms, and decorations from the
Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa ceramic assemblagesatoiles the waxing and waning of
trends over time, to infer the possible function tbé ceramics, and to formulate
hypotheses about the social and ritual uses oéthbgects. Beginning in the Formative
(1150 — 250 BC), both assemblages have limitedeVéssns and sherds frequencies but,
later during the Middle and Late Classic (AD 20®%(ottery becomes more diverse in
vessel form types and sherd frequencies increabes 3hift in pottery production
corresponds with a major phase of constructiohe@otzumalhuapa region, influence
from regional sites along the Pacific coast, piedinand highlands areas, and a change

from household pottery production to craft spezation.
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Introduction

During two field seasons, from 1961 to 1963, thiwslukee Public Museum
(MPM) Director Stephen Borhegyi, Curator RobertzRitthaler, and Assistant Curator
Lee A. Parsons supervised archaeological excawtband analyzed objects recovered
from the site of Bilbao (Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuagayatemala (Figure 1.1). Parsons
produced a two-volume monograph which documenteclassification system of local
ceramic wares and types at Bilbao (Parsons 196¥)jreruded a detailed review of the
excavation results, an analysis of all the non+o&anaterials, and a culture history of
the area (1969). Prior to this project, only onstasatic excavation project had been
completed in this area of the Guatemala piedmone Z@hompson 1948). However, in
the last forty years, this region has seen a Higaititon of excavation and survey projects
directed by Guatemalan and American archaeololgiatling to new interpretations and
discoveries (Arroyo, Bove, Chinchilla, Genoves, dMebirano; see Table 2.3).

This region was “discovered” by American and Ewap archaeologists and
travelers during the early to middle nineteenthtasn when a concentration of several
monumental sculptures were found in Santa Luciaz@oalhuapa archaeological area
(Bastian 1882, 1887; Habel 1878; Seler 1892; Satet Saches 1900; Strebel 1901;
Termer 1930, 1931; Waterman 1924, 1929; Willeylel@67). Since the 1940s, several
systematic surveys and excavations have been cmtbut and around Santa Lucia

Cotzumalhuapa (Bove 2002a and 2002b; Parsons 1867369; and Thompson 1948).



These concentrated initially on the site’s archiiead remains and sculptures, but more
recently expanded to include bridges and causeW@yschilla 2001) which connected
the three main settlements, as well as possibleedticnareas on the site’s periphery. The
ceramic data collected by many of these projecte haen collated into a larger database
(Bove et al. 2002b) which I call the Pacific CoAsthaeological Project (PCAP). In this
thesis | compare these data, which include typeesamessel forms, dimensions, and
contextual information, with Parsons’ findings fraotlmne MPM Bilbao Project (1961-
1963). | undertook quantitative and qualitative lgs@s of ceramic types, forms, and
decorations from Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa sitdbg® El Baul, and El Castillo) to:
(1) examine the waxing and waning of different eédsrms over time, (2) infer the
possible function of the ceramics, and (3) formaillaypotheses about the utilitarian and
ritual uses of these objects.

In Chapter 1, | start out by outlining my projesins and provide background
information on the geography noting natural andivated resources present in southern
Pacific coastal region. | review the intentionstioé MPM Bilbao project and state the
excavation and artifact collection methods of thwejgrt. | finish the chapter by
introducing the Bilbao ceramic assemblage gathdueihg this expedition.

In Chapter 2, | introduce the southern Pacificstday providing a general
overview of developments in the region, at Bilbamd in the Santa Lucia
Cotzumalhuapa area. In addition, | provide backgdounformation on several
neighboring sites; essential information since mahyhe local and imported ceramic
types from Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa were influgniog trends at these regional

centers during the Formative and Classic periodg. didcussion of each settlement



includes: (1) a brief history of archaeological emsh at the site, (2) background
information regarding site formation and architeetuand (3) ceramic studies, if any
have been conducted. In addition to key Pacificstaad piedmont settlements, | include
the central Mexican site of Teotihuacan and thet&@uala highlands site of Kaminaljuyu

because of their influence on the Pacific coasindguthe Formative and Classic periods.
The chapter concludes with an introduction to theift Coast Archaeological Project,

which serves as a prelude to my analysis and cosgmaof materials from this project

and ceramics recovered by the MPM expedition.

In Chapter 3, | outline the methods used by Parsml the MPM staff to classify
local and imported ceramics from the Bilbao Projecset background for the methods |
used in my thesis research—data and artifact seteahd quantitative analysis of vessel
form frequencies.

In Chapter 4, | provide a detailed description fofm frequencies with
descriptions from the Bilbao and Pacific Coast Ameblogical Projects. The chapter is
divided into seven sections that are arranged dhogically from the Early Formative to
the Postclassic. The remainder of the chapter éscos miscellaneous ceramic artifacts
from all phases of occupation and decorative tiaithe MPM Bilbao assemblage, with
a consideration of the possible utilitarian andaitfunction(s) of these clay objects. |
also discuss the presence of non-vessel pottemysfdspindle whorls, whistles, etc.) at
Bilbao.

Chapter 5 includes an analysis of the data predantChapter 4 and evidence for

possible interaction between sites in the Pacibast area as well as with more distant



regions. The thesis builds on Parsons’ researchntiyding the results of my own

analyses research and recent investigations by sthelars.



Chapter I: Background

Over the last four decades a substantial increaaechaeological investigations
in the Pacific coast and piedmont zones of Guatgnias greatly enhanced our
understanding of pre-Hispanic interaction withie tiegion. New survey and excavation
data have fueled research on various politicalnesoc, and other aspects of ancient
lifeways. In addition, the theoretical and methadptal approaches of the “New
Archaeology” and technological advances in artifastalysis changed the way
archaeologists approach research and the diffengrés of questions that can be
addressed. For example, scientific methods of ceramalysis (e.g., petrography and
instrumental neutron activation analysis) and cbrnoetric techniques (e.g., radiocarbon
dating) have produced objective data on the useawfmaterials, ceramic production
centers, and trade routes and relations. In additeramic classificatory systems have
developed significantly since the first studiespattery in the Guatemalan piedmont
region were conducted in the 1940s.

My thesis research incorporated quantitative andligtive data derived from
non-destructive analyses (stylistic and functicm@broaches) of ceramic assemblages of
the MPM Bilbao Project and the ongoing Pacific Go&asheological Project collected
by Bove, Chinchilla, and Medrano. My analyses waraped by previous ceramic studies
(e.g., Bove and Medrano 2003; Chinchilla 2004; koseky 2002; Kosakowsky, et al.

2000; Lesure 1998; Love 2002; Medrano 1995; Neffakt 1989; Parsons 1967;



Thompson 1948; Waterman 1924) that focused on tiliy wf vessels with contextual
evidence from excavations. In addition to vesseinf present in the current data from
the Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa region, | consideciap(non-vessel) ceramic artifacts
that are indicative of particular domestic or ritbahaviors.

Research on the manufacture, movement, and ugegebfstoric ceramics can
shed light on how people at regional centers mas nateracted and whether they were
members of larger polities. Ceramics may exhibélatively high rate of variation due to
individual agency and even minor cultural shifteogs space or through time, as opposed
to more static archaeological remains such as majohitectural complexes, civic
projects (irrigation systems, causeways, bridges),eand monumental stone sculptures.
Variations in style, function, and other attributeshich may suggest subtle changes in
domestic and ritual traditions—are the basis fordera archaeological classification
approaches including the ceramic type-variety systand other type-based methods
used in Mesoamerica (Egerer 2012; Gifford 1976;gkre and Colton 1937; Smith et
al. 1960; Wheat et al. 1958). Such methods of dieason are important because, for
instance, they may allow us to identify similar araic types at multiple sites—which
may indicate diffusion of ideas or the movemenimainufactured materials between two
or more sites or regions (Kosakowsky et al.1999)37

The basic categorical study of ceramics—which ledentually to the
development of the attribute-based ceramic typeetyarsystem and other type-based
methods in the Americas—began with the type systénWinifred and Harold S.
Gladwin in 1928 (Egerer 2012). Since then, Mesoaae ceramic analyses have been

shaped by general developments in archaeologiel fechniques (e.g., stratigraphy)



and artifact analysis models (e.g., seriation),clviiave provided better contextual and
chronological data for these and other artifactsough they do have limitations, the
classifications systems used in Mesoamerica (aseéwdlere) allow researchers to
organize massive ceramic datasets to make meahowhparisons between sites and/or
regions.

One of the first uses of a modified type-varieggtem for ceramics on the Pacific
coast was Parsons’ extensive classifications oélleares at Bilbao. He defined six
ceramic complexes at the site, associated with pheses from the Middle Formative
until the Postclassic (Parsons 1967). In his amglyse classified pottery into ceramic
wares, groups, and type-varieties. His study wasingemt for my thesis since type-
varieties are based on form and decoration andeldesm can generally indicate

possible function(s).

Project Aims

This thesis addresses several issues, includingwlifat can be stated regarding
the form and function of local ceramics from Bilbaod the Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa
region based on a diachronic study of these mégi{a) what can be inferred about
imported ceramics at the site of Bilbao and thet&dmucia Cotzumalhuapa zone,
specifically, what these ceramics indicate (if dryg) about trade/economic interactions
with sites in the southern Pacific region and elsan@ in Mesoamerica; and (3) more

broadly, whether the results of more recent re$earche Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa



region may be used to develop or refine Parsoristpretations about Bilbao and the
area.

The primary purpose of my research was to studgneer attributes (e.g., vessel
forms and dimensions) to understand trends in laeaes at Bilbao and the Santa Lucia
Cotzumalhuapa zone through a quantitative analylsisessel frequencies. The aim of
these analyses was to determine the possible @unsctf vessels based primarily on their
form and secondarily on decoration. Such attributes/ allow us to determine how
vessels were used (e.g., transportation, preparadiod processing of foodstuffs and
liquids) and with this information make inferencdsout social activities engaged in by
people at Bilbao and the Santa Lucia Cotzumalhueg@n. | also examinedecorative
elements, modes, and special objects, such assaiges, miniatures, and whistles, to see
whether these might indicate something about riauad ideology in the Santa Lucia
Cotzumalhuapa region.

A secondary objective of this thesis was to comphe vessel types and forms
present at the site of Bilbao with those found eighboring sites in the Santa Lucia
Cotzumalhuapa region. Parsons’ argument for extenflaences at Bilbao was based on
the study of monumental stone sculptures and latkedsupport of ceramic datasets,
which are rich in stylistic, functional, and contieal information. Therefore, this study
considers the importation or local imitation of aeics at Bilbao, which may be inferred

from the results of pottery sourcing studies althrggcoast.
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Figure 1.1 Map showing location of Bilbao (Escuintla), Guatday and
other major sites mentioned in the text.

Pacific Coast Geography

The southern Pacific cultural region includes calagpiedmont, and highland
zones extending from Chiapas, Mexico, to westerSd&tvador (Figure 1.2). The coastal
plain and piedmont areas in Guatemala are separmtedthree general geographic
regions—western, central, and eastern—falling withéeven modern states or
departments: Jutiapa, Santa Rosa, Escuintla, @péjtez, Retalhuleu, Quetzaltenango,

and San Marcos. North of the piedmont area, irhtgklands of Guatemala, is a belt of
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seven major active volcanoes. The Volcan de Fulegated about 18 km north of the
Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa area, is one of the autiste volcanoes in Guatemala, with
over 60 eruptions recorded since the Spanish CahdWiallance et al. 2001:15; West
1964.75, Table 1). Most of these were minor eruygtiovhich left layers of volcanic ash
over the region including the Cotzumalhuapa arcloggeal area. These deposits, which
have yielded fertile soil along the piedmont anghkands areas also contributed to issues

of stratigraphy during fieldwork (Safi et al. 20420).

A Major Obsidian Source
@ Archaeological Site
= = Coastal Division

0 25 50

Eliomelers

—TG

Figure 1.2Map of the Pacific coast of Guatemala with genegglons outlined.

Natural and Cultivated Resources

The southern Pacific landscape is divided into éhmeain ecological zones:
coastal, lower piedmont, and upper piedmont. Thaamatural and cultivated resources

utilized by the ancient inhabitants in these regigrcluded botmon-utilitarian goods
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(e.g., cacaoTheobroma cacdpgreenstone, shells) andilitarian goods(e.g., salt, bark
cloth, cotton, obsidian) (Bove and Medrano 2003St3rer and Traxler 2006:662).

The coastal zone in Guatemala (approximately 260dng and 25 km wide) was
a major trade route as early as the Formative gdfReina and Hill 1978:4). This area
consists of beaches, mangrove swamps, and lagoidhsalluvial soils formed from
geological activity (lava and ash deposits). Thissva key region for salt production
during pre-Hispanic and modern periods.

The piedmont zone (approximately 200-900 m inwad) is a transitional area
between the coast and the highlands (Reina andL®iii8:6). The lower piedmont, where
Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa is located, is defined ligopical to subtropical climate,
while the upper piedmont area is characterized bgrees of active volcanoes. Since the
nineteenth century, land in the piedmont region besn primarily devoted to cattle
farms, coffee plantations, and cotton and sugae ganduction (Chinchilla 1996:288-
89).

In ancient Mesoamerica, cacao cultivation occualethg both the Pacific coast
(from Mexico to Costa Rica—especially the Soconusegion in Chiapas and the
western border of Guatemala) and the Gulf Coastti¢péarly Tabasco) (Bergmann
1969:85). On a smaller scale, cacao productionroedun the lower piedmont region of
Guatemala where there was an optimal environmeriteaivy rainfall and fertile soil
(Parsons 1978:29). In general, cacao was an impgartanmercial and ritual commodity
in Mesoamerica and it appears that during the @lg&siod, Teotihuacan, a major state-
level polity in central Mexico, was interested ihet Guatemala piedmont zone

specifically because of its extensive productiorcatao (Parsons 1978:138-41). During
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the Postclassic, cacao was commonly used in Mestzares a means of exchange with
intrinsic market value; it was also used as triblteh before and after the Spanish
Conquest (Bergmann 1969; Smith 2000:602).

In the Maya region, ground cacao was mixed witkewayround corn, and chiles
to create a beverage for elite ritual ceremonies @nsumption (Bergmann 1969:85).
Tall, cylindrical ceramic vessels with polychromecdration or highly elaborate incised
designs functioned as cacao beverage containdfgsimegion. At Bilbao, several tall,
thin-walled cylindrical vase types date to the Megs-Algo ceramic complex (Early
Classic, ca. AD 1-400) and the Santa Lucia cerasoioplex (Middle Classic, ca. AD
400-700). A majority of cylindrical vase sherds diquisate or Plumbate—two widely
traded wares in Mesoamerica and along the Paafistc Table 1.1 shows the number

and type of cylindrical vase sherds found duringsBias’ excavations at Bilbao.

Table 1.1
Time period, type (description), and variety ofingltical vases from Bilbao # of sherds
(according to data from Parsons 1967) from Bilbao
Middle Formative/Mejor-es-Algo Ceramic Complex — Tdal 75
Coyolate Black-Brown (cylindrical vase of relativey squat proportions) 75
Babilonia 75
Late Classic/Santa Lucia Ceramic Complex — Total 486
Plumbate (cylindrical vase with straight or somewhat convex walls) 58
San Juan 58
Tiquisate (tall, thin-walled, cylindrical vase) 422
Marias 10
San Andres 412
Trade or special (tall, thin-walled, cylindrical vase) 6
Alta Vera Paz (Late Classic) 6

Total 561
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The importance of cacao at Bilbao is indicatedtbyresence in Cotzumalhuapan
art. For example, the cacao pod was depicted ehed sculpture (Monument 21, ca. AD
400-700) near Group B, Pyramid 2 and two anthroppino stone artifacts recovered
from a ceremonial dump near the stairway to the loents Plaza (Figure 2.6) (Parsons
1969:52, 225, pl.17e). These cultural materialsouitedly reflect the importance of this
crop in the region’s economy, while the cylindricadses found at the site may be
evidence of ritual practices involving the consuimpbf a cacao beverage by elites.

The upper piedmont zone borders the highlands wE#té&nala—one of the two
main regional sources of obsidian in Mesoamerilca (ther was in central Mexico near
the ancient site of Teotihuacan). As one of the tnimportant ancient commodities,
obsidian was distributed over long distances witthie southern Pacific region and
beyond. Exchange between the southeastern coasthenduatemala highlands is
evidenced by the presence of southeastern poyieeg tat highlands sites, and obsidian at
coastal settlements (Kosakowsky et al. 1999:388ddace of an obsidian workshop at
the major Classic period regional center of El Bsuijgests that there was economic
interaction between the Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuaga and the Guatemalan highlands
where raw material was obtained from the ElI Chayal San Martin Jilotepeque sources
(see Figure 1.2) (Chinchilla 2004:12-20). Afterytlveere manufactured at the workshop,
worked obsidian artifacts would have been tradedirashed products throughout the
region (Chinchilla 2004:12). At Bilbao, nearly eyegxcavation context yielded local
obsidian; a majority of these finds were prisméali@des, but possible sacrificial knives,

pointed and notched blades, and projectile poirtievalso uncovered (Parsons 1969:80-
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82) (Figure 1.3 None of the obsidian artifacts collected duritigg MPM Bilbao

Expedition have been datee.g., obsidian hydration) or anabd using XRF

B B Cl

Figure 1.30bsidian materials from MPM Bilbao Collection [natalogue number:

Milwaukee Public Museum Bilbao Project: “An Archadogical and Ethnohistorical
Investigation of the Problems Surrounding PrehisiorMexican Cultural Infiltration
in the Southern Maya Area” (19€-1963)

Researchers from the MF, in conjunction with the Science Museum
Minnesota (formerly the St. Paul Science Ce, conductedfieldwork funded by the
National Science Foundatiat the site of Bilbao over two field ssEmns (196-1962 and
1962-1963)(Borhegyi 1963). The excavations and survey werected by Stephen |
Borhegyi with field supervision by Robert Ritzerigraand Lee A. Parsor(Figure 1.4).
The primary aim of their research wasconstruct a basic site chronology basec
ceramic typologies. Ais was important because at time, little archaeological data ¢
sites from the Guatemalan piedmont zhad been published.

Prior to he work at Bilbao, Borhegyi directesurveys andxavations in 195¢
1960, and 1962 at several underwater and lakeststtlements at Lake Amititlan, ne
Guatemala City (Borhegyi 1963). By analyzing cer@@mand other remains, Borheg
sought to better undersd the potential influence from central Meo, and specificall)

Teotihuacan, during the Classic period (Borhegy7,9958, 1959, 1960, 1967, 196
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Although several incensarios with Teotihuacano eletswere recovered at these sites in
the Guatemala highlands, interaction between the tegions was still unclear.
Therefore, after survey work and excavations wemapete, Borhegyi sought another
archaeological site within the southern Pacificdment where he could investigate
further possible connections between Teotihuacanh thrs part of the Maya region

(Borhegyi 1963).

Figure 1.4 (Left to right) Stephan Borhegyi, Lee Parsons, Bobert Ritzenthaler during a trip to
Guatemala in 1962 (Lurie 1983:104).

Ceramic Materials from the MPM Bilbao Expedition

Beginning in 1961,Borhegyi, Ritzenthaler, Parsons, and their fieldne
excavated at Bilbao, focusing on the center of dhhe and plaza platforms (Parsons
1967). During the course of the project, they reced several stone monuments,
hundreds of obsidian artifacts, and over 57,00@roer sherds (Parsons 1967:52). After

fieldwork was completed, approximately half of #eramic artifacts were moved to the
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National Museum in Guatemala City (Parsons 196&yeRtly, they were relocated to the
Ceramotecaa research center in the Instituto de Antrop@agiHistoria de Guatemala
(IDEAH) (Bove 2002:4). Another portion of the Bilba&eramic collection was stored by
the site’s landowner, José Ricardo Mufioz Galven wh1966 founded a museum near
the modern city of Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa (MudeoCultura Cotzumalguapa)
dedicated to exhibiting stone monuments and ceramaterials from the Cotzumalhuapa
architectural complexes (Borhegyi 1967).

A third, relatively small type collection was bght back to Milwaukee so that
Parsons and the MPM staff could conduct detailedyars. The results of these analyses
were later published by Parsons in a two-volume agoaph:Bilbao, Guatemala: An
Archaeological Study of the Pacific Coast Cotzumagia Region.In the first volume,
Parsons (1967) discusses stratigraphy at the stte¢hee ceramic and cultural sequences
inferred from excavation trenches, while in the oset volume (Parsons 1969), he
describes excavation data, artifact documentatimnumental stone sculpture research,
and the culture history of the site. Since theOBQdittle research has been conducted at
Bilbao. Instead, investigations have focused ontth@ other main settlements in the
area, El Castillo and El Baul, as well as smallerigheral settlements like Golon and
Palo Verde (Chinchilla 1996, 2001; Popenoe de Hdt1@89; Popenoe de Hatch and
Rubio 1986). The results of these more recent pt®jmay be used to reevaluate and
build upon Parsons’ original research, to furth@mance our understanding of Bilbao vis-

a-vis the greater Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa site.
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Chapter Il. Literature Review

The following section will discuss literature abdckground information relevant
to my research on ceramics from the site of Bilaad the Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa
zone. This chapter includes (1) a summary ovenaéwwrehistory on the Pacific coast
from the Archaic to the Postclassic period; (2p@ew of archaeological research in the
Cotzumalhuapa region; (3) a detailed descriptioarohaeological settlements, focusing
on the interrelationship between sites and regiand; (4) key information from ceramic

studies relevant to the types present in the Bitleramic collection.

Overview of Prehistory on the Southern Pacific Co#&sehistory

The southern Pacific coast region has a longesettht history spanning from the
Archaic period to the Spanish Conquest (Table Z:tig Archaic period (ca. 8000-2000
BC) in Mesoamerica was marked by the transitiormfrounting and gathering to
foraging near abundant food resources. On the iPadfst, archaeological evidence of
foraging has been found at several shell mound sitéhe Soconusco region that date to
4000-1600 BC (Lesure 2011:51). Sometime betwee®-1800 BC, at the start of the
Formative period, a shift from seminomadic lifewdgssedentary hamlets and villages

occurred along the coast (Silverstein and Web£160280).
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Table 2.1

Chronological Chart of Southern Pacific Regionata®gc Phases
[Adapted from Kosakowsky et al. 2000]

2000 BC

. . o Central Highlands Chiapas Coast,
Time Period (Eg:)saoons) (TEIoiaL;lon) Fzg(c:)lf/lg ;O:lls)t Kaminaljuyd (Shook & | Mexico (Blake &
P : Hatch) Clark)
AD 1500
Chinautla
AD 1200 Peor-es-Nadal Ixtacapa
Postclassic
Ayampuc
(Hiatus)
AD 900
) San Juan Pantaleon Pamplona
Late Classic | SantaLucia
Amatle
AD 600 San Franciscg i
Middle Classic Laguneta San Jeronimo Esperanza
AD 400
Early Classic Aurora
Mejor-es- .
Colojate
AD 200 Algo Santa Clara
Guacalate Arenal
Late Formative llusiones
Mascalate
Verbena
400 BC . .
Algo-es-Algo Guatalon Providencia
Middle Sis Las Charcas Conchas
Formative Majadas Jocotal
Coyolate Cuadros
Arevalo
Cherla
1150 BC Ocos
Madre Vieja Lacona
Formative
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Throughout Mesoamerica, the beginning of the Farmaigperiodwas marked by
the adoption of ceramic production, and along theiffe coast, the origins of soci
complexity(Love 2007:28-284). Interregional trade routes linkéet Gulf Coast and tf
Pacific coastand stretched from Chiapas southward into the piednand highlan
zones of Guatemala and even western El Salvador (Figure 2.Via these extensiv
trade routesQImec ideology and Olm-style ceramics and sculptural arts spread a
the coast to sites like La Victoria, Salinas larigla, and Tak'alik Ab'aj in Guatemala, ¢
as far east as Chalchuapa in western El Salvad&.\(R Adams 1972-10; Love
2007:288;Sharer 1974:1¢-70) (Figure 2.2) The Formative (or Preclassic) period las

until approximately AD 200 along the Pacific co@stans and Webster 2001:2¢

= Z

L
Chalchuapa

L ]
Ataco * Santa Leticia
= = = « Olmec Trade Route

ansavssswsar Maya Trade Route
/.. Obsidian Source

Cara
Sucia
*

0 100
Kilometers

Figure 2.1 Formative period trade routes along the Pacifistaad piedmont regic
[After Hatch, Schieber de Lavarreda and Orrego Corzo Zdgire 8.3.
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During the Middle Formative period, the coastahean Chiapas and western
Guatemala witnessed the emergence of agricultumeked societies, and larger
ceremonial centers (Marcus 1989:xvi; Willey et B964:458). The presence of large
chiefdoms has been inferred from evidence of so@aking (e.g., house size, craft
specialization, burial practices) and a hierarchgaitlements ranging from large sites
with mound groups to small hamlets (Blake and CIE8R9:57). Population increase also
occurred at the site of Kaminaljuyl, which eventubkecame the largest regional center
in southeastern Mesoamerica (Love 2007:291; SlaauekiTraxler 2006).

From the Middle to the Terminal Formative, thererav two main ceramic
sphereSon the southeast area of the highlands, piednaontcoast: Providencia (400 —
100 BC) and Miraflores (100 BC — AD 250) (Hatchaét2011:206, Figure 8.2; Neff et
al. 1988:342). Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa, alon@ wiher sites in the Rio Coyolate
area and the Guatemalan Pacific region (ChalchaapgaSanta Leticia in El Salvador;
Kaminaljuyd in highland Guatemala; and Monte Alto thhe coast), shared some traits
with these ceramic spheres, including black-brovames and Usulutan decorated pottery
(Demarest and Sharer 1986; Kosakowsky et al. 199978; Neff et al. 1988:342).

The most notable sites in the region that dat@eipntto the Formative period
include the Guatemalan coastal settlements of lcdo¥a and Salinas La Blanca (Early
to Middle Formative) and the western Guatemalardmint site of Tak'alik Ab'aj

(Middle to Late Formative). Other sites which wdirst settled during the Formative

' According to Creamer (1987:49): “The ‘ceramic sgheoncept refers to fine ware or nondomestic
ceramics of the same cultural style that have sposar a large territory implying economic and podil
influence from a common center(s).”

2 Archaeological site formerly known as Abaj Takalik
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period but peaked later, during the Classic pefcad AD 200-900), include Aguna, El
Badul, and Bilbao in the piedmont zone, and Balbané Los Cerritos on the coastal plain
(Figure 2.1).

The Late Formative and Classic periods in Mesoaaeavere defined by various
large sites including Monte Alban and TeotihuacgaMexico, Tikal and Kaminaljuyu in
Guatemala, Copan in Honduras, and several regaerders along the Pacific coast (El
Ujuxte, La Montana, Tak’alik Ab’aj, and Santa Lu&atzumalhuapa in Guatemala, and
Chachuapa in El Salvador) (Love and Kaplan 2011jirlg the Early Classic period,
there is ceramic evidence indicating that Bilbateracted with Kaminaljuyd and the
Montana Complex, both of which were influenced trying degrees by Teotihuacan
(Parsons 1967). In general, the growth of sitekénPacific coastal region occurred later,
during the Middle and Late Classic periods, whegdaegional centers dominated the
piedmont (Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa) and the ¢had¥lontana and Balberta).

The Late-Terminal Classic marked the zenith of @owor Cotzumalhuapa as a
regional center, possibly a state-level societyth&tsame time, sites along the coast that
were influential during the Early and Middle Clasqie.g., Los-Chatos-Manantial)
witnessed political fragmentation during the Terahi€lassic, similar to much of the
Lowland Maya area (Bove 2003:23). During the Pastit, there was a rapid decline in
population in the Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa zooejelver, there is evidence of minor

occupation until the Spanish conquest.
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Figure 2.2Map of the Pacific coast highlighting sites mené&drin text

Bilbao and the Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa Culture éa

Geographic and Cultural Definitions

Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapar Cotzumalhuapaefers to a modern Guatemalan
town® in the department of Escuintla, an ancient setttgmamed for its proximity to the
modern town, and the larger culture area associaidd the ancient settlement and
defined by a specific art style.

The archaeological zone located north of the modawvn covers approximately
10 km2 and consists of three main architectural pmunds (El Baul, Bilbao, and El
Castillo) with several smaller settlements intereested by ancient causeways and

bridges (Chinchilla, 2004; Parsons 1967:21) (Figuf. The results of reconnaissance

% The city is usually spelled withg(Cotzumalguapa), while the culture and archaeokgione are
spelled with arh (Cotzumalhuapa).
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conducted in the Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa ared. liyric S. Thompson (Carnegie
Institution of Washington) in 1941, indicated tiia¢ major sites of El Badl, Bilbao, and
El Castillo, together with the smaller settlemeotsPantaledn, Los Tarros, and Santa
Rita, formed one continuous cultural zone, now camiy referred to as the
Cotzumalhuapa Nuclear Zone (CNZ) (Borhegyi 1969hQBinchilla 1996; Thompson
1948). Parsons (1969:146-147) extended this li€aizumalhuapan sites to include the
minor settlements of Aguna and Palo Verde (basetherpresence of Cotzumalhuapan
sculptures) as well as two other nearby sites,altes Osuna and Xata.

The Cotzumalhuapan culture area originates framQNZ and extends along the
Guatemalan piedmont for 150 km, from Chiapas toSalvador (Neff and Bove
1999:1039; Parsons 1967:22, 1969:146). The mostinclise feature of the
Cotzumalhuapan culture sphere is its “internatieatgle” of art and monumental stone
sculpture (Figure 2.4). These stelae integratetgddeatures from Izapa, Teotihuacan,
the Gulf Coast, and Maya art and iconography, bet dtyle is distinct—with highly
realistic figural representations set in elabosatenes with local ideological and political

importance (Hatch 1989).
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Figure 2.3 Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa archaeological areagidafrom Chinchilla 2009, Figure 6.1]
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Figure 2.4Drawing of Monument 21, Bilbao.
Berlin, Konigliche Museum fir Vélkerkun[Adapted from Chinchilla 200:

Cotzumalhuapan monumental sculptures are concedtedtCNZ sites (92 froi
Bilbao, 70 from El Baul, and 14 from El Castillojtbarefound throughout the Pacifi
piedmont region; they date primarily to the Middlé&assic period (AD 4(-700) (Belli
1999:89; Chinchilla 2008, 1996). Early researctise the German National Muset
in Berlin removed sculptures from various sitesimythe latenineteenth century. Son
of the sculptureshat remainin situ are still are used by local worspers as shrines.
During rituals, visitorsburn copal, or tree resin, and frequently leave offeringshet

sculptureqRitzenthaler 1963) (Figure 2).
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Figure 2.5Sculpture at El Baul with offerings; a local margaged in worship.
[Milwaukee Public Museum Photo, Borhegyi Archives]

A Brief Overview of Archaeological Research in ®@&nta Lucia Cotzumalhuapa Region

In general, the primary aim during the ClassificgtDescriptive period in
archeological research in North America (roughly-8914) was to record and describe
archaeological materials, focusing on monumentiitacture and sculpture (Willey and
Sabloff 1980:34). The richness and grandeur of Middmerican remains attracted
several European and American scholars duringpgéigod; some of the most famous
explorations were the travels of Stephens and @Gatuel, which were published in
Incidents of Travel in Central America, ChiapasdYucatan(1841) (Willey and Sabloff
1980:57). The southern Pacific coast region wasngntlee most areas visited by several
European and American archaeologists who travdiedughout Mexico and Central

America in search of ancient cities during this é&r Explorer” period of early Maya



27

archaeology (Bastian 1882, 1887; Habel 1878; S&892; Seler and Saches 1900;
Strebel 1901; Termer 1930, 1931; Waterman 19249;1@4lley et al. 1967).

The initial period of discovery and explorationtire Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa
region spanned from the 1820s to the 1870s wheregwand limited excavations were
conducted associated with the study of severaklatgne monuments found at El Baul
and Bilbao, the primary location of Cotzumalhuaganlptural art. Shortly after Bilbao
was discovered in the early 1920s by Jean Fredéaximilian de Waldeck, a French
artist and explorer who documented a stone monutethte site. It was not until 1860
that buried sculptures at Bilbao were fortuitoushcovered by a local farmer (Parsons
1967:14; Thompson 1948:1¥Bhortly after they were discovered, the site wiaed S.
Habel, an Austrian traveler in 1863 (Strebel 1880)5By 1876, Adolf Bastian, director
of theKdnigliche Museum fur VolkerkundRoyal Ethnological Museum), commissioned
Carl Herman Berendt to excavate and ship sevemhestmonuments from the
Cotzumalhuapan region to the National Museum inliBe&vhere they are still located
(Thompson 1948:17). By the late nineteenth andyearéntieth century, Santa Lucia
Cotzumalhuapa was one of the most well documentedsain Mesoamerica (e.g.,
Bastian 1882, 1887; Burkitt 1933; Eisen 1888; Hdl818; Seler 1892; Seler and Sachs
1900; Strebel 1901; Termer 1930, 1931; VreelandBuassford 1885; Waterman 1924,

1929).

* The two plots of land where the site of Bilbaodsdted used to be known as “Mejor es Algo” and tPeo
es Nada” but were renamed “Bilbao” sometime betwk#89 and 1892 (Parsons 1967:49; 1969:15). The
original names for these two plots of land wereraised by Parsons to refer to the Early Classic an
Postclassic ceramic complexes at Bilbao. In hislarAuf Alten Wegen in Mexiko und Guatemala:
Reiseerinnerung und Eindricke aus den Jahren 18%95-5elers (1900:190) states that during his visit,
the site of Peor-es-Nada was now called Bilbao.
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In the 1940s, archaeological research on the iPadést began to focus more on
settlements, trade, and culture history. Thompd®@4&) completed survey work in the
Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa area and excavationd &a#@d; Franz Termer, of the
Museum for Volkerkunde in Hamburg, Germany, congaetxcavations at Palo Gordo;
and Edwin Shook (1965) published a regional sufethe Pacific coast (including the
Cotzumalhuapa area) in a contribution for th@ndbook of Middle American Indians
(Parsons 1967:15).

After the MPM project in the early 1960s, res@aacound Bilbao and along the
Pacific Coast intensified (e.g., Berlo 1984; Bo\@81; Bove et al. 1993; Hatch 1987;
Hellmuth 1975; Shook and Hatch 1978) and focusewchgsily on ceremonial centers
dating to the Formative and Classic periods. Ongomant project was a salvage project
in 1994-1995 by Oswaldo Chinchilla (former curatar the Museo Popol Vuh in
Guatemala City) and Sonia Medrano, which expandeopson’s earlier survey and
excavations. Their research included mapping seperdmont sites around the CNZ and
surface sampling north of Bilbao (Esperanza) antivéen El Baul and El Castillo
(Varal); these investigations were the basis fan€iilla’s (1996) dissertatioBettlement
Patterns and Monumental Art at a Major Pre-Columbi®&olity: Cotzumalguapa,
Guatemala Since then, Chinchilla has continued to condigdtl research—mapping the
site of Palo Gordo, and undertaking additional gatians and survey at El Baul and the
site’'s periphery, including a system of causewayd possible domestic architecture

(Chinchilla 2001, 2003, 2009; Chinchilla et al. I99 In addition, several graduate

® A summary of his work is available on the Founatafior the Advancement of Mesoamerican Studies,
Inc. (FAMSI) website (Chinchilla 2003).
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students have produced theses and dissertationapmding and survey work in the Santa
Lucia Cotzumalhuapa region (Daniels 2009; Gonz&eil; Lynch 2009; Safi 2008,

2012).

Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa and Site Comparisons

Despite sometimes being labeled the Southern MAy@a, archaeological
evidence in the southern Pacific coast region sstgga high degree of cultural and
linguistic diversity and intense interaction duritige Formative and Classic periods
(Love 2011:47-50). Since Parsons’ work at Bilbdtyfyears ago, several projects in the
Pacific coastal region have provided additionabinfation and new insights into social
complexity and the development of major regionaitess (see previous section). To
understand how the Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa ala@s to the broader context of the
southern Pacific coast region. In the followingts®t | produced detailed, site-by-site
descriptions (including results of archaeologicalestigations and ceramic studies) for

the major sites in this region (Table 2.2).
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Distance

. . Major
ste o fom | Timeperod baseton nchieciwrs | Genera
Modern Department (Lm{;O and or/ce’rami(?s) (peak size) | Geographic Area
’ 2
direction (ha?)
. . . SLC Nuclear
©
s Bilbao, Middle Preclassic to ca. 9.3t Zone site: Middle
© Escuintla Postclassic ’
2 Coyolate area
< El Badl ca. 5.0 Middle Preclassic to
q') 1 n
% 5 Escuintla (N/NE) Postclassic ca. 8.451
o Y Middle Classic (minor)
(“)S 8  El Castillo, Escuintla. ca. 3.0 (NE) to the Late/Terminal ca. 4.8t
S S Classic (A.D. 700-1000)
a2z Golén, Escuintla ca. 1.0 (E) (?) (minor)
©
= . . 3 km from the
&)Cﬁ Pantale6n,Escuintla ca.(g.é))-4.0 Late to Te(r;r;mal Classic Unknown SLC; Middle
) Coyolate area
Agunag, ca. 8.0 Late Formative to Early ca. 5.0t Mpi:je ddkrangr;t f)lltaet;e
Escuintla (Sw) Postclassic T Y
area
Balberta, Late Preclassic (minor) t .
§ Escuintla ca. 35.0 (S) Early Classic ca. 1.765 coastal plain site
2 El Balsamq ca. 15.0- Late Preclassic and . .
£ Escuintla 20.0 (S) Terminal Classic ca.40.08 piedmont site
(8]
© La Montana ca. 25.0 km . o
o . ’ Early to Late Classic ca. 100.0 coastal plain site
3 Escuintla (S-swW) y P
S Monte Alto, ca. 20km Early to Middle ca27.8§ pmd:;ﬂ?tus;ttee; Rio
o Escuintla (S) Formative et q 9
rainage
. . piedmont site;
Palo V_erde, ca. 10.3 (N) Middle Class_lc to ca.2.0t Middle Coyolate
Escuintla Postclassic
area
La Blanca, ca. 100.0 | Early Formative (minor), ca. 40.0 coastal plain;
San Marcos (W) Middle Formative T Rio Naranjo
* . .
2 La Victoria, ca. 100.0 Early (Ir:‘mnor) to Middle Unk Pacifi s
B Retalhuleu W) ormative nknown acific coastal site
o (1500 BC — AD 100)
5 e (minor) -
S Palo Gordo, ca 500 | Ealy Formative (minor) piedmont site;
ey Middle Formative to ca. 3.9t1
c Suchitepéquez (NW) Classic. Late Postclassi Nahualate Area
5 assic, Late Postclassi
B Salinas La Blanca, ;| ca. 100.0 Early to Middle Unknown coastal site
= San Marcos (W) Preclassic
ca.85.0 Middle to Late ca.650.0* Western
Tak'alik Ab’aj (I\-IE). Formative, Late Classic (Late Guatemalan
(minor reoccupation) Formative) piedmont site
Kaminaljuyd, ca. 30.0 Middle Preclassic to Ca('l?gtoe'o Guatemalan
Guatemala (NE) Postclassic ; Highlands site
Formative)

T Chinchilla 1996; § Bove 1989; * Love 2011
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Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa Nuclear Zone

Bilbao (Escuintla, Guatemala)

Background:The site of Bilbao, located just north of the modewn of Santa Lucia
Cotzumalhuapa (14° 20’ north latitude, 91° 1’ whstgitude), is the largest of three
monumental compounds in the Cotzumalhuapa regiah @msists of an artificial
acropolis that once supported seventeen earthampys or mounds (Parsons 1967:13).
The acropolis is separated into four mound gro@®ps A through D, from south to
north) which were connected and accessed via deaengs throughout the site (Figure
2.6) (Parsons 1967:18). The other two main arctutat compounds in the CNZ are El
Castillo, a smaller settlement located 3 km norttBitbao, and El Baul, a defensive
settlement with an artificial acropolis and sevestaine monuments located 5 km to the
northeast of Bilbao (Figure 2.3).

Bilbao was continually occupied from the Format(ea. 700 BC) until the Late
Classic period (ca. AD 900) and witnessed a pojmraiecrease during the transition
from the Terminal Classic to the Early PostclagBiove 2002b:14). Surface collections
and excavations at Bilbao and El Baul yielded sdtostclassic ceramic materials, but
there is little evidence of support a major occigmatduring this period (Parsons
1967:25).

At Bilbao there are two main structural phasestohe construction: a lower level
corresponding to the Middle Classic (Laguneta pha&® 400-700) and later
construction dating to the Late Classic (Santa &ughase, AD 700-900) (Parsons

1969:22). According to Parsons (1969:32), the Shatia phase of construction was
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Figure 2.6 Site map of Bilbao, Guatemala [Adapted from Passt#67, Borheqyi Archives].

contemporaneous with the decline of Kaminaljuya asajor regional polity. The various

occupational components of the site cover a tdta&l0o5 ha (Bove 1989:66). Based on
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the percentages of pottery assigned by Parsohe tdliddle Formative (6.7% of the total
assemblage) and the Late Formative (19.8%), Bo@8966) proposes that the site
covered approximately 2.7 ha (6.7% of the totahpead 8.0 ha (19.8% of the total area)
during these periods respectively. Since stone medsused as a building material at
settlements on the Pacific coast until the Clapsitod, these site-size estimates cannot
be corroborated by additional settlement data chitectural evidence (Sharer and

Traxler 2006).

Archaeological Investigation®uring the MPM Bilbao Project, the team sampledas
the seventeen mounds, conducted test pits throtigheusite, and dug stratigraphic
trenches near Monument 18 (Group B, Pyramid 4), ioent 19 (southwest of Group
A), and Monument 21 (Group B, Pyramid 2) (Parso867120) (Figure 2.6). Another
zone of exploration was the “Monuments Plaza,” ndufoe its concentration of stone
sculptures, located east of Group A (Parsons 186¥9). Borhegyi (1969:21) states that
because the site of Bilbao lay beneath an actiffee@lantation where excavation units
were often placed between plants, some archaealofgiatures may have been missed
during survey and excavation. This issue still &xia the Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa
region, where coffee plantations have been replégesugarcane fields in the last two
decades (Chinchilla 1996). Nevertheless, Parsoesearch yielded a great deal of
information regarding settlement history, cerammd aite chronologies, sculptures, and
interaction and settlement patterns. In 1994, dhilaccompleted limited investigations

around the site periphery of Bilbao (Chinchilla 629
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Ceramics: There are six ceramic complexes at Bilbao, spanriiogn the Middle

Formative to the Postclassic (Table 2.1). Basedcemparative pottery studies and
radiocarbon samples, the llusiones phase (Late &tore) at Bilbao corresponds to the
Providencia, Miraflores, and Arenal phases at Kafjuyl and the Crucero phase at La
Victoria. The Laguneta phase (Middle Classic) cumles with the Esperanza phase and
possibly the beginning of the Amatle phase at Kathigu, and the San Francisco and
San Juan pre-Plumbate phases at El Baul (Parsd@®.IPhe Santa Lucia phase (Late
Classic) corresponds to the Pamplona phase at K#mia, the San Juan Plumbate

phase at El Baul, and the Marcos phase at La Vac{Brarsons 1966).

El Baul (Escuintla, Guatemala)

Background:

The peak occupation at El Baul occurred duriregéhddle to Late Classic (ca.
AD 400-900) but ceramic evidence indicates thatdite was settled continuously from
the Middle Formative to the Postclassic (Thomps@#8). Much like Bilbao, El Baul has
large platforms and several stone monuments (Figurg but unlike Bilbao, where
ramps served as access points to the platformsythéectural layout of EI Baul is more
defensive, with both natural and artificial boundarChinchilla 1998:513). The sites are
connected by a 2.5-km long causeway (the Gava@ateseway), which consists of two
levels of construction, both dating to the Late SSia period (Chinchilla 2004).
Surprisingly, ground penetrating radar (GPR) andaeations have not revealed any

causeways connecting the site of El Baul with thiedtlargest settlement in the area, El
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Castillo (Chinchilla 2004). The absence of a causetbetween El Castillo and El Baul
may indicate that Bilbao was the central complexhe Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa
region.

Thompson (1948) originally designated El Baul & ttype site for the
Cotzumalhuapan culture area because it was thesfiesto be excavated in the region
that had Cotzumalhuapan-style stone monuments atgoR (1967:13) subsequently
argued that Bilbao should be considered the tyigebsicause it had a longer occupation,

was a larger settlement, and contained more montaisgulptures than El Badul.

Archaeological investigationgn Waterman’s 1924 publication, he analyzed moemnis
and ceramics from El Baul and Pantaledn in a vasidterms but the first systematic
excavations at El Baul did not occur until a prbjEkompson headed a project the 1940s
(Thompson 1948). In 1982, archaeological investigat at the site, directed by Marion
Popenoe de Hatch, yielded a photographic recordalbf known Santa Lucia
Cotzumalhuapan area sculptures. She identifiedal@nbnographic themes and possible
figural representations of individuals and rulerghe sculptural assemblage (Popenoe de
Hatch 1989:167,193). Chinchilla (1996) expandednuBopenoe de Hatch’s research on
sculptures for his dissertation. In addition tolptwral research at El Baul, Popenoe de
Hatch and Rubio (1986) investigated a possible dticmarea 500 m in 1986 (Chinchilla
2001:3), Sonia Medrano directed recent excavatwing large quantity of obsidian
debitage by the acropolis, and Chinchilla (200Bnidied an obsidian workshop and a

sweat house after test excavations.
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Figure 2.7 Stephen Borhegyi leaning on a stone sculpturejagaar (AD 900-11007),
Finca El Baul, Guatemala. [Milwaukee Public Muselahoto from the Borhegyi Archives].

Ceramics: Early ceramic classifications were presented bytéiiaan and Thompson.
Waterman (1924:9) identified three groups of cecamplain, reddish-brown burnished
vessels; a light yellow coarse ware; and a glosasgkbware. Thompson (1948) expanded
those classifications, identifying four distinctramic phases at El Baul: San Francisco
(Middle Classic), San Juan (Late Classic), San Rlambate (Terminal Classic), and
Tohil (Early Postclassic). San Juan and Tohil weoth found in Classic and Postclassic

contexts in later excavations directed by Bove @hohchilla (Bove 2002:182).

El Castillo (Escuintla, Guatemala)
Background:El Castillo, another settlement in the Santa L@mzumalhuapan zone, is

located in the Middle Coyolate area between Bilfgakm southwest) and El Baul (2 km
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north). The site has fourteen Cotzumalhuapan-sgldptures and a concentration of
monumental architecture (Chinchilla 1996:211-2ZB)ough not as impressive as the
architectural complexes at El Baul or Bilbao, Els@lk is larger than other minor
settlements in this region (e.g., Santa Rita, Gol@hinchilla 2008). El Castillo is
connected to Bilbao by the Berendt Causeway, naafted Carl Herman Berendt, who
supervised the excavation and shipment of sculpttoethe Ethnographic Museum of

Berlin, Germany, in 1876 (Chinchilla 2001).

Archaeological investigationdvlinimal archaeological investigations have been
conducted at El Castillo. Chinchilla completed aue collections at El Castillo
(Chinchilla 1993) and excavations at Bilbao, El llas San Cristobal, and Los Cerritos-
Norte (Chinchilla 1995). The ceramic data from thewestigations are included in the
Pacific Coast Archaeological Project’s Relationat&dbase (RDB) and were used for my

analyses in Chapter 4.

Golén (Escuintla, Guatemala)

Background:According to Chinchilla (1996:269-272), Gol6n wa®sn likely another
important ceremonial center in the Santa Lucia Qo&lhuapa area based on the
presence of several monumental sculptures; althowgimajor architecture has been
uncovered. The site is connected to the site o€C&idtillo by a 2-km long causeway,

named after the Austrian traveler S. Habel, whalpeced a report and drawings of some
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of the earliest identified Cotzumalhuapan sculure the region (Chinchilla 2001:2;

Strebel 1899:550).

Archaeological investigations:Minimal archaeological investigations have been
conducted at Golon focused primarily on sculptuvéh no extensive excavations or test

pitting.

Ceramics:No ceramic materials have been reported fromaiaa.

Central Pacific Coastal and Piedmont Sites

Aguna (Escuintla, Guatemala)

Background: Aguna is located adjacent to the Cotzumalhuapa sitethe Coyolate
drainage (Chinchilla 2006:411). It comprises thgemups of architecture: a high platform
that supports several mounds and a sunken cousufGh), a patio surrounded by four
large mounds (Group B), and another group of mouhdshave not been investigated

(Group C) (Chinchilla 1996:411, 413).

Archaeological investigationd:imited investigations (e.g., by Eisen in 1888) &deen

completed in this area (Chinchilla 1996:413).

Ceramics:Judging from pottery recovered from surface colbes Aguna had a long
occupation. According to Chinchilla (1996:414), sbeceramics span from the Middle

Formative to the Early Postclassic. The Middle tatel Classic material present
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throughout the site indicates a peak occupatiomduhese periods similar to other Santa

Lucia Cotzumalhuapan settlements.

Balberta (Escuintla, Guatemala)

Background:Balberta is located on the Guatemala Pacific ebg@sain and was the first
settled with a minor occupation during the Late rkative period. During the Early
Classic period, the site expanded to include séwdaform mounds, one with a ramp-
like entrance (Bove 1993:7) much like the architeetfrom Bilbao. Population rapidly
declined by AD 400 and was superseded by the nesitbyof La Montana (Beaudry-

Corbett 2002:80).

Archaeological investigationsShook first mentioned Balberta in 1943 when hereul
several mounds and monuments (Bove 2003:5). In,1B@9e conducted an extensive
field survey project of the Pacific coast but heswat able to identify the site until April
of 1980 (Bove 1993:7). Bove went on to direct thalkd®rta Project in the 1980s to
investigate the Terminal Formative to Early Clagsamsition in the area. He, along with
his students, explored the Balberta zone (a causedwanestic and mound contexts, and

the plaza) and Pilar in 1983-84 and 1986-87 (sae®bal. 2003).

Ceramics:Both Shook and Bove collected very few sherdsmdutieir intial visits, all of
which were unidentifiable due to erosion (Bove 28608). Bove later found Early
Classic sherds during subsequent surveys of tleetareugh surface collections and one
small test pit (Bove 1993:7). The Relational DatssbéRDB) from the Pacific Coast

Archaeological Project includes 27,417 sherds rexx from Balberta and Pilar. These
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belong to several types also present at BilbaoeMéalad, Rio Santiago Usulutan, and
Verbena White (llusiones phase); Peridido (Lagupétase); San Juan Plumbate (Santa
Lucia ceramic complex); and Tiquisate (Laguneta Sadta Lucia phases)] (Bove et al.
n.d.:RDB). Notably, many of these sherds were Uanln = 1578) or Tiquisate (n =

411)—both widely traded ceramic types in Mesoanaeric

El Balsamo(Escuintla, Guatemala)

Background:The Formative period site of El Balsamo is locdietiveen the coastal
plain and lower piedmont region (between the Ribe2a del Toro and the Rio Aguero)
approximately 10-15 km south of Bilbao and 9 km w#dMonte Alto (Bove 1989:64;

Heller and Stark 1989:43-44).

Archaeological investigationsn 1969-1970,Shook investigated El Balsamo (surface
collections and two test pits) after working at tleghboring site of Monte Alto (Shook
and Popenoe de Hatch 1978). After which, he invilddwlow to spent three field
seasons mapping and testing major mounds abouydldza. In 1979, Stark initiated a
project to collect data around the plaza and ingatt economic and household activities
(Stark et al. 1985:100). Bove completed excavatangl Balsamo in the central zone

and mound group and yielded ceramic from the Fauagteriod.(Bove 2002).

Ceramics:The MPM Bilbao and El Balsamo assemblages shane am ceramic type,
Cajon coarse ware, which dates to the Middle Fau@a850-400 BC); however, the

Cotzumalhuapa RDB data has evidence of severalasitgpes between El Balsamo and
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the CNZ including: @jon, Costefio, Juilian White Rim Black,agar, Matasano Gra
and PuyaddEarly Formative; Conacaste, Cuchillo, ElI BalsanBvown-Black and Zinc

Orange(Middle Formative; and Monte Alto Brown IncisefLate Formativ).

La Montana (formerly Los Chatc-Manantial)(Escuintla, Guatemala)

{oanteat Interval = 50 cmb

Figure 2.€ Topographic map of the Montana Nuclear Zone.
[Adapted from Bove and Medrano 2003:55, Figure

Background:La Montana(previously known as Los Chatdsanantial)is located along
the Acome River on the Pacific coastal plain, agpnately 40 km south of Bilbao ar
10 km northof the Pacific Ocean (Figure ). After the rapid decline of the neighbori
site of Balberta around AD 400, La Montana readketieight ¢ influence in the regio
from AD 500 to 700 (Bove and Neff 2002:33; Neff aBdve 1999:1050)Radiocarbon
and obsidian hydration dates from samples collestadh of the site indicate a mir

occupation before that period, contemporaneous \E#hberta ca. AD 25!-382)
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(Medrano 1995:35). An exchange of pottery during Middle to Late Classic between
La Montana and the sites around the Santa Luciau@alhuapa in the piedmont area is
based on ceramic compositional data completed by &lel Bove (Neff and Bove

1999:1050; Neff and Medrano 2006:3). Also during time, La Montana experienced

periods of influence from Teotihuacan.

Archaeological investigationd:a Montana was first discovered by Bove in 198a by
the early 1990s, Sonia Medrano (1995:34) conduategstematic survey of the area and
excavated test pits to collect ceramic samplesraocdnstruct the occupational sequence
at the site. Data from several test pits indicateclipation during the Late Classic period
(Medrano 1995:34). However, the Montana Projectused primarily on the Early
Classic Colojate phase—a period of increased inflaefrom Teotihuacan—and the

Middle Classic San Jerénimo phase (Bove and Medz2@0@b:7).

Ceramics: Preliminary analyses of ceramics from La Montandidate that there are
several Classic period types which overlap withesyjdentified in both the Bilbao and
the Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa ceramic assembldgesnéntes, Firpo, Peridido,
Recuerdo red-and-black jars, and Tiquisate) (MemE$95:35-37, Figs. 1-9, 11, 16-17,
19). According to the results of a principal comgoenhanalysis (PCA) study conducted
by Neff and Bove (1999:1049), Classic period seywessels from La Montana and the
Cotzumalhuapan settlement of El Castillo, approxatya40 km north of La Montana,
were obtained from the same production sourceoirast, the same study indicates that
ceramics recovered at El Paraiso and Lirios, baidwstal sites within 5-10 km of La

Montana, came from another, distinct productionez@yeff and Bove 1999).
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Monte Alto (Escuintla, Guatemala)

Background: Monte Alto is located in the lower piedmont/uppeoastal plain
approximately 5 km west of the Rio Achiguate anckf@Dsoutheast of Bilbao and Santa
Lucia Cotzumalhuapa. There was limited occupationthe site during the Early
Formative but by the Middle Formative it grew to &erimary regional center in the

region (Bove 1989:63).

Archaeological investigationsfhe site was investigated by Shook and Parsoi968-
1970 and Parsons published a preliminary reportthen site in 1976Several Late
Formative potbellied figures and monumental headipsares were recovered at the site,
both widespread sculptural arts along the Pacibast the Gulf Coast, and the

connecting isthmus region (Figure 2.9) (Guernsej22%B).

Ceramics:During their excavations, Shook and Parsons reeovapproximately 51,000
sherds, the earliest of which date to the Earlynfadive and are similar to Barra-phase

pottery (Bove 1989:63; Guernsey 2012: 38).
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Figure 2.9 Edwin Shook next to a sculpture at Monte Alto.
[From Rosalina Mendez 1999 (Figure 3)].

Western Pacific Coastal and Piedmont Sites

La Blanca (Retalhuleu, Guatemala)

Background:La Blanca is located in the Pacific coastal ptairnthe Rio Naranjo, near the

Formative sites of La Victoria and Salinas la B&nche site was first occupied in the
Early Formative but by the Middle Formative it wase of largest regional centers on the
Pacific coast (Love 2007:289). According to Love(2:284), the site was the center of a
polity that included over 70 settlements coveripgpraximately 300 km2. The largest

structure at the site, a 150-by-100 meter mounds w@nstructed around 1000 BC

(Middle Formative).
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Archaeological investigationsShook conducted a salvage project at La Bland®iR-
1973 but more recent archaeological investigatimege focused on major architecture

and domestic contexts at the site (Love 2006; Leival 2005).

Ceramics:Most of the ceramics recovered during Shook’stlahiexcavations dated to
the Early Formative (Conchas phase) (Monterrosct3%2). Excavations at Mound 9,
an elite residential area, yielded primarily Middtermative ceramic forms and small

quantities of Early Formative Océs and Locona pgtfeove 2006:6-7).

La Victoria (Retalhuleu, Guatemala)

Background:The site of La Victoria, near the modern fishintiagie of Ocds, comprises
of ten round mounds (Ford 1969:19). Located in pnity to the Middle Formative
regional center of Salinas la Blanca, La Victoriaswoccupied from approximately 1500
BC to AD 100, with a peak occupation during the €las phase (Middle Formative)

(Coe 1960:366).

Archaeological investigation€Early excavations at La Victoria were directedvighael
Coe, with joint support from the Peabody MuseumHzrvard University and the

Instituto de Antropologia e Historia de Guatem&ad 1960).

Ceramics:Coe (1960:365) defined three Formative ceramicseddOcds, Conchas, and
Crucero) and one Late Classic ceramic phase (Mprchse earliest ceramics in
Mesoamerica are thought to have originated in stl@mius area and are categorized into

three phases: Barra (ca. 1600-1400 BC), Laconal&0-1250 BC), and Ocoés (ca. 1250
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BC) (Foster 2005:21-23). By the Ocos phase, fineame&es were highly elaborate,
indicating a certain level of craft specializatigxccording to Adams (1972:8-10), early
Ocos-style pottery around La Victoria is closelgdtito ceramic traditions to the west
(specifically areas in Oaxaca, Veracruz, and Cligpahich indicates movement of
materials, people, and ideas from these regiotiset@oast of Guatemala and, eventually
Guatemalan Highlands (e.g. Kaminaljuyd). Also comnturing the Early Formative
were rocker-stamped and cord-marked ceramics (C960:266). Vessel forms
characteristic of the Oc6s phase include flat-lmtfmns, tecomates, and globular tripod
bowls. In the subsequent Cuadros phase, tecomaidisiee while composite-silhouette
bowls are introduced (Ford 1969:19). By the ConcBaphase (Middle Formative),

Usulutan-decorated dishes with wide, everted, andvgd rims appear (Coe 1960:366).

Salinas La Blanca Retalhuleu, Guatemala)
Background:Salinas La Blanca is located on the Rio Naranjo tleafishing village of

Ocos and the archaeological site La Victoria.

Archaeological investigationsExcavations directed by Coe and Flannery (1962)
demonstrated that the site was a small villageaitlevand daub houses built on low clay
platforms like those found at other Guatemalan tabasites dating to the Early and

Middle Formative (Flannery 2009:23).

Ceramics:The excavations at Salinas La Blanca yielded appravely 66,220 sherds, a

major portion of which (86%) were plain, unslippgt,body fragments (Coe 1960).
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Tak'alik Ab'aj (formerly known as Ab’aj Tak’alikRetalhuleu, Guatema

[Adapted from Hatch, Schieber de Lavarreda andgarfeorzo 2011, Figure 8.
Background: This western Guatemalan piedmcFormative periodsite became an
important regional center by the Middle Forma (Figure 2.10) It boasts the large
concentration of Olmestyle sculptures (including a possible colossaldheaitside o
the Gulf Coast region (Love 2007:288). During tresition from the Middle to the La
Formative,Tak’alik Ab’aj witnessecmajor architecturatonstruction as well epossibly
ideological changes manifested inshift from Olmec iconography t‘Maya-style”
sculpturesand architecture similar to lzapa and KaminaljiLove 2007:23; Palka
2000:7). Occupation at the sitpeaked during the Late Formatjvabandoned, and

resettled wih a minor occupation kduring the Late Classic.

Archaeological investigation Excavationsconducted by the University of Califorr
and the institution of Anthropology and History @uatemalarecovered stone

monuments and earthen archaeolocfeatures (Palka 2000:7).
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Ceramics:Early ceramics dating to the beginning of the Fative period are connected
to Pacific coast ceramic wares but by the Middlenkadive, Tak’alik Ab’aj has ceramic
styles closely related to the piedmont zone type®iibbao and Monte Alto (Palka
2000:7). The Middle to Late Formative ceramics froak’alik Ab’aj belong to a local

pottery tradition known as Océsito (Love 2004:42007:288).

Mesoamerican Sites Outside of the Pacific Coast

Iconographic and ceramic evidence indicate that tmajor sites outside of the
Pacific coastal and piedmont zones influenced Billaamd other settlements in the

Cotzumalhuapa zone: Teotihuacan and Kaminaljuya.

Teotihuacan (Estado de México, México)

Background:Teotihuacan is located 45 km northeast of the mmodapital of Mexico in
the Valley of Mexico. The population of the sitegha to increase during the Terminal
Formative period (ca. 100 BC), and continued toagnato the Classic period, when it
became the largest urban settlement in Mesoamwiibal 00,000 to 150,000 inhabitants
(Angulo 2007:83; Cowgill 2008:962; Evans and Webs?©01:722). The lack of
archaeological evidence or iconographic representatof rulers at Teotihuacan has
made it difficult to determine what type of politpuld have supported and maintained
this rapid growth and development. However, exgdiana of Teotihuacan’s emergence

as a preeminent political center during the fired aecond centuries focus on such factors



49

as the site’s abundance of natural resources (edlgembsidian) and its role as a sacred

built landscape in proximity to the mountain Ce@ordo.
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Figure 2.11Portion of the Temple of the Feathered Serpemtda@t Teotihuacan.
[Drawing by Linda Schele; Schele and Matthews 1288; Fig. 7.38]

Evidence of widespread Teotihuacano influence iesgnt throughout
Mesoamerica, including the sites of Monte Albanp@aljuyd, and Tikal and includes
the importation and local imitation of Teotihuacazeramics (e.g., Thin Orange, tri-pod
vessels,incensari®, symbolic depictions of Teotihuacano deities ocally produced
ceramics) (Braswell 2003b:137; Headrick 2007). lddiaon to portable objects,
“foreigners” from Teotihuacan are represented in the local arthase sites (e.g.,
Teotihuacano ambassadors at Monte Alban, visitérsm' the west” in the Maya
lowlands) and ideas and styles were borrowed fragotifiuacan (e.g.talud-tablero
architecturé) (Figure 2.11). The status of Teotihuacan as gioiant urban center was
reinforced by elites in other regions, who emulafedtihuacano styles and emphasized

their links to the Mexican metropolis in order gnforce their high status.

® Althoughtalud-tableroarchitecture originated in Puebla, this stylewifd to other regions of
Mesoamerican via Teotihuacan influence.
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Archaeological investigationsSmall surveys and excavation projects at Teotihuaca
were conducted in the first half of the twentietmiry, but it was not until the 1960s
and 1970s that an extensive survey of the 20-kieffa@ological site—the Teotihuacan
Mapping Project (TMP)—was directed by René Milld®T3). This survey produced
accurate maps representing the peak occupatidreairban center, including thousands
of apartment compounds and temples (Millon 1973;.33kce the TMP, there have been
several major excavation projects at Teotihuaaaciuding further investigations of the
large monumental structures (e.g., Gomez 2002;yaow and Cabrera 2007) as well as
apartment compound groups in the periphery, awasn fthe civic-ceremonial center

(e.g., Cowgill 2008; Croissier 2007; Gomez 2002 nizkmnilla 2009).

Teotihuacan-style ceramics at BilbaAs stated in Chapter 1, the purpose of the MPM
Bilbao project was to identify the possible centké¢xican influence in the southern
“Maya” region based on ceramics, stone sculptuaesl architecture at Bilbao and
neighboring sites. Although there was little aratlagical evidence for central Mexican,
and specifically, Teotihuacano-style ceramics amdhitecture at Bilbao, various
elements of central Mexican political and religiocenography appear in Middle Classic
(AD 550-700) sculptural art at Bilbao and other LLmbalhuapa sites. These include
Tlaloc (the rain god), speech scrolls, butterflig “prowling jaguar,” and conch shells
(Bove and Medrano 2003:46; Parsons 1969:139-14€)o§1984) and Hellmuth (1978)
both argue that there was Teotihuacano influencéhénvicinity of the Santa Lucia
Cotzumalhuapa region based on a number of Teotmistyle incensarios found in

Escuintla (Bove and Medrano 2003:47 (ca. AD 400}7€@ssified sherds found at
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Bilbao during the MPM Project, only eighteen Teatbhano-style Il ceramic fragments
date to this period (Parsons 1967:102, 1969:139-1E0urteen of these sherds are from
black-brown cylindrical, slab-footed tripod vaseslacovers, and four are black-brown
annular-base cup sherds (Parsons 1967:102) (FRyuB). These sherds correspond to
the Early Xolalpan phase (ca. AD 400-500) at Te@dan (Pasztory 1978:6).

Despite Parsons’ classification of these shetdsas been suggested by Popenoe
de Hatch (1989:168) that there are no Teotihuatda-seramics at Bilbao; however, she
does not offer an alternative explanation of thailarities between these sherds and
other ceramic complexes on the Pacific coast. Qussiple interpretation is that the
vessels came from the Montana complex (south ofSdm#a Lucia Cotzumalhuapa area
on the Pacific coast) during the Middle Classicewtlits inhabitants were influenced by
or interacted with Teotihuacanos. For example, Bawve Medrano (2003:69, 74) argue
that the annular-base cup fragments noted in Psirsoralysis of Teotihuacano-style
ceramics at Bilbao are similar to Polanco Blackyanocups ¢opag from the Classic-
period regional center of La Montana (Figures 2ah@ 2.13). Copas are goblet-shaped
with a pedestal base and either rounded or flanalls (Minc 2001:607). Nevertheless,
although there is evidence for links between theat&umalan piedmont zone and
Teotihuacan (e.g., the use of central Mexican igoaohy in local sculptures), it appears
there was little (if any) actual movement of cehtvexican ceramics into the Santa

Lucia Cotzumalhuapa area.
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Teotihuacan-Style Il (56006/21348), Type 23a
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Figure 2.12Teotihuacan Il Style ceramics from Bilbao, Lagun€&eramic Complex (MPN

Figure 2.13Annular BlackBrown base cuy (copag. Left, from Bilbao [After Parsons 1967]. Rigfrom
the Montana zoné,0s Chatos (19¢-83) [After Bove and Medrano 2003:68; Figure 2

Kaminaljuyl (Guatemala, Guatema
Background:Kaminaljuyu, a large Formative to Classic periodecgonial center in th
Guatemalan Highlands, was a key node on one ofmih& extensive trade networks
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ancient Mesoamerica. The location of Kaminaljuyéamthe modern day capital of
Guatemala, was strategic in two respects. Firstiag located in a valley that afforded
access south to the Pacific coast and north tdvibagua Valley (West 1964.77). In
addition, its proximity to two major obsidian soesc(Jilotepeque and El Chayal) fueled
economic exchange between it and other settlentlerdaghout the Pacific coast region
(see Figures 2.1).
The connection between Teotihuacan and Kaminaljgy@omplex. Although

there is influence from Teotihuacan during the Nied@lassic (e.g., architecture styles,
ceramics), there is no indication that large groofpEeotihuacanos lived at the site based

on domestic or burial contexts and materials (L29@7:300).

Archaeological investigationsThe Carnegie Institution of Washington excavated at
Kaminaljuyl between 1935 and 1983ddder et al. 1946; Shook and Kidder 1952). The
first major project (headed by Alfred Kidder, Jedsanings, and Edwin Shook in 1936-
1942) focused on excavating two small mounds tbatasned “pyramid-like” structures
(Kidder et al. 1946). Ceramic analysis data from groject indicated that several pottery
types from Kaminaljuyl were similar in style to aevics at Teotihuacan. During the
summers of 1956 and 1957, Borhegyi (then Directothe University Museum in
Norman, Oklahoma) conducted excavations at Kamigalpnd Las Charcas, Guatemala
(Borhegyi archives). From 1968 to 1971, the Pervasyh State University Kaminaljuyu
Project was directed by William Sanders and Joddpaels (Wetherington 1978:5).
The subsequent Miraflores Il project recovered srtigl evidence of occupation during

the Middle Formative as well (Love 2007:290; Popenie Hatch 1996, 2002; Valdés
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1997). During this project, ceramic materials fréme Middle Formative (Las Charcas

phase) were found in both domestic features anchchoantexts (Love 2007:290).

Ceramics: The Kaminaljuya Project (Wetherington 1978:7) watame-scale ceramic
analysis of all of the sherds recovered by varjnagects that are housed at the Museum
of Anthropology in Guatemala City; over 1.4 millisherds were catalogued, and 11,769
rim sherds were examined in detail. This projecuf®d on various attributes (e.g., form,
paste, decoration), which were used to create ¢gpodl categories (Wetherington

1978:5).

Kaminaljuyd ceramic types at BilbaGeramics found at Bilbao that were imported from
Kaminaljuyd date primarily to the Middle and Laterfative periods (Parsons 1967).
According to Parsons (1967), there are eight Kaljpipa types present at Bilbao:
purple-on-fine-red (Providencia phase), red (Arevathase), red-on-cream (Las Charcas
phase), Verbena White (Miraflores or Arenal phabick-brown coarse (Arenal phase),
graphite-on-red (Miraflores phase), and fine redréfifores phase) (see Table 2.1 for the

phase sequence at Kaminaljuyu).

Summary

As stated at the beginning of this chapter, ihitiecupation on the Pacific coast
occurs sometime during the Archaic period charasdrby group mobility and foraging.
It was not until the Formative period that settlaeitsedeveloped along the coast near
marine resources (e.g., La Victoria, Salinas LanBéa La Victoria, Balberta) and in the

piedmont zone along trade routes from the Gulf Ctaghe highlands (e.g., Tak’alik
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Abaj, El Baul, Bilbao, Monte Alto) with evidence aifluence from the Olmec region
and Kaminaljuyu.

The Late Formative and the Classic periods witttbgmpulation increases along
the coast and later in the piedmont zone, as veetha emergence of several regional
centers including La Montana and Santa Lucia Co#&thuapa. During the Classic
period, there is also evidence of influence fronotifeiacan. In the Early Postclassic,
there is a decline in power around the Santa LGozumalhuapa area and a decrease in

population and settlements along the coast.

Historical Overview of Ceramic Studies from the Rfc Coast of Guatemala

In the early to mid-twentieth century, researchtle Cotzumalhuapa zone
focused primarily on the discovery and study otémational-style” monumental stone
sculptures with an emphasis on possible externalrall influences from either central
Mexico or the Lowland or Highland Maya regions. &uaics were only briefly
mentioned in early publications describing cultuafiliation, interregional trade, and
cultural influences. One such early example was wek of T. T. Waterman, the
assistant director of the National Museum in Gualesnwho identified several groups of
ceramics at El Baul and the nearby site of Pamtalada 1924 publication. As noted
previously, Waterman (1924:9) identified three idist groups of ceramics at these two
sites: plain reddish-brown burnished vessels, lat ligellow coarse ware, and a glossy

black ware. Although he provided no temporal infation about these wares, the “plain”
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vessels are most likely Plumbate and the lightoyeltoarse ware is probably Tiquisate
(Borhegyi Archives, personal notations by BorhegyiWaterman’s 1924 publication).

The monograph by Thompson (1948)) Archaeological Reconnaissance in the
Cotzumalhuapa Region, Escuintlayas important to the development of ceramic
typological studies and methodology in the Pactfmastal region. His systematic
approach to ceramic research yielded one of tls¢ lfacal ceramic typologies for this
area of Guatemala, which Parsons used later whassifiling the Bilbao ceramic type
collection at the MPM. Parsons’ study will be dissed in detail in Chapter 3. In addition
to comparing the Bilbao ceramics with publishedadabm La Victoria and Salinas La
Blanca (Coe 1960; Coe and Flannery 1962), Kamigaljihook and Kidder 1952), and
El Baul (Thompson 1948), Parsons also used shetldsied from the surface at El Baul,
Kaminaljuyd, and La Victoria (now housed at the MPldr ceramic comparisons (see
Appendix B).

Thompson’s and Parsons’ ceramic studies were tlmdation for ceramic
typologies in the immediate area of Cotzumalhu&pawever, as more research in the
area has been completed; ceramic chronologies baea modified based on new
radiocarbon dates, the identification of additiosiéés with subsequent artifact analyses,
and additional research on possible productionecsnin the southern Pacific region
including Parsons’ ceramic typology and sequencéhi® Escuintla region based on new
calibrated radiocarbon dates and associated résg@ahninchilla 2004).

Several studies of pottery from Pacific coastidsshave been completed in the
last four decades (e.g., Beaudry 1984; Berlo 1#8/e 1989, 1997; Chinchilla et al.

1997; Kosakowsky et al. 1999; Love 2007; Neff 1984ff and Bove 1999; Neff et al.
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1988, 1989) which examined pottery production asnteeramic variation, and cultural
interaction on the coast by utilizing stylistic acoimpositional analyses. Other important
monographs published since Parsons completed udy $hat are relevant to the Bilbao
assemblage (although they focus on sites outsidkeoPacific piedmont zone) describe
pottery from Kaminaljuyl (Wetherington 1978), Sanfeticia (Demarest 1986), and

Teotihuacan (Rattray 2001).

Regional Trade Wares: Plumbate and Tiquisate

Plumbate is a monochrome ware with subtle coleratians (gray, black, and
olive) that is found from central Mexico to Panaima is concentrated on the Pacific
coast (Buchnell and Digby 1955:24-25) (Figure 2.R@gsearch indicates that Plumbate
wares are separated into two different groups: [Tahd San Juan. Both groups are
present in Classic and Postclassic contexts albadacific coast and were introduced
ca. AD 700-800 (Bove 2002:182). Neff's (1988) asaly indicate that while simple
Tohil and San Juan Plumbate vessels are similéorm, compositionally they are two

distinct wares.

Figure 2.14Plumbate Jar from the Lempa River region, El S&dvaAD 900 - 1200. Collected or
excavated by MAI staff member Samuel K. Lothrud @26 [NMAI Accession #15/271].
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MEXICO

-----

:| Suggested Plumbate Source Region

Figure 2.15Map of Guatemala highlighting the possible areprofiuction for Plumbate Wares.
[Adapted from Neff and Bishop 1988].

Neff et al. (1988) have proposed that Plumbateew®pduced near the border
between western Guatemala and Chiapas where imaas produced during the Classic
period (Figure 2.15). They were one of the mostartamt commaodities by the Terminal
Classic and were widely distributed from the Yuopata Central America (Sharer and
Traxler 2006:583).

Waterman’s (1924) description of “plain” vessels€=atBaul could refer to either
Tohil or San Juan during the Early Postclassic; énax, Tohil differed from San Juan
vessels later, during the Early Postclassic pemdten they were elaborately incised and
included effigy vessels (Bove 2002:182). ThereftWaterman most likely was referring
to either San Juan Plumbate or an early variefyodbil.

The other widely traded pottery is Tiquisate, whilgtes to the Classic period and

is characterized by a thick, beige slip that raimgeolor from cream to orange (Parsons
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1967:130) (see Figure 4.18, left). Tiquisate ves$mlve been found along the Pacific
coast at sites including Anna, Bonampak, Bonant8asamo, Giralda, La Rubia, Los-
Chatos-Manantial, Palo Gordo, Santa Lucia Cotzuuosdh, Tak’alik Ab’aj, Texas-Los
Chatos, Tzuy-Lopez, and Vista Hermosa (Parsons &8@7ove et al. RDB). At Bilbao
(Parsons 1967:130-134, 152-153), Tiquisate forradraguently bowls and dishes and in
general iconography often depicted on Tiquisatselesncludes human beings, mythical
beings, and animals (e.qg., jaguar, deer, monkeypeats, and birds) (See Magali Gomez
n.d.:6-13). Design elements were molded by applyilag to the surface of the pottery

before firing.

Pacific Coast Archaeological Project

The Pacific Coast Archeological Project (Bove e} synthesized all of the data
collected since research began in the Escuintiamag 1978-1979. This project had four

main objectives (Bove 2002:1):

(1) the preparation of publishable manuscripts (Bexe 2002; Bove and
Medrano 2004);

(2) the design, implementation, and completion tfrge relational database
including sites, stratigraphic data from excavaicceramics, obsidian,
and other artifacts (The Cotzumalhuapa RelatiDaahbase [RDB]);

(3) the completion of all ceramic analysis andsitations of key ceramic types
and groups as well as other significant artifd@$ses such as obsidian; and

(4) the design and implementation of a large Gl&lkse encompassing all
of the data collected.
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As of 2002, the Relational Database (RBD) includedormation on
approximately 100,000 ceramic sherds and 30,00@lialsartifacts (Bove 2002:3). The
ceramic data are separated into 11 individual @ated which correspond to different
projects in the Pacific coast region (Table 2.3)isTmassive compilation of data will
eventually materialize in a volume dedicated touiigta ceramics. In this thesis | use a
portion of this data set to discuss the distributd types and vessel forms at sites within
the Escuintla region and how they compare to thhance assemblage from the MPM
Bilbao Project (see CERAMIC_COTZ; Table 2.3).

The Cotzumalhuapa database constitutes the lgpgestntage of sherds (31.4%)
in the RDB (31,452 sherds). These data were deffinged pottery collected from the
surface and salvage excavations at Vista Linda 1(t9€l Baul (1991); surface
collections north of the acropolis at Bilbao (199&urface collections at El Castillo
(1993); controlled surface collections at Bilbaa ather sites (1994); and excavations at
Bilbao, Castillo, San Cristobal, and Los Cerritosrg (1995) (Bove 1996:5). A majority
of the ceramic sherds from the Cotzumalhuapa ds¢albaere recovered in domestic
surface collections (49.7%), unknown contexts (288 mound fill (5.8%), and they
date primarily to the San Jeronimo (Middle Clasglbase (59.1%) and Pantaleon (Late
Classic) phase (18.4%). On the other hand, Eanlgn&ove to Early Classic pottery is far
less abundant (Madre Vieja, Coyolate, and Tecqgphimses [0.3%], Sis and Guatalon

phases [0.3%], and Mascalate and Guatalon pha$¥¥s])2
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Table 2.3
Relational Database (RDB) of ceramics from the fRacbast
(Adapted from Bove correspondence, 1996).
Database Site(s) :Dnr\i/r;(;itﬁ);;tor(s) N Rims (I)éolr(r)lfs
CERAMPJ1 Bonanza (1985) 590 436 73.9
CERAMPJ2 Anna, Bonampak, & 7864 6844 87.0
Bonanza (1985, 88, 90)
Giralda (1983-84) Bove
Parcelamieto Los Angeles: Medrano and Arroyo
(1987)
Tzuy-Lopez (1987)
Vista Hermosa(1987) Bove
CERAMICX Balberta and Pilar (1983, @ Medrano and Arroyo: 27564 15947 57.9
84, 86, 87)
CERAMBZ5 Bonanza (1985) 1738 1276 73.5
CERAMEB El Balsamo (1989) Bove 269 210 78.1
CERAMVH Vista Hermosa (1988-89) Bove 2372 2118 89.3
CERAMLPC Carolina, Las Playas, Bove 1427 1157 81.1
Yolanda, & 670601 (1982)
CERAMMAL Los Chatos-Manantial Bove 21567  1532¢ 71.1
(1991-92); Texas-Los
Chatos (1982-83)
CERAMIC_COTZ: Vista Linda (1991); El Ball Bove and Medrano; | 31452 | 20057 63.8
(1991); Bilbao (1991) Bove and Chinchilla
El Castillo (1993); Bilbao | Chinchilla (analysis
(1994); Bilbao, Castillo, by Medrano,
San Cristobal, & Los Genoves, and
Cerritos-Norte (1995) Chinchilla)
CERAMCPN La Rubia, Giralda, Tzuy- Arroyo; Bove 766 646 84.3
Lopez
TECOJATE Tecojate 4585 3455 75.4
Totals 100194 67474 -
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Chapter Ill. Methodology

Previous analysis of the Bilbao materials

Parsons and the MPM team completed the initial ghad analysis in the field
(1961-1963), photographing partial vessels, clgsglf sherds, writing general
descriptions, and tabulating sherd counts (Figutg $ince none of the excavation units
or trenches (except Test Pit 2) had undisturbetigtaphy, all ceramic materials were
grouped as a single lot before being separatedholugically based on established forms
and type comparisons (Parsons 1967:24). Parsonsasely identified imported pottery

through a visual comparison with materials fromeottegions, but did not type them.

Figure 3.1 (Left) Staff a
Figure 3.2 (Right) A local Guatemalan girl washing pottergsts.
[Milwaukee Public Museum negatives from the Borhiefychives]
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Materials recovered during the MPM Bilbao projdwt are currently housed at
the Milwaukee Public Museum include lithics, chaceamples (used for radiocarbon
dating), and a type collection of 2,617 ceramia@beUnfortunately, during my research
| was not able to find the original field notesrfrahe Bilbao excavations or coding
information from the ceramic analysis (e.g., a b$tthe type descriptions and their
associated typing codes) in the museum’s archiesveer, the museum archives have a
blank master copy of the ceramic data form lisattgbutes—Iike form, style, decorative
elements (e.g., incised/punctated designs, paiot), eneasurements (e.g., height, wall
thickness, rim diameter) and paste—used by theal ftem to classify the Bilbao
assemblage and define local ceramic types, gramasyares at Bilbao (Table 3.1)

The type collection was first analyzed by staffween 1963 and 1965. They
systematically categorized and dated the ceranscgyuhe type-variety system (which
was fairly new at the time in Mesoamerican archagg)l, in addition to previous
excavation and ceramic classification data from Kafjuyl (Shook and Kidder 1936-
1942), El Baul (Thompson 1948), La Victoria (Coe61p and Salinas la Blanca (Coe
and Flannery 1962). Parsons defined six ceramicptmms at Bilbao: Algo-es-Algo
(Middle Formative), llusiones (Late Formative), Meps-Algo (Early Classic), Laguneta
(Middle Classic), Santa Lucia (Late Classic), ammbres-Nada (Postclassic) (see Table

2.1).
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Table 3.1
Number of classified ceramic sherds from Bilbagamized by ceramic complex
[After Parsons 1967, Figure 17]
. Ceramic | Number of Percent. gf total
Phase(s) Ceramic wares (OUDS sherds classified
group sherds at Bilbad

Cajon Coarse ware 2 526 3.1
Algo-es-Algo (Unspecified black-brown ware) 1 23 0.14

(Unspecified white ware) 1 66 0.4
AIgQ—eS-AIgo and Siquinala Red-on-Buff ware 3or4 434 2.55
llusiones (?)

Osuna Coarse ware 2 986 5.8
llusiones Xata Black-Brown ware 2 906 5.3

(Unspecified reddish-orange ware) 1 245 1.44
Algg-es-AIgo, Balsamo Orange ware 4 805 4.74
llusiones, and
Mejor-es-Algo Aguna white-washed-coarse ware 3 728 4.3
Mejor-es-Algo, Coyolate Black-Brown ware 2 1433 8.43
Laguneta, and Santa
Lucia Cocales Red ware 2 140 0.82

Baul Reddish-Brown Coarse ware 4 3886 22.86
Laguneta and Santa.
Luci Bilbao Coarse ware 4 2042 12

ucia

Pantale6n Hard ware 2 1783 10.5
Santa Lucia Plumbate ware 1 61 0.35

(Unspecified Micaceous ware) 1 375 2.21
Peor-es-Nada

(Unspecified Cinnamon ware) 1 23 0.14

. (not
All Phases (Trade or Special wares) 246 1.45
named)

Total 16,477 97%*

*3.0% in miscellaneous categories, not assigngah&ses
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Museum Procedures and ocumentation of the MPM Bilbao Collectic

Each ceramic artifact in thtype collection was labeled with thresets of
numbers: the museum accession and catalog numlgey $6003/21648), the ceran
type numbef (1 through 95; most are followed by a letter toigleste a typ-variation
[e.g. 72B]), and the lot number (1 throug005) (Appendix A, Table3.2). The MPM
museum staff separated the Bilbao ceramic colleciido three groups: “Publishe
Examples,” which appear in the monogrBilbao, Guatemala: An Archaeological Stu
of the Pacific Coast Cotzumalhuapa Re( (1967) (n=1016) “For Exchange,” whicl
were sherds not fully analyzed by museum staff., missing type classificatio
information, museum catal, or accession numb@rén = 1158); and a thi category,
which were used fopetrographic analysis (n = 4« (See Appendix D)Thethin section

slideswere not recovered during my researcthe MPM archives.

Figure 3.3Thin sectiol sherdsamples stored in individual pouches on the ledt Rarsons’ note
for each Ig, listing all pottery recovered for each context

’ The museum stétircled the type number on e: sherd as a way to differentiate it from the lotiner.
8 106 sherdsnentioned in Parsons’ notes abthe monograph'’s illustrationsiere missing from the MPM type collecti
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In preparation for this thesis, | compiled a detilinventory of all Bilbac
materials stored at the MPM. This process yieldddtabase of three obsidian artifact:
blade, a flake, and a s-notched projectile point) and 2617 sherds, 217#kith had
associated lot numbers or archaeological contdigure 3.4 andrable 3.2) The type
collection at the MPM stored in drawers separated loye period (See Appendix

and Figure 3.Yand further separated into boxes by type nu (Figure 3.5.

Figure 3.4 Bilbao type collection storage at the MPM.

Type numbers, while recorded with India ink each sherd, we not written
down inthe museum’s archiv. Therefore, after completing the inventory, | waseatol
construct a list of types present in the type otiben (SeeAppendix C) by comparing
Parsons’ draft fohis 1967 publication with the typed notecain each draweliand the
accession number, lot niber, and type number labeled on each skieigure 3.5). His

notes were the key betwerelating types withtheir associated catalog numt. | was
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able to collate the ceramic data from the typeectibn into one database that could be
used to quantify the functional attributes of tb&ak assemblage.

Each catalog number is associated to a type nurfdssr Appendix G). For
example, Type 1, a Red-on-Orange ware from Chukuii®iiase 1), has a catalog
number of 56003; therefore, if either the type nambr the catalog number were not
present on the sherd, the type could still be dwrgd based on patterns inferred from
my inventory. Only through cataloging the MPM typalection was | able to decipher
the patterns in how the types were initially clésdi because there was not a collection

record of types.

a 560330

b"-, Red-on-Buff to Orange

Zacualpa; Tohil

Figure 3.5Museum documentation example: (a.) catalog andsastan number; (b.) type name and
location (if present); (c.) figure from Parsons6X¥9ublication; and (d.) type number

In addition to making a list of types present Ire tMPM type collection; |
recorded the lot context information from each dhresulting in the tabulations shown in

Table 3.2. According to my results, the three cxtstenave the highest frequency of
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sherds from the type collection were Group B, Pydath— Monument 21 (587 sherds),

Group D, Pyramid 1 (515), and Test Pit 2 (443).

Table 3.2

Number of sherds in the MPM Bilbao assemblage byecd
Context description # sherds
Group A, West Wall Acropolis 42
Group B, Pyramid 2 - MONUMENT 21 587
Group B, Pyramid 4 - MONUMENT 18 142
Group C, Pyramid 2 119
Group D, Pyramid 1 515
Group D, Pyramid 2 33
MONUMENT 19 19
MONUMENTS PLAZA 110
TEST PIT 2 "Esperanza” 443
TEST PIT 4 - Group C, SW Corner 25
No context information recorded 18
Unknown/illegible/no lot # 121
Total 2174*

*443 sherds not included in this total were usedlie petrographic analysis.

Present Analysis of the Bilbao Assemblage

As previously stated in Chapter 1, the aim of fhresent research was to
reevaluate the Bilbao ceramic assemblage in lighthe most current research in the
region as well as new ceramics data available feamta Lucia Cotzumalhuapa and other
sites in the region. | employ a functional approachbrder to see how vessel forms, and
their inferred function, may have changes througte tand to discern what this could tell
us about social, political, economic, and ideolab&spects of Bilbao. These results are

then compared with ceramic data from the Cotzunsgdhuregion available in the RDB
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(Bove et al.) in order to look at different pattemf inter-site interaction with other sites

in the region and beyond.

Data Selection and Analysis

This study made use of two separate datasetsadgherds classified by Parsons
and published in his 1967 monograph (n = 16,47d)the Cotzumalhuapa region subset
of the RDB ceramic database compiled by Bove afi@agues (n = 31,452). Although
approximately 56,000 sherds were recovered fronthes, units, and surface collections
by Parsons at Bilbao, only 16,477 (29.4%) werestii@sl and published. The data | used
in my quantitative analyses of vessel form and fioncwere taken from the raw count
totals calculated by the MPM team in the field, gudblished by Parsons (1967) but the
type collection provided a visual comparison betwége Bilbao collection and types
illustrated in similar ceramic studies from theiogg My inferences regarding the use of
different vessel forms were derived from Parsonsial classification of these materials
but my analysis focused on the functional aspeigp®ttery from the assemblage with the
data provided for the Santa Lucia CotzumalhuapanalSkage. To gain a more accurate
representation of vessel forms from Bilbao, typésgplicable) were broken down into
different forms, and the frequency of each form waksulated. In addition, | calculated
sherd frequencies by vessel types, time periodi@atinumber of sherds classified.

As stated before, different types of pottery vissaee designed to transport, store,
serve, and process liquids and solid foodstuffsssék function is based on form,
structural components, and overall utility. Mosthereological studies of vessel function

are based on ethnographic research or contexttal(@iable 3.3). A single vessel may
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have various technological, social, and/or ideaabifunctions (Skibo 1992:33). The
technological aspects of a vessel refers to médefiéay and temper), production (e.g.,
surface treatment and wall thickness), and usdewhé social and ideological functions
of a vessel are related more to its stylistic eletsieln the absence of ethnographic data,
it may still be possible to infer the functionsasthaeological pottery from aspects of its
form and stylistic attributes.

In Table 3.3, | outline the vessels present frasthlceramic assemblages with
their corresponding functions based on form designiext, ethnographic evidence, and
surface treatments (if noted). For example, there several ethnographic examples
where similar vessel forms to comales (shallowgspind sartenes (frying pan/dishes)
are used today by some groups in the Guatemaldahigg for food processing. In
addition to ethnographic data, archaeologists laatyzed containers looked at sooting
to support this evidence.

Utilitarian forms, like jars, tecomates, and sdmogvl and dish forms in the Santa
Lucia region may correlate to transportation, gjeraand food preparation, while more
specialized forms, like censers, rim-head vessglgdrical vases, and miniature vessels
are associated with ritual or special activities. #&n over generalization, many of the
local wares produced in the Cotzumalhuapa zone witgarian forms including
unslipped jars, bowls, and dishes while contaiveith surface treatments like resist-
patterning, incising, and highly burnished type&ufibate wares) are non-local. Two
exceptions are urns and censers, which are beltevieel locally produced.

The ceramic materials from Bilbao can be dividatb itwo main categories:

sherds from containers (vessels) and miscellanedojscts (e.g., figurines, spindle
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whorls, ear spools, etc.). On a general level, feategories may be used to classify
different vessel types (e.g., bowl, plate, jar,)etoan a more specific level, “form” can
also refer to attributes of a vessel (e.g., rinpghdip treatment, wall curvature, etc.). The
majority of the MPM type collection is rim sherds body sherds with decorative

elements. Fortunately, such sherds provide thetgge@mount of information about

vessel form.
Table 3.3
Vessel Form/Function Correlation
Function: Form(s): Additional Evidence
Cooking Flat griddles ¢omale¥
Sartenes Ethnographic evidence; evidence of burning

Food preparation  Plates
Hemispherical bowl
Grater bowls

Ritual or special Cylindrical vases Contextual evidence and ancieptasentations
of vases during rituals

Censers . . . .
Effigy incense burners Evidence of burning, sooting; concentration of
forms near ritual architecture

Pedestal censers

Miniature vessels Ethnographic evidence
Rim-head vessels Elite ritual contexts
Storage Jar (long and short-necked)

Tecomates and collared jars

Serving
Foodstuffs Bowls/dishes
Shallow dishesdazueld
Hemispherical (decorated)
Flaring walled bowl/dishes
Vases
Liquids Annual base cups Comparative examples
Jars (flared-necked)
T.r ansportation Jars (restricted-necked)
(liquid)

Tecomates
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Following a similar study completed by Lesure (822) on ceramics from the
site of Paso de la Amada, Chiapas, there are fiy@itant variables that should be
considered when determining vessel function: (19sek form; (2) rim diameter; (3)
percentage of rim diameter present; (4) vesselhteand (5) wall angle at rim (used
strictly for the analysis of tecomates). Such a tawariable approach facilitates
inferences about the function and volumetrics dfedent forms. For my analysis of
sherds from both assemblagek considered (1) vessel form as the primary level
classification and analysis including rim diametgall thickness and vessel height; and
(2) decoration as the secondary level of clasgiboato determine the possible function
of vessel forms. The quantitative analyses | umadrtprovide a foundation for
arguments about vessel function based on ceran& fdam Bilbao in concert with
comparative data from sites within the piedmoniaegl cite contextual evidence and

ethnographic studies as support for these arguments

Figure 3.6 Tecomate vessel form

The purpose of the quantitative analysis of vedseim frequencies and
dimensions was to understand the appearance anficaton of these local ware forms.
Function was based primarily on form and seconglasih decoration which draw

inferences regarding the transportation, preparaaad use of foodstuffs and liquids, as

® Although Parsons (1967) published this data, firsary focus was on typing ceramics and the astettia
architecture, while my research is looking at theall trends using vessel form to infer function trade
interactions based on recent excavations and cerstodies (see Chapter 2).
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well as associated social activities engaged bynhabitants in the region. For example,
the presence of tecomates at Bilbao during the MiBdeclassic indicates that it shared a
ceramic tradition similar with other sites along tRacific coast like La Victoria, La
Blanca and Salinas La Blanca (Figure 3.6). The glbor subglobular restricted,
neckless orifice of tecomates is derived from th@ape of gourd vessels used in
Mesoamerica during the Archaic period (Lesure 1998: This vessel form (also known
as a "seed jar" or the more descriptive term, remsskjar) would have been used for

storage, transportation, and possibly cooking.

Count Discrepancies and Adjustments

In Parsons’ monograph, his calculations were basedcounts tabulated on
notecards in the field. These notecards had caméxtformation (e.g., group and lot
numbers), and later he added type-variety coddb@back of each notecard, along with
general counts for that lot number. The vessel fooumts | analyzed were based on the
type-variety information and classification systéinat Parsons created. For example,
ceramic groups and, more specifically, types wezgvdd on the basis of form and
decoration. Therefore, if 130 sherds from the AdgeAlgo ceramic complex were
classified as “Playas Ceramic Group - Siquinala-Beduff Ware: Playas Variety,”
there is only one type of vessel form for this sifisation (bolstered-rim-jars). However,
in some cases, there are several vessel formypetariety. Parsons calculated sherds
by vessel form and type with a few exceptions angatiscalculations of some groups

which were updated in my results (chapter 4; Tdhil¢
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Chapter IV. ANALYSIS

In this chapter | present ceramic data from Bilbaod the Santa Lucia
Cotzumalhuapa database; these data are split E¥ensmain sections following
diachronically from the Early Formative to the Rte$sic. The information is separated
by data set Rilbao assemblageand Cotzumalhuapa databagethen, general vessel
groups (nrestricted- and restricted-orifice vesseland special forms and non-local
vessels and lastly, by morphological vessel form (elgpwl, jar, tecomate, plaje |
focused on presenting information like vessel shaydl thickness, rim diameter, and
height, in addition to type-variety classificatiofi$ie chapter concludes with a section on
non-vessel ceramic materials (e.g., whistle fragsespindle whorls, ceramic tablets)
and decorative elements (e.g., animal forms, sys)dam sherd fragments in the MPM

Bilbao assemblage.
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Table 4.1
Number and percentage of classified ceramic sherds
from Bilbao (Parsons 1967, Figure 17) and the Cera@otz database (Bove et al.)

Percentage of total Number of Percentage o
classified sherds sherds sherds
(Parsons 1967, classified to classified to
Figure 17)  vessel form vessel form

Number of
Ceramic Complex sherds

Bilbao 16,477 97% * 13,530 82.119

Algo-es-Algo phase

0, [0

(Middle Formative) 1140 6.9% 1140 6.92%
llusiones phase 3363 19.8% 3033 18.41%%
(Late Formative)
Mejor-es-Algo phase 695 4.1% 686 4.16%
(Early Classic)
Laguneta phase o o
(Middle Classic) 9859 58% 7251 44.01%
Santa Lucia phase 997 5.9% 997 6.05%
(Late Classic)
Peor-es-Nada phase 423 2.5% 423 2.57%
(Postclassic)
**Form not determined - - 2931 17.79%%
ceramic_cotz 31,452 100% 27,933 96.5%
Madre V|eJa/C0onate_/TeCOJate 93 0.3% 93 0.3%
phases (Early Formative)
Sis/Guatalon phases 5 @

(Middle Formative) 22 0.3% 89 0.3%
Mascalate/Guacalate phases 623 2. 0% 607 2 0%

(Late Formative)
CollEis Diss 1268 4.0% 1219 3.9%
(Early Classic)
San Jeronimo o 0
(Middle Classic) 19,275 61.3% 18,602 59.1%
Pantaleon i g
(Late Classic) 5814 18.5% 5780 18.4%
Ixtacapa @ 3
(Early to Late Postclassic) it 5:2% 1542 4.9%
**Time period not determined 2526 8.0% - -
**Form not determined 1096 3.5% 1096 3.5%

*3.0% in miscellaneous categories (figurines, sf@ndhorls, etc.), not assigned to phases (Parse6is)1

tParsons’ published counts in his 1967 publicatiifier. In Figure 29 he states that there are 3363ds
from the llusiones ceramic complex, but when addiregseparate counts of each ceramic group, ther
only 3033 sherds. Therefore, his counts are o83 sherds.

8§Parsons’ published counts for the Laguneta ceraamuplex in Figure 45 (1967) is 9859 but the sum
his detailed counts amount to 7,193, which is gedbhce of 2666 sherds.

** Form and time period not determined; Bilbao 21%herds (17%) of total sherds and ceramic_cot2 7]

(23.2%) of total sherds and 8181 (26%) of sherdslagsified to vessel form
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Early Formative Period

Table 4.2

Early Formative — COTZ RDB (Bove et al.)
Vessel Form Sherd Frequency Percentage
Bilbao 0 0.0%
ceramic_cotz 93 100.00%
Bowl 90 96.77%
Tecomate 2 2.15%
Jar 1 1.08%

Ceramic_Cotz (RDB) — Madre Vieja, Coyolate, and Temate Phases
(n=93)

Early Formative pottery on the Pacific coast inelsidinslipped storage, cooking,
and serving vessels (e.g., simple open flat-bassdsl). Common decorative elements
include punctations, appliques, incising, flutingsist lines, and painting (red-rim)

(Sharer and Traxler 2006:161).

Restricted-Orifice Vessels
Tecomates (n =2) and jar (n = 1)

There are only three restricted-orifice vesselrdghefrom the RDB Early
Formative assemblage: two tecomate sherds (onenGagarse and Costefio) and a
Costefio out-curved neck jar sherd. The tecomatgmieats are from globular vessels
with diameters of 36 and 15 cm respectively. Botaravrecovered from domestic
contexts. Cajon-Grooved-Course types are relatdddtasano Gray, a type commonly
found at El Balsamo (Bove 1996:14). Tecomate formere found throughout

Mesoamerica and first appeared in the Pacific cosgibn during the Early Formative
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period. It is identified as a globular, necklessvjégth a restricted orifice and were used

for dry and liquid storage, liquid transport andvsee, and cooking (Lesure 1998:22).

Unrestricted-Orifice Vessels
Bowls (n =90)

A majority of the Early Formative bowl sherds weeeovered from domestic
contexts (59 sherds) and the surface collectiortearcentral zone (17). The Cajon bowl
sherds have the following diameters: Cajon Coadis®o 132 cm; Costefio are 9 to 32 cm;

Juilin White Rim Black 12 to 28 am; Matasano Gr&ycen; and Puyado 20 cm.
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Middle Formative Period

Table 4.3

Middle Formative — Bilbao (Parsons 1967) and COTXBRBove et al.)
Vessel Form Sherd Frequency Percentage
Bilbao 1140 100.00%
Jars 542 47.5%
Bowls 299 26.6%
Tecomates 207 18.2%
Dishes 29 2.5%
Miscellaneous 24 2.1%
Dishes, bowls, or tecomates 14 1.2%
Vases 13 1.1%
Dishes or bowls 4 0.4%
Cuspidors 2 0.2%
Bottles 1 0.1%
Undetermined 1 0.1%
ceramic_cotz 89 100.00%
Bowl 89 100.00%

Bilbao — Algo-es-Algo Phase

(n = 1140)

Forms: The Middle Formative vessel forms presdnBitbao include bottles,
bowls (simple and composite silhouette [Figure ;4id¢urved-rim; and outslanted-side
dishes or bowls), cuspidors, dishes (flanged andk-halled; outslanted-side; and
outflaring-side), jars, tecomates (thick-walled lglar and subglobular neckless; and
thin-walled neckless), vases (bolstered-rim), andetermined vessel forms (Table 4.3).
Jars, bowls, and tecomates constitute a majoritthefsherds in the assemblage (1048

sherds or 92%).
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Figure 4.1 Composit-Silhouette bowls from Bilbao. From Parsons 1967; plate 13a)

Decoration: mring the Formative period there were two widesgrdacorave
techniques: rockestamping, which appears in ceramic assemblages throuc

Mesoamerica during the Middle Forma.

Wares: coarse (85%), fine (8%), trade and speéfal) (and blac-brown (2%).

RestrictedOrifice Vessel:

Jars (n = 542)

Jar forms at Bilbao represent 49.3% of the totabmméc assemblage from ti
Middle Formative peric; these include bolsteratn jars (321 sherds), Ic-collared jars
(77), short-necked jar¥8), necked jars (41), ever-rim jars (18), and wic-mouth and
labial-flanged jars (both 6) (Figure ¢). These vessels have globular or subglok
bodies. Loweollared jars are similar to tecomates with a nesklorifice and a thicken

rim creating a “collarthatmeasures 0.2 to 0.3 cm in hei¢t¢e Appendix F.
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Figure 4.2 (Left) bolstered-rim jars [(55969/21468), from tigft counter clockwise Lot#410, 270, and
147]; and (right) wide-mouthed jar. [After Parsdrgs7].

Tecomates (n = 207)

At Bilbao, tecomates are only present during thddi# Formative period (Algo-
es-Algo complex) and universally they disappearmfrdPacific coastal ceramic
assemblages in the Late Formative (Arnold 1999:1B8)he RDB, tecomate forms are
absent during the Middle Formative but, interedingre present during the Early and
Late Formative.

Tecomate sherds include two local types (Soledmtsed-slipless and Canilla
Red-on-buff) and two imported types (black or redomates from La Victoria and
Mendez Red-Rimmed from Salinas La Blanca) (Pard®6¥:180, platesiband &).
Local tecomates represent 16.66% of the total Aga@lgo ceramic complex (n = 190
sherds) and 91.8% of the tecomate forms.

Large, thick globular neckless vessels with reccsfae hematite band around the

rim are diagnostic of the Middle Formative perioldng the coast of Chiapas and



81

Guatemala, and in El Salvador there isunslipped varietyKennedy 1986:1¢-191).
Secondary decorations including zoned ro-stamping, fingernailimpressions, an
coarse gougecisions on the body of tecomates are also commmough like the

imported examples &ilbao (Kosakowsky et al. 20C (Figure 4.3).

H B Cl

Figure 4.2 Tecomate rim sherds from Bilbao from the MPM
Cajon Coarse Ware, SoledIncised-dipless:Soledad variety [(55970/2134
(Counter clockwise from top left) Lot #168, 209363 and 2¢

Cajon waretecomatesinclude both slipped (exterior or the exterior interior
rim) and unslipped examples (some v possible evidence of red or brown slip n
simply be highly eroded). Slipped tecomates froeMMPM type collection have a high
burnished exterior and [-fired deep-gouge insed linear patterns (Figure ). These
tecomates have rim diames of 12-40 cm. Canilla red-douff vessels have a me
diameter of 33 cm. The tecomates with larger rimnddters may have been used
cooking, as their opengs were large enough to stir the vessels’ cont&uth of these
typeshave flat to rounded lip treatrrts. Flat lips may indicate that these vessels \

not used for pouring ligu—since a rounded lip would better facilitate thensfar of
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beverages—but may have also been used for cookisforage. Flat lip vessels from
Bilbao have a more globular than rounded lip vess@he wide range of mouth
diameters and forms of decoration on tecomatesestigiyat there were several possible

functions for Cajon ware vessels in the Bilbao addage.

Unrestricted-Orifice Vessels

Bowls (n =299)

Bowls are the second most common Middle Formatessel form at Bilbao with
three variations: composite-silhouette (128 sherdsjnple-silhouette (119), and
incurved-rim (52). Simple-silhouette bowls are hgphierical in shape with rim
diameters of 24.5-33.5 cm (average 26.25 cm) angposite-silhouette bowls are thick-
walled with mostly constricted mouths and diametensging from 15.5 to 30.0 cm.
Incurved-rim bowls with a hemispherical shape aligh#y restricted orifices are less
common. Bowl sherds from Bilbao typically have highurnished and slipped surfaces
and a range of geometric and linear incised desigrtbe exterior wall, mainly below the
lip. Burnishing is a method of smoothing the suefa¢ an unfired, dry pot with a hard,
smooth object like a pebble or stone. This processents the fine particles in the clay
fabric and reduces permeability, which is an adsg@tfor serving stews and liquids
(Rice 2005:138, 231). The incising on Middle Fonvetbowls is rather crude in
comparison to the more finely incised Late Fornetiypes that incorporate different
motifs (e.g., a sunburst) into highly stylized gesrit, incised patterns (e.g., Xata

Brown-Black Ware, Balsamo Orange Wares [llusioreaumic complex]) (Figure 4.4).
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Figure 4.4 XataBlack-Brown sherds, 559891548 [Milwaukee Pubic Museunr

Special Forms and Nohecal Vesse (n = 48)

Special forms and n«-local vessels constitute 14.8% of the Middle Forwee
assemblage. These include tecomates (17 sherdsgsdibowls, ctecomates (14); bow
(5); dishes or bowls (4);ishes (3); vases (3) (Figure %.a bottle (1) and undetermin
(). Of these nomacal pottery sherds, the bottle is the only typeessel not represent
in the local ceramic tradition. Interestinglyondocal jars are not present (and, as nc
above, jars were the most common local v« type); this may belue to the fact the

Middle Formative jarsvere relatively large and therefobfficult to transport

Figure 4.5 (Left) Thumbimpressed sherd (Salinas la Blanca, Cue phasg, 55989/21648 [Milwauke
Public Museum] and (right) r-on-white vase sherd [Milwaukee Public Muset
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Ceramic_Cotz (RDB) — Sis and Guatalon Phases

(n = 89)

The Middle Formative pottery is under-represertethe Cotzumalhuapa RDB
(0.3%) representing only bowl forms. A majority (8%) of the sherds from this

complex are from domestic contexts.

Unrestricted-Orifice Vessels

Bowls (n =89)

Bowls are the only vessels in the Middle Formatassemblage, and they are
primarily Black-Brown wares (e.g., El Balsamo BroBlack, n = 70). Other types
include Conacaste Zoned Buff (4 sherds), CuchilésiGincised (14), and Zinc Orange
(1). Cajon Coarse bowls have a rim diameter of d82 cm.Bowl shapes include

composite-silhouette, incurved-walled, outcurvestked, and outcurved walls.
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Late Formative Period®

Table 4.4

Late Formative Period — Bilbao (Parsons 1967) a@dZRDB (Bove et al.)
Vessel Form Sherd Frequency Percentage
Bilbao 3033 100.00%
Bowls 1444 47.6%
Bowls or vases 574 18.9%
Vases 466 15.4%
Jars 437 14.4%
Dishes 46 1.5%
Dishes or bowls 35 1.2%
Bowils or jars 22 0.7%
Jars and vases 9 0.3%
ceramic_cotz 607 100.0%
Bowl 508 83.7%
Jar 92 15.2%
Vase 4 0.7%
Dish 3 0.5%

Bilbao — llusiones Phase
(n = 3033)

Forms: Late Formative forms at Bilbao include b®wbolstered-rim; simple,
composite, and complex silhouette; everted-rim aathposite silhouette S-Z angle;
hooked-rim; incurved-rim; outflaring-sided; verticaded; and wide everted-rim); effigy
bowls or jars; thick-walled bowls and vases; triglshes; labial to lateral-flanged dishes
or bowls; jars (everted-rim and necked); and vélselstered-rim and everted-rim) (Table
4.4). Bowls and vases are by far the most commesetdorms, constituting over 81% of

the llusiones complex.

19 parsons (1967) states that there are a totalas 88erds in the Ilusiones ceramic complex. Howeter
ceramic group tabulations from his monograph adtbugnly 3033 sherds. Therefore, all of the
calculations in this thesis are based on the astjusital of 3033 sherds.
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Decoration: Usulutan decorated vessels are ordggmt at sites along the coast
from Guatemala to Nicaragua (Parsons 1957:104; eWillet al. 1964:455, 484).
Usulutan is a resist-dye technique in which waagplied in a pattern on the surface of a
pot before it is covered with a black slip; the waglts during the firing process, leaving

the resist pattern behind (Parsons 1957:103) (spee4.6).

Figure 4.6 Usulutan red-and-white vessel from the Lempa Riggion, El Salvador;
400 BC — AD 250 [NMAI Accession #23/6235].

This pottery technique originated in western Ellv&ador and was widely
distributed in Guatemala (Santa Rosa and Jutiag@taRosa Usulutan [Kosakowsky et
al. 1999:380]; Rancho Vista Hermosa in Jutiapa [Ba889]; El Balsamo and Monte
Alto [Shook and Hatch 1978]; and at Kaminaljuyu,rdena Red Orange [Wetherington
1978]) (Figure 4.7). In El Salvador, Usulutan pottéJicalapa, Olocuitla, and Izalco
Groups) is present at Chalchuapa (Sharer 1978)aSaeticia (Demarest 1986), and
Quelepa and Cara Sucia (Demarest and Sharer 1888¢ Bilbao assemblage, Usulutan

decorated fragments include bowls, dishes, andsvé@suna: Ceniza type # 43, 53A,
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58G, 75, 76; Osuna: Acome type # 77, 78, 78A) @tesl967). Usulutan decorated
pottery is a marker of the Late Formative period aepresents diffusion, trade, and

imitation on the Pacific coast (Demarest and Shd@82:810; Kosakowsky et at.

Ju
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Figure 4.7 Late Formative sites with Usulutan ceramics.

[From Demarest and Sharer 1983, Figure 2].

Wares: coarse (44.4%), black-brown (26.7%), fin®.§%), and special or non-

local (3.3%).

Restricted-Orifice Vessels

Jars (n=437)
Jars dating to the Late Formative all have outftanecks and approximately one
quarter of them are thick-walled. Jar sherds betonglack-Brown (Xata Black-Brown),

coarse (Aguna White-Washed-coarse, Osuna, and cifisgg and fine (Balsamo
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Orange) wares. A majority of jar sherds are frorarse wares (407) and have an average
wall thickness of 0.9 cm, with Osuna sherds eximbithe greatest variation in wall
thickness from 0.4 to 2.2 cm (see Appendix H). Adoog to Parsons (1967:77), the
abundance of Osuna Coarse types at Bilbao mayateditat this pottery was locally

produced.

Unrestricted-Orifice Vessels

Bowls (n = 1444)

Bowls comprise most of the llusiones ceramic caxphwith the ware Xata
Black-Brown representing over half of the bowl \essherds (n = 797). Xata Black-
Brown vessels are commonly described as smallsglasonochrome black, bowls and
dishes with slightly everted rims, medial and labidges, flanges or breaks, and groove-
incised decoration. They also exhibit deep-gougsahetric incised patterns and bands
with cross-hatching (Kosakowsky et al. 1999). XBlack-Brown types are also present
in assemblages from other Guatemalan sites, in@uBonete, Cantarrana/La Maquina,
Los Cerritos, Durazno, Maneadero, Maria Linda (Kosesky et al. 1999: 379); and
Verbena Black-Brown, most likely the same warehesXata Black-Brown at Bilbao, is

also found at Kaminaljuya (Wetherington 1978).

Dishes (n = 46)
Osuna Coarse ware (Ceniza Slipless: Ceniza vargeounts for 979 sherds in
the llusiones ceramic complex at Bilbao. Of thék®l are bowls or vases, 301 are vases,

68 are jars, and 46 are dishes. Osuna Coarse Wammg Coarse-Incised: Acome
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Variety and Ceniza Slipless: Ceniza Variety) havslipless surface, red to reddish-
brown paste, and volcanic ash or pumice inclusiortes ware is also present at
Kaminaljuyd (Osuna Coarse ware, Arenal Coarse-daci8uff Variety), some sites in
western El Salvador (Kat Unslipped ware, MizatafBdfange, and Conchalio Coarse-
Incised [Demarest and Sharer 1986]); and at EI BadlMonte Alto in Guatemala (1963

MPM reconnaissance, Parsons 1967:75-77).

Vases (n = 466)

Vase sherds are from thin-walled (0.4-0.6 cm) elsssith bolstered (301 sherds)
and everted-rims (165). The bolstered-rim vase®aumna Coarse types and the everted-
rim vases are two fine wares (Balsamo Orange [1#8ds] and unspecified reddish-

orange [39]).

Special Forms and Non-Local Vessgs= 100)

There are 100 fragments (90 bowls, 10 bowls oes)asf imported vessels in the
llusiones ceramic complex at Bilbao. These impoame primarily from Kaminaljuyd,
Chukumuk, and the Guatemalan highlands (Parsong)198Bne fourth of the bowls are
S-angle composite-silhouette bowls, and fourteethefbowl! fragments were classified
as Fine Red ware, which was produced and widetettahroughout the region during
the Late Preclassic and Protoclassic (Kosakowsky. 4999:388).

According to Love (2007), there was much regiomateraction between
southeastern Pacific coastal sites associatedtigtiProvidencia and Miraflores ceramic

spheres (700 BC—AD 100). During the Miraflores dirperiod, Fine Red wares were
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some of the most important pottery manufacturedthis region (Love 2007:295).
Kosakowsky et al. (1999:386-7) argue that thereewtbree Red Fine wares: Red-H1,
from Pacific coastal Guatemala (Santa Rosa); Redfidh the central Pacific coast of
Guatemala, Kaminaljuyu, and Santa Leticia and Chelpa in western El Salvador; and
Red-C, on the central Pacific Guatemalan coast {(Ma&ito and El Balsamo) and at
Santa Leticia in El Salvador. The movement of FResl vessels between hierarchically
organized ceremonial settlements on the Guatencalast constitutes strong evidence for

interregional trade during the Late Preclassic @kosvsky et al. 1999:386-387).

Ceramic_Cotz (RDB) — Mascalate and Guacalate Phases

(n = 623)

Restricted-Orifice Vessels

Jars (n = 92)
Jar sherds were classified as primarily Coloj&# ¢herds) and Escalante (16),
while red-brown (3) and black-brown types (3) wiees abundant. Most of the jar sherds

were recovered from domestic contexts (54 sherds).

Unrestricted-Orifice Vessels

Bowls (n =508)
Bowl forms include composite-silhouette; incurveell and outcurved neck;
incurved wall and outslanted neck; markedly incdrweall; urn; open wall with an

annular base; open wall outslanting rim; and opamwexd, open/outslanting, outcurved,
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and slightly incurved wall bowls. Rim diameters ganfrom 6 to 48 cm (68% are
between 12 and 30 cm). The diversity of bowl sizaséd on rim diameter) from the
Cotzumalhuapa RDB may indicate that these vessel/arious functions. If these were
serving vessels, bowls with the large diameters e held large quantities of food
(e.g., for feasting). In addition, 258 of the 50&ls were recovered from residential
contexts, and very few were recovered from theceb@remonial centers.

A majority of Late Formative bowl sherds were slfied as Acomé (130 sherds),
Christalina Orange (154), and two black-brown typéstory (60) and Yucales (69).
Eleven fragments were classified as Monte Alto Brpw primarily early Middle

Formative type (Bove 1989).

Vases (n=4)
All vase sherds were recovered from domestic sartallections. One sherd had

a rim diameter of 17 cm; the diameters of the othexe are unknown. All were Maruca

Red/Brown type sherds.

Dishes (n = 3)
Like vase sherds, dish fragments are sparse dtirengate Formative. Dish types

include Cristalina Orange (1 sherd) and YucalesiBBrown (2).
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Early Classic Period

Table 4.5

Early Classic — Bilbao (Parsons 1967) and COTZ RB®&ve et al.)
Vessel Form Sherd Frequency Percentage
Bilbao 686 100.0%
Bowls 611 89.1%
Vases 75 10.9%
ceramic_cotz 1219 100.00%
Jar 641 52.5%
Bowl 458 37.6%
Comales 106 8.7%
Dish 8 0.6%
Vase 4 0.3%
Bowl or Dish 1 0.1%
Tecomate 1 0.1%

Bilbao — Mejor-es-Algo Phase
(n = 686)
Forms: bowls include composite-silhouette, deewlfoincurved-rim, medial to

basal-ridge, simple-silhouette, and simple-silhtmuewith incurved-rim and vase

fragments are all from cylindrical vases.

Wares: black-brown (89.2%), fine (3.5%), red (7)2%nd non-local or special

forms (0.1%).

Restricted Orifice Vessels

There were no vessels with restricted orificesthe Mejor-es-Algo ceramic
complex. This is surprising given that in the Cotalhuapa database, restricted-orifice

vessels represent over 55% of sherds from the Eddgsic. This may be partly due to
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the way in which sherds were sorted and classifiadsons (1967) also acknowledges
that Major-es-Algo is a “transitional” phase, whishggests that some Early Classic

sherds may have been incorrectly assigned to tteeR@mative or Middle Classic.

Unrestricted-Orifice Vessels

Bowls (n=611)

Bowl sherds constitute the majority of the EarllasSic assemblage at Bilbao.
These fragments include 294 deep bowl sherds willateor rounded base—effective
containers or serving dishes—had a constrictedigbtly constricted mouth. As stated
before, fine red wares were widely traded on thafleacoast during the Late to Terminal
Formative; however, red wares didn't appear at d&ilbuntil the Early Classic

(Kosakowsky et al. 1999:388; Parsons 1967:100) wiily 50 sherd fragments.

Vases (n=75)

All of the vase sherds are from thin-walled cytigdl vessels with wall thickness
ranging from 0.4 to 0.6 and height ranges from ©620 cm. Interestingly, the
Cotzumalhuapa assemblage has very few vase sled®84) compared to Bilbao during

this period (10.9%).

Special Forms and Non-Local Vessels

Bowls (n=1)
Only one Early Classic sherd from the Bilbao addage is a non-local: a red-on-

orange bowl fragment from Chukumuk, near Lake afitin the highlands of Guatemala
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(Parsons 1969:101). Parsons based this clasgificain information from Lathrop
(1933). Little research has been conducted on mpyoittethat region which might confirm

Parsons’ classification to a specific type.

Ceramic_Cotz (RDB) — Colojate Phase
(n=1219)

Ceramic sherds dating to the Early Classic wermlgnaecovered from domestic
contexts (198 sherds) and ceremonial centers (1dk¢ the Bilbao collection, the
Cotzumalhuapa RDB contains far less Early Classttepy than Middle to Late Classic

material.

Restricted-Orifice Vessels

Jars (n = 641)
Jar sherds from the Cotzumalhuapa RDB are mosiiy Surface collections in
residential zones (280 sherds) and central zor#s).(1ar forms include incurved neck,

open/outslanting neck, outcurved neck, and vertieak.

Tecomate (n=1)

Tecomates dating to the Early Classic period at&eammon on the Pacific coast,
as this form is generally restricted to the Formeperiod. The one tecomate sherd in the
Cotzumalhuapa RDB was classified as Achiguate, p& that usually includes only

bowls, jars, and vases. The tecomate sherd wasl iousndomestic context.
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Unrestricted-Orifice Vessels

Bowls (n =458)

Bowl sherds were typed as Achiguate, Achiote, Aeya@abilonia Black-Brown,
Bonanza, Chapulco, Chipilapa, Guanipa, Nahualat Blanca, Plecta, and Tiquisate.
Sherds were primarily recovered in domestic costgd98 sherds), mound fill and
humus (117), and central zones (121). Bowl fornstuthe composite-silhouette, incurved
walls, outcurved neck, incurved walls and outstamtneck, markedly incurved walls,
open curved walls, open walls and outslanting mpen/outslanting walls, outcurved

walls, and slightly incurved walls.

Comales (n = 106)

Introduced in the Early Classic period, comalesdiddles) would have been
used to roast tortillas made from ground corn (®Vilet al. 1964:448). The production of
tortillas, which were travel-friendly and mass podd on a household level may
indicate a change in diet. Comales dating to theldi Classic (n = 277) and the
Postclassic (164) are also present in the Cotzurapbn RDB.

Dishes (n =8)

Dish forms include incurved walls and open/outsten walls with tripod

supports. Tiquisate (7 sherds) is first represedtathg this period; however, it is most

likely a proto-Tiquisate type leading into the MieClassic Tiquisate (Bove 2002:20).



Middle Classic Period

Table 4.6

Middle Classic — Bilbao (Parsons 1967) and COTZ RB8ve et al.)

Vessel Form Sherd Frequency Percentage
Bilbao 7251 100.00%
Jars 3436 47.4%
Bowls 1805 24.9%
Vases 631 8.7%
Sartenes 404 5.6%
Bowls or vases 297 4.1%
Dishes 253 3.5%
Incense bowls 243 3.4%
Dishes or bowls 116 1.6%
Miniatures 43 0.6%
Mushroom-shaped objects 12 0.2%
Cups 6 0.1%
Rim-head vessels 5 0.1%
ceramic_cotz 18,602 100.00%
Bowls 15,240 82.0%
Jars 2441 13.1%
Vases 471 2.5%
Dishes 163 0.9%
Comales 277 1.5%
Bowls or Jars 7 0.04%
Plates 3 0.02%

Bilbao — Laguneta Phase

(n = 7251)

Forms: Laguneta is the largest ceramic complexefims of number of sherds) in
the Bilbao assemblage. Of the 7251 sherds assigmdtis complex, jar and bowl
fragments account for 72.3% (Table 4.6).

Fuego is one of the three most frequent cerantapy in the Laguneta ceramic

complex, along with Favorita “mud wares” and Esrndaaflesh wares (Parsons
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1967:108). Various researchers agree that EsmeFdd Ware from Balberta is most
likely a local imitation of Thin Orange pottery froTeotihuacan (Bove and Medrano
2003; Love 2007:299; Neff and Medrano 2006:2-3)ca@xding to Parsons (1967:108),
the abundance of Fuego ceramics at Bilbao contshstiply with the lack of this group
in the assemblage from Thompson’s excavations Bakl.

Favorita is the most common ceramic group in aommex from Bilbao. In
addition to the 2032 sherds that Parsons classikesiorita, there was a large
concentration of 2,515 Favorita sherds excavateah fthe Monument Plaza which were
not included in Parson’s sherd counts (Parsons:196y** A high concentration of
censer fragments in associated with ritual archite¢ like the Monument Plaza,
indicates that this area functioned as a publiemenial center (Schortman 1993:183).
Parsons (1967:115) believed that these sherds fwene ritually destroyed vessels
because of where they were found, and that theeleesgere possibly used as censers

based on their form and archaeological context.

Wares: coarse (76.9%), black-brown (8.2%), fing.§%), red (0.9%), and non-

local and special forms (0.4%).

Restricted-Orifice Vessels

Jars (n = 3436)

™ This count was not included in the classified dhetal because according to Parsons, even thdesmal
body sherds were easily identified. Moreover, theye not included in his total counts because tihene
concentrated in the Monuments Plaza where they mest likely ritually discarded.
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Jar sherds constitute 47.4% of the Laguneta cerammplex. Among these,

Parsons identified 1,867 fragments of necked jaits strap handles.

Unrestricted-Orifice Vessels

Bowls (n =1805)
Bowls are the most common Middle Classic unrestticvessels in the Bilbao
assemblage. Bowl forms include: basal-flanged, amsi@-silhouette, deep bowls

(basins), everted-rim, outslanted- and outflarimpowls, and simple-silhouette.

Vases (n=631)

Vase sherds from the Laguneta ceramic complexganerally from thin-walled
vessels (cylindrical vases) ranging from 0.21 td30cm (average of 0.23 cm) in
thickness. The large amount of vase sherds in tiha@assemblage may be due, in part,
because these vessels were fragile. On the otimet, bizeir abundance may indicate an

increase in the production during this period.

Sartenes (n = 404)

The Fuego and Felicidad ceramic groups includeethutilitarian forms: jars,
bowls, andsartenes(similar to a frying pan based on ethnographicoaots) (Parsons
1967:108). Sartenes are flat-bottomed vessels hatidles; they have been found at
Kaminaljuya and other highlands sites around Lakeatitlan in Guatemala (Borhegyi

1960). In addition to their use as a flat cookiegselssartenesare thought to have been
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containers for cooking or serving food for mortuasy ceremonial events (Lischka

1978:234).

Special Formgn = 303)

The diversity and abundance of ritual and spefwahs dating to the Middle
Classic may reflect the increase in population, gmwnd ritual ceremonies of the Santa
Lucia Cotzumalhuapa zone. Special forms from thgubata phase include censers and
incense bowls (243 sherds), miniature vessels @83hroomed-shaped ceramic objects
(12), and rim-head vessels (5). In Mesoamericas@asnandincensarioswere used
primarily as receptacles for burning incensepal (tree resin), and sometimes blood as
offerings during rituals commemorating the deadehrse bowls and censers first appeatr,
and are the most common, in the Bilbao ceramicnalslege during the Middle Classic,
and they continue to be present until the Posticlgesiod. Unlike vessel forms from the
Postclassic, which have clear similarities to comiss from the Guatemala Highlands
(e.g., Nejab, Zaculeu), all of the Classic-periadners were classified as Baul Reddish-
Brown—a locally-produced ware (Parsons 1967). Tlagonty of the censer fragments
were classified as basal-ridge incense bowls (43);Zar less frequent were tall pedestal
censers (n = 18).

Incensariosare large, elaborate hour-glass shaped vessdlisaviise or pedestal
and a chimney (von Winning 1976:11). Some of tha@anelaborate incensarios have
severaladornosor clay plaques made of various shapes affixeti¢mn and Teotihucan-
style incensarios have been recovered from thebgeagion of Escuintla (Hellmuth

1975) (Figure 4.8).
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Figure 4.8Incensariocover from the nearby archaeological area of EdlajiGuatemala
(height 45.5 cm). [From FAMSI website, photograghliostin Kerr].

Rim-head vessels, another special form presetiteiBilbao assemblage (n = 5),
are restricted to the Early Terminal Formativehi® Middle Classic and are characterized
by three heads adhered to the edge of the main th@awlserves as the incense burner
(Gonzalez and Wetherington 1978:291, Table 1). Atiog to Pereira (2009:2):

in archaeological literature, they have been gid#fierent names: “internal

holders of incense burner lids”, “bowls with thiegernal holders”, “vessels with

vertical ears”, “handles that protrude from largasp (Seler 1915; Linné 1934;

Stone 1943; Drucker 1943a and 1943b); but the mudely known name is that

of rim-head vessel that Borhegyi gave them (1951a).
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Figure 4.9 A collection of mushroom stones from Guatemalarffi®orhegyi 1961
Stones and ceramic objeshaped like mushrooms halveen recovered from tt
Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa z' including 12 pottery objects from Bilb. Mushroom-
shaped stone sculptures and ceramics were prodiroed the Formative to th
Postclassic, and have been found at sites alondPaledic coast and ithe highlands
(Borhegyi 1961)(Figure 4.9). Borhegyi proposed a possiblentishroor-stone cult”
along thehighlands but there is no extens evidence that these stones and rel

mushroomshaped pottery were related to a larger ideologiealement

Figure 4.10Miniature vessel from Bilbao, Guatemala (56020/28,85bt#72
[Milwaukee Public Museum].
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Also included in the Laguneta complex at Bilbae 4B miniature vessels sherds.
Ethnographic and archaeological evidence from tlayaviarea indicates that miniature
vessels functioned as containers to carry smaltedaofferings during pilgrimages

(Figure 4.10).

Ceramic_Cotz (RDB) — San Jeronimo Phase
(n =18,602)

Like the Bilbao assemblage, the Cotzumalhuapa RB8more sherds dating to
the Middle Classic than any other period. This sufgpthe architectural and sculptural
evidence that sites in the Santa Lucia Cotzumakhuwagion grew in population, power,
and influence during the Middle Classic period.sTgiowth may be due, at least in part,
to the natural and cultivated resources availablié region, including obsidian sources
to the north and cacao production along the piedrnone. It was also during this period
that there was an influence from the neighborirggomal center of La Montana; pottery
found there is similar to central Mexican and Tieoéicano-style ceramics in the Santa
Lucia Cotzumalhuapa region. The majority of Midd@&assic sherds are locally
manufactured utilitarian wares, which may indicdui&t ceramic production intensified to
meet the demands of the growing population of thets. In addition, one type that
continues to be present in several forms, Tiqujsatenstitutes 13.4% of the

Cotzumalhuapa RDB in the Middle Classic.
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Restricted-Orifice Vessels

Jar (n =2441)

Approximately 68% of jar sherds from the Middlea§dic were classified as
Firpo, a local type (Bilbao Coarse ware) restrictedthe Bilbao assemblage and
Cotzumalhuapa RDB with the exception of bowl shdamisd in the Montana zone at
Los Chatos-Manantial (1991-92) and Texas-Los Ch§l682-83) (Bove 1996). Other
locally produced types include Fuego and Favo8&uenty-six jar sherds were classified

as Tiquisate types.

Unrestricted-Orifice Vessels

Bowls (n = 15,240)

Bowl sherds constitute 82.0% of the Middle Classsemblage. Of these, 3333
sherds were assigned to varieties of the type Bguida, includingapplique, grooved,
grooved-incised, incised, incised red paint, pleed paint, and stamped-molded. The
types Caulote (Medrano 1995:36, Figure 10; Neff &meldrano 2006:9), Chapulco
(Medrano 1995:36, Figure 12), Corteza (Medrano 13R5Figure 14), Malta (Medrano
1995:37), and Pullin Black Incised (Medrano 1995:Bigjure 18) are present in the
Cotzumalhuapa RDB but not in the Bilbao assemblages the jar sherds from this
period, Favorita (1141), Firpo (251), and Fuega2jd@owl fragments are all abundant.
Recuerdo, a local coarse type, represents 10.3%edfowl sherds and 0.6% of jar sherds
from the Middle Classic. This type has only beeworded at Bilbao and in the
Cotzumalhuapa RDB.

Comales (n = 277)



104

Comal sherds increase from the Early Classic @@opPhase and comprise of

three types: Morro (182 sherds), Luciana (93), Antillo (2).

Dishes (n = 163)

Dish sherds constitute a small percentage of tiadlel Classic Cotzumalhuapa
assemblage, but they include both local (e.g., f@a/d~uego) and non-local types (e.g.,
Peridido, Tiquisate). Peridido type ceramics haaxgeral varieties, including painted with

specular hematite, tri-chrome, and polychromesetias (Parsons 1967:135).

Plates (n=3)

Plates first appear in the Cotzumalhuapa cerasserablage during the Middle
Classic, although they are not common. Plate shemelslso present in the Late Classic
(13 sherds) and the Postclassic (104) and areagsimifform with comales. Interestingly,

plates are not present in any ceramic complex deated by Parsons at Bilbao.

Vases (n=471)
The majority of vase sherds are Congo type-vase{96 sherds). The vase
fragments are from vessels with a large range ahite from 5 to 28 cm (average 6.8

cm).
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Late Classic Period

Table 4.7

Late Classic — Bilbao (Parsons 1967) and COTZ RB®&/€ et al.)
Vessel Form Sherd Frequency Percentage
Bilbao 997 100.00%
Vases 490 49.2%
Jars 239 24.0%
Dishes or bowls 189 19.0%
Bowls or vases 29 2.9%
uUrns 28 2.8%
Incense burner/censer 19 1.9%
Bowls 3 0.3%
ceramic_cotz 5780 100.00%
Bowls 4779 82.7%
Vases 451 7.8%
Dishes 300 5.2%
Jars 202 3.5%
Bowls or Jars 35 0.6%
Plates 13 0.2%

Bilbao — Santa Lucia Phase

(n = 997)

Forms include bowls (medial to basal-ridged amdp$e-silhouette bowls); bowls
or vases (everted-rim, polychrome); dishes or bofivisurved-rim, outslanted-sided);
incense burners/censers (ladle censers with shalmwl-like containers and large,
hollow effigy incense burners with elaborate appdiq ornamentation); jars (flared-
necked, tall-necked, and vertical-necked); and v#sarrel-shaped, cylindrical, everted-

rim, and tall cylindrical vases).

Wares: fine (50.2%), coarse (46.7%), and tradespacial (3.1%). During this

period, black-brown wares are absent from the askseye.
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RestrictedOrifice Vesse|

Jars (n = 239)

Jars are the most common vesswring the Late Classic period. In the Bilk
assemblagehey are more uniform in wall thickness (C-0.74cm average) compared
the Formative period but have varying rim diame (see Appendix H)AIl are globulat
with three neck variations: flari-necked, verticahecked, and most commonly, -
necked jars (n = 199). Golon Ponderous (Baul R&-Brown-Paste ware) is a local
produced type witlan average wl thickness of 2.5-3.0 cm, a miemum thickness of 6.
cm, and a rim circumference 130 cm. In size(Golon course ware jars are the larg

and most substantigessels at Bilbao (Figures 4.11 ¢é4.12 Appendix H.

Figure 4.11Base sherd fragment. Baul Red-Brown-Paste ware/Golon ceramic group (56027/21€
Lot #325. Type 80. Bilbao, Guatemala.
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H B

Figure 4.12Body sherd fragment. Baul Redc-Brown-Paste ware/Golon ceramic group (56027/21€
Lot #325. Type 80. Bilbao, Guatemala.

UnrestrictedOrifice Vessel:

Vases (n=490)

Vase sherds constitute 24% of the unrestrictedeVésans from the Santa Luc
complex Most of the sherds are from tall, t-walled cylindrical vases (= 422), and all
of them are fine wareTiquisate, Plumbate, and imported varietiThesecylindrical
vases have 0.2-0.5 craverageof 0.3 cm) thick wallsrim diameters ranng from 8.2-

12.9 cm (averagél.0 cm), and heights rangifrom 12.7 to 27.0 cnisee Appendix F.

Special Forms and Nobhecal Form: (n = 59)

There are two Late Classic vessel forms in padictihat would be consider:

special baed on their presumed fuions: incense burners (19 sherds) and urns |
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Santa Lucia incense burners and censers are laotew effigy vessels with elaborate
appligued ornamentation or ladle censers with dlshabowl-like container (Parsons
1967:156). Non-local types in this complex includria polychrome (2), polychrome
vases and bowls (4), and Cream-on-Brown cylindriades (6) (Parsons 1967:155).
Ulua polychromes were most likely imported from &&lvador or Honduras, and the

polychrome vases or bowls are from the Petén (Rars867:155).

Ceramic_Cotz (RDB) — Pantaleon Phase
(n =5780)

During the Late Classic, the widely traded SamJBlimbate (523 sherds) and
Tohil Plumbate (57) types appear in the assemblHgese types include bowl, dish, jar,

and vase forms.

Restricted-Orifice Vessels

Jars (n=202)
Jar sherds are primarily Diamantes types (107dshewhile San Andres black

painted (46), and San Andres Polychrome (22) adbundant.

Unrestricted-Orifice Vessels

Bowls (n =4779)

Bowl sherds dominate the Late Classic assembB®&%) and a large majority

of them are Diamantes (1761 sherds), San Andreistjland Tarros (1105) types. Bowl
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forms include composite-silhouette, urns, and opatls with an annular base or an
outslanting rim. In addition, these forms have age of wall orientations including
open/outslanted, outcurved, open curved, round emispherical, slightly incurved,
incurved, and vertical walls. Bowl sherds havergdaange of rim diameters, from 3 to

49 cm.

Dishes (n = 300)
Dish sherds dating to the Late Classic were tygge®iamantes, Montellano, San
Andres (black, grooved, and plain), San Juan Pluemband Tarros (black, flat and

parenthesis).

Vases (n=451)

Vase forms include incurved-walls, incurved-wallsith outcurved-rim,
open/outslanting walls, and vertical walls. Thesgments were classified as Diamantes
(11 sherds), Montellano (7), Reforma Black-Browrl)(5San Andres (black paint,
grooved, incised, molded, plain, polychrome, andtevpaint) (238), San Juan Plumbate
(136), Tiquisate (6), and Tohil Plumbate (2). SandAes Polychrome type-variety
constitutes the largest portion of the vase sh€il9 sherds) during the Late Classic in

the RDB. A majority of the sherds are from vertiealll vases (n = 253).
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Postclassic Period

Table 4.8
Postclassic — Bilbao (Parsons 1967) and COTZ RD&/¢Ret al.)

Vessel Form Sherd Frequency Percentage
Bilbao 423 100.00%
Jars 367 86.76%
Bowls 49 11.58%
Ladle censers 5 1.18%
Effigy fragment 1 0.24%
Grater bowls 1 0.24%
ceramic_cotz 1542 100.00%
Bowls 1357 88.0%
Plates 104 6.7%
Jars 53 3.4%
Dishes 26 1.7%
Vases 2 0.1%

The results of Bove and Chinchilla’s excavatiomsraborate Parsons’ (1967)
identification of Postclassic pottery at Bilbao aéanta Lucia Cotzumalhuapa; however,
occupation during this period was minor. Few Pastikt ceramic types and vessel forms
have been found at Bilbao; these include Santa Bitanatan, and Tohil Plumbate, as
well as two imported highland types: Chinautla &ahta Rita (Bove 2006:25; Parsons

1967:161).

Bilbao — Peor-es-Nada Phase
(n = 423)

Forms include bowls (composite-silhouette or dbewls, deep bowls, simple-
silhouette or flaring-sided, and tripod); jars (ite-neck, globular, tall necked, and tall-

necked); ladle censers; effigy fragment; and grabevls.
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Wares: coarse (88.7%), black-brown (5.4%), andetia special (5.9%).

Restricted-Orifice Vessels

Jars (n=367)

Jar sherds are from tall-necked and flaring-neckgobular vessels with wall
thicknesses between 0.3 and 0.8 cm (see AppendiXhd)y constitute the largest group
of fragments. Jar forms during this period inclae reminiscent of burial urns used in

other areas of the Pacific coast.

Unrestricted-Orifice Vessels

Bowls (n = 49)
Bowl forms include: deep bowls (5 sherds), singleeuette or flaring sided
bowls (2), composite-silhouette or deep bowls (3®) tripod bowls (12). All of these

are utilitarian forms; a majority of which were dder food preparation and cooking.

Comales and Colanders (not tabulated)
Other forms that are present during the Middles€ia but were not tabulated
were comales and colanders (Parsons 1967:158) ré~ig13). Colanders were most

likely used to strain corn soaking in a lime saatin preparation for making tortillas.
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Figure 4.13Colander form example (San Bartolo Coyotepeca@@axMexico).

Special Forms(n = 7)

Special forms, which account for only 0.17% of wetdsagments dating to the
Postclassic, include effigy vessels, grater boveed ladle censers. Grater bowls
(molcajate3 were a hallmark of the Postclassic in Guatensatd, most likely were used
for grinding chiles. Ladle censers have a long lamattached to a bowl, which
sometimes includes tripod supports (see Figure)4Tlidese were portable censers that
served the same ritual function as pedestal cerselimcensariosbut were most likely

used in a domestic context.

Figure 4.14An example depicting a general ladle censer form.
(Gutetaro Huacas, Costa Rica). [From Hough 1912:ERfRire 8].
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Ceramic_Cotz (RDB) — Ixtacapa Phase
(n = 1542)

The quantity of Postclassic pottery in the Cotzilhnuapa database is greater than
that from the Bilbao assemblage; this material asthy utilitarian serving, storing, and

food preparation vessels.

Restricted-Orifice Vessels

Jars (n =53)
Jar forms include open/outslanted neck, outcurmedk, and vertical necked

vessels.

Unrestricted-Orifice Vessels

Bowls (n = 1357)

A common pattern throughout most of the Cotzumatleu RDB is an
overwhelming number of bowl sherds compared torofilens. This was also the case
during the Postclassic period. Bowl forms includenposite-silhouette, urn, open walls
with annular base, open base with outslanting wls. The wall orientation from bowls
include incurved wall open/outslanting wall, opamwed wall, outcurved wall, slightly
incurved wall, and vertical wall.

The majority of the bowl sherds are Santa Rita Ekcas (885 sherds) and Santa
Rita Jabonoso (235 sherds) which are most likelyoirted highland type-varieties (Bove

2006:25). The abundance of Santa Rita pottery th thee Bilbao and the Cotzumalhuapa



114

RDB assemblages suggests that interaction withhighlands increased during the

Postclassic.

Dishes (n = 26)
Dish fragments are from incurved walls, open cdri@males), open/outslanted

walls, and outcurved wall vessels.

Plates (n=104)

Plate sherds constitute 6.7% of the Peor-es-Nadaric complex. Form include
mostly open/outslanted wall (46 sherds), roundedl (#%0), flat with no sides (14),
outcurved wall (3), and composite-silhouette (2.t 104 sherds, 94 were recovered
from domestic contexts, indicating that these Jesseere utilitarian (non-ritual) in

function.
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Bilbao -Miscellaneous (All Phase

There are several n-vessel pottery artifacts in the Bilbao assembldge were
included in Parsons’ presentation of theavation results.nformation on comparativ
examples from othertsis on the Pacific coast as well as new interpogtathat | present
in this thesis, suggeshat several of tlse objects were used fadtual, utilitarian, anc

decorative purposes.

Ceramic Tablet

El

Figure 4.15Left: Tlaloc tripod supports: -c) Los Chatos; (d) Ixtepeque. [After Bove and M
2003:70; Figure 2]%and Right: (e) solid slab fo[see also Parsons 1967:185; Plate 11, ¢ (bottdi |
and (f) ceramic tablet with stamped impressionnavkndate [see also Parsons 1967:197; Plate -
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Stone and ceramic tablets in Mesomamerica were amiyrused to imprin
images on the surface of textil the human body, or pottery (Ford 1969:83). (
ceramic sherd tablet from Bilbao has a raised dethigt is very distinctive; its siz
shape, and pattern are similar to Tlaloc tripodpsuis found at sites along the Pac
coast and in the highlands (ve and Medrano 2003:7®ellmuth 197!, plate 1 Neff
and Medrano 2006:6) (Figure 4 [far right, f]). Although we cannot be certain that t
was used to impress a design on the surface of, it does bear a striking reselance
to Tlaloc slab support®covered in the Montana zoneLos Chatos and Ixtepeque (b
of unknown dates)and one possible example from Bilb(Figure 4.1, a-d; e). Tlaloc
was an important diety associated with rain antilitgr The image of Tlaloc on a tripc
vessel support vessel most likely indicates th@ tlessel was used for elite ritt

ceramonies.

Whistle Fragments

Figure 4.16Whistle fragments/mouthpieces (no accession/catalédy. (Counterclockwise from the t
left: Lot# 414, 443, 482, 208, 71 and 762). Bilb@oatemal: [Milwaukee Public Museun
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In Mesoamerica, whistles amatarinas functioned as musical instruments for
rituals (e.g., mortuary and fertility rituals) armdve been recovered from elite burial
contexts. According to Foster and Matthews (200&y28mong the Maya, whistles were
used in funerary rites and were associated withaviagliefs about ideology of passing
over to the Underworld. Whistles were a single-charad instrument that produced a
single tone, whileocarinas were multi-chambered, producing a range of sounds.
Although there is still not consensus about thenction(s) (see Bourg 2005), they can be
regarded as special, non-utilitarian objects.

The MPM Bilbao collection contains whistle fragnenfrom six different
contexts: Lots# 71, 208, 414, 443, 482, and 76guffei 4.16). Fragments from Lot #72
were located in Test Pit 2 (called “Esperanza”)t #208 was from Group B, Pyramid 2
(near Monument 21); Lots #414, 443, and 482 weoenfiGroup B, Pyramid 4 (near
Monument 18); and Lot #762 was from Group C, Pycardi None of the whistle
fragments have been dated and the number of fragmeesent in the assemblage is not
enough to discern any chronological patterningaddition to what we know in general
about the use of whistles in Mesoamerica (notedr&@dhe contexts in which these
whistle fragments were found may indicate somethabgut their specific functions
within the site. In general, test pits and excavratinits were placed in relation to known
architecture and monumental sculptures at the aar@ihcenter at Bilbao, so these six

whistle fragments were found in close proximitythese features.
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Spindle Whorls
Three spindle whorls from Biao are stored at théMPM (Figure 4.1,

56039/21648). They have diameters of 2.5 cm, 2.5acm 2.8 cm. Two of them are frc
Lot #59 (Test Pit 2, “Esperanza”) and the thirdresn Lot #347 (Group D, Pyrard 1).
In Mesoamericaspindle whorls(malacate¥ were used as weights for sging cotton
and other fibersAlthough there is no archaeological remains ofaotinaterials in th
Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa due to the deposition poorpreservation of organ
materials, textiles were produced for clothing andsome cases were used create
deorative techniquegorc-marked) on the surface of pottefiyhe left and ceter spindle
whorls shownin Figure 4.1 are plain, while the whb on the right has a -shaped

decoration impressed ats lower edge

e
-

o

Figure 4.17Spindle whorls (56039/21648), (from left to rightit# 347, 59, 59), Bilbao, Guatem:
[Milwaukee Public Museum].

As stated before, Test Pit 2 is the only pit that undisturned stratigrap;
therefore,t is easier to datnon-vessel sherdsund here than in other contexts. Lot#

in Test Pit 2 yieldedceramics dating to the guneta and Santa Lucia phe. The
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Laguneta Middle Classi) ceramics include Tiquisate fine typéBeridido Paintec
Peridido Variety and Pacaya (nge: Pacaya Variety); a red tyg®anzana Red:
Manzana Variety); a blac-brown type (Barranquilla BlacBrown: Barrangilla

Variety); and a coae typ: (Firpo Filleted: Firpo Variety). The Santa Lu(Late Classic)
ceramics include local coarse ty (Tarros Unslipped: Tarros Variety and Diamar
Unslipped: Diamantes Viety) and a Tiquisate fine typ&an Andres Polychrome: S
Andres Variety).Test Pit : was located in the site’s periphemy,a possible residenti

Zone.

Bilbao -Decorative Elemen

B B Cl

Figure 4.18Left: Tiquisate ware/Pacaya ceramic group (5602848} (Lo #51). Bilbao, Guatemal

Right: Patulul Orang®&rown warePeridido ceramic group (56021/21648) (Lot #29)bRd, Guatemal
[Milwaukee Public Museum]

The Patulul Oran¢-Brown body fragmentwhich dates to thiMiddle Classic)

shown in Figure 4.1&right) featuresa carved representation of an American crocc
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(Crocodylus acutysor caiman Caiman croodilus The animal is shown in partial
profile with two bulging eyes, an open mouth wittagp teeth, one front leg, and partial
body with raised scutes (similar to scales) or bsi#pmerican crocodiles are present in
both coastal and freshwater zones on the Pacifastcavhile caimanscipactli in
Nahuatl, meaning “spiny one”) are present in Mexaool Central and South America, in
both salt and freshwater zones (Miller and Taub®42B). Caimans were first
represented in Mesoamerican art in the Olmec rediwing the Formative period; they
also appear in Late Formative Izapa sculpturalaartrepresentative of thexis mundi
(Miller and Taube 2004:48). Since this is a bodgrdhit is difficult to determine with
certainty the possible utility of the vessel it @arfrom. However, as the sherd is
decorated on the exterior wall and has an unslipmeedior, this may indicate that it was
part of an unrestricted vessel form (jar).

The partial Tiquisate bowl shown in Figure 4.18ftjl was recovered from Test
Pit 2 at Bilbao and dates to the Middle Classiadhdligh the exact function(s) of this
bowl is unknown, it was mostly likely used to haldserve food based on its form and
thick, burnished slip. The vessel fragments incladeaised decorative element of a
winged bird shown in profile, with a long beak amaving outstreched above its body.
This design is common on Tiquisate vessels. Agdthéfore, Tiquisate pottery was mass
produced and widely traded along the Pacific coakhough we do not know exactly
where this bowl was made, the bird motif may inthcéhat such iconography was
important in the culture of the potter. Cormorargsjicans, ibises, and vultures are
common avian specices represented in Cotzumalhuapabut the bird represented in

the aforementioned bowl is unknown.
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Figure 4.19Tiquisate ware/San Andres ceramic group (56031/21@%bt #51). Bilbao, Guatemal
[Milwaukee Public Museum]

Figure 4.20Cylindrical vase¢(EB9E-E2303). H 27.2cm; Dia. 10.5cm. El Ba
[Museum Popol Vuh, Guatemala].
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The partial Tiquisate vase shown in Figure 4.12amposed of several thin-
walled body sherds. The sherd surfaces are pawitbda white base and several black
parallel lines (one thick band with a thinner bambve it) going around the vessel’s
circumference. Several footprints aligned heelo® dre depicted within the black band.
In Mesoamerican iconography, footprints can repreaa earthly or celestial journey or
pilgrimage. There is much evidence of migrations pigrimages in ancient
Mesoamerica; people often visited ritual place$ bzl been abandoned or were still in
active use, as well as natural settings and festlike caves and mountains. Ashmore
(2009:185) argues that the migrations that occuaedss Mesoamerican landscapes may
be interpreted in terms of “ecology and land usejad history, ritual expression, and
cosmologic meaning.” The use of footprint elemeamtghe thin-walled vase recovered at

Bilbao may represent some form or ritual pilgrimage migration.

A similar decorative element is present on a cylcal vase recovered at El Baul
(Figure 4.18). The rollout image of this vessefjiste reminiscent of the partial vase at
the MPM: it has a white background and several ljghrblack bands with white
footprints all facing the same direction. The liglee vessel has a red band and the center
of the body has a thicker black zone with a circelament.

Iconography of deities (Tlaloc), animals (aviandareptiles), and symbols
(footprints) were used by artists to decorate cersawhich were recovered at Bilbao.
These types of iconography connects widely knoweologies and themes from

Mesoamerica and these vessels were most likelyfosedn-ritual uses.
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Chapter V. DISCUSSION

My analysis of vessel forms (detailed in Chapterelealed certain trends in
possible vessel use through time. The site of Bilmad the Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa
zone are located on the Pacific coast in the piednzone with an active area of
occupation and migration of peoples since the Arcpariod. During the Formative on
southern Pacific coast, the site of Kaminaljuyu wasupied and maintained influence in
the piedmont and highlands zones. In the ClassiodPéhere is an increase of sites and
activity along the Pacific coast with several regibcenters including the CNZ and La
Montana. At both of these centers there is evidefdefluence from the central Mexico
of Teotihuacan. The Postclassic period on the Ramifast represents a time where there
is an overall decrease in sites but in sites thaeHPostclassic materials there is a minor
presence of ceramic sherds from the Highlands @it&nala and the Petén region.

Investigations in the Cotzumalhuapa zone have leewdlucted since 1820s—
when several stone sculptures were discoverederrdgion. After which, in the latter
half of the 19th century, sculptures were founélaBaul and Bilbao. These two sites in
addition to El Castillo and Golon make up the Caotalhuapa Nuclear zone and are
connected by several bridges and causeways. Frém tb91963, Parsons and the MPM
staff supervised excavations at the site of Billimoorder to date ceramics and the

associated architectural features. | used theultsesn addition to fieldwork conducted
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later by Bove, Chinchilla and Medrano, to conductiachronic study of ceramic

materials in the Santa Lucia region.

Form and Function of Vessels from Both Cotzumalhuap\ssemblages

The goals and objectives of my research was toeaddseveral issues: (1) form
and function of local ceramics from Bilbao and ®&nta Lucia Cotzumalhuapa region
based on a diachronic study of these materialsini@prted ceramics and what they
indicate about trade/economic interactions; andh@) applying recent studies to the
Bilbao assemblage can develop and refine Parsoad/ses.

My intention in completing this type of researchsmo first outline the current
knowledge of research along the southern Pacifastc(as presented in Chapter 3) and
relate those studies to what we know about Cotzomagan ceramics through Parsons’
assemblage and data collected since. My reseailts ftom Parsons’ and other similar
analyses completed on the coast but from a diffepenspective, in that my primary
focus is not interested in classifying type-vaastbut to approach these assemblages by
looking at vessel form and decoration as possitdeators related to human activity and
how they may relate to the general developmenhefsites in the Cotzumalhuapa zone.
In understanding the local and non-local ceramaditions through other studies
conducted in Chiapas, Guatemala, and western kb&al, | made inferences related to
patterns of interaction and trade that went beywhdt Parsons knew about the southern
Pacific coast.

During the Formative period there was an increéagmpulation after a shift from

semi-nomadic lifeways to sedentary lifeways. Unltke MPM Bilbao assemblage, the
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Cotzumalhuapa RDB has Early Formative pottery. Maasgty Formative vessel forms
(e.g., tecomates, hemispherical bowls) are renmenisof gourds, which were used to
create containers before the invention of pott&gginning in the Middle Formative,
there was an emphasis on utilitarian forms (tecemgars, and bowls) that continued
into the Late Formative, when tecomate forms werdomger used at Bilbao and jars
were increasingly used for storage and cooking.ré@lveMiddle and Late Formative jars
were large, globular, and thick-walled forms (orerm@ge approximately 0.1-0.8 cm
thicker than jars from the Middle Classic periotihe Late Formative also witnessed the
importation of wares from the Pacific Coast andhighlands (specifically Kaminaljuy()
and pottery was part of the greater Providencia Bliréflores ceramic spheres that
ranged from the piedmont and highlands of Guatemoaleestern El Salvador (Demarest
and Sharer 1986, Love 2007). The frequency of Hottal and imported vessels
recovered at Bilbao increased from the Middle Fdiveato the Late Formative, which
may have been contributed to by several factorudimg: social (e.g., increasing
population, intensified vessel production, feastietr.), depositional (e.g., differential
breakage of thin-walled vs. thick-walled vesseltswis vs. jars, or the ritual “killing” of
vessels), and/or recovery processes (e.g., samdoimniques). Thin-walled vases and
serving bowls, which are more susceptible to danthgeto frequent use, may account
for the increase in vase and bowl! sherds durind.tie Formative at Bilbao.

The main vessel forms in the Late/Terminal Forueatvere bowls, dishes and
vases and were most likely used for food preparadiod servingDuring these periods,
bowls with highly burnished slip and elaborate dations replaced the crude decorative

elements on local pottery of the Middle FormatiBurnishing the surface of a pot
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creates a decorative luster that is also an impbittechnological advance in pottery-
making that provide a barrier to decrease permigaliRice 2005:230-231). In general,
Late Formative forms were more varied than Earlyntadive forms in the Bilbao
assemblage.

In the Early Classic period, populations at Bilbead other sites in the Santa
Lucia Cotzumalhuapa area decreased, as reflectéldeitower frequencies of pottery
recovered at these settlements. At Bilbao, the eerlysel forms in the Mejor-es-Algo
ceramic complex are bowls and vases, with one iftehtimported sherd (Red-on-
Orange ware, from Chukumuk in the Guatemala HigtdanThe absence of jar forms at
Bilbao during the Early Classic is surprising; Ispact that this pattern is due to the
manner in which the sherds were sorted and cladsifi

Settlement and occupation and construction ataBilland neighboring sites
peaked in the Middle and Late Classic (Parsons 1#ve (1996:9) hypothesizes that
the hiatus which occurs at the end of the MiddlasSic at Pacific coastal sites is
associated with the increase in size and influesfcthe Cotzumalguapa area sites of
Bilbao, Castillo, El Baul, Palo Gordo, and Palo d&rThe ceramic data presented in this
thesis seem to support this argument. The Lagwertamic complex (Middle Classic)
includes more sherds than any other complex ataBjllit is also characterized by the
greatest amount diversity of vessel forms in thérenceramic complexes in both
assemblages. The Middle Classic pottery from Shotéa Cotzumalhuapa excavations
recorded in the RDB are likewise abundant and darie

During the Middle Classic, there was a major iaseein both the quantity of

pottery and the diversity of vessel forms, bothaloand imported. Incense bowls and
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censers at Bilbao were most likely produced localllgese non-utilitarian forms were
important for the ritual burning of incense in difént ceremonies, a practice which was
common throughout ancient Mesoamerica and contirtoday in Highland Maya
communities (Adams 1991:415). The Middle Classgpakitnessed the introduction of
sartenesa utilitarian form. Other special forms presenthe Laguneta ceramic complex
(Bilbao) include mushroom-shaped objects and mingavessels, both of which are tied
to ritual activities. While Parsons identified sealespecial forms at Bilbao, Middle
Classic pottery in the RDB included only utilitariaooking, storing, and serving vessels.

The Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa zone during the Cédssic period was at the
height of power according to the sculptural artshaectural phases of construction, and
pottery. During this period there was a collapssit#s along the Pacific coast, similar to
what was occurring in the Maya Lowlands, where ift sfi power was moved to the
piedmont region. Vessel types that were more amindiaring the Late Classic than in
other periods include ladle censers, grater baavid,comales. These utilitarian and ritual
forms indicate that there is a change in domegtiwviies regarding food preparation
(e.g., tortilla production, grinding chilies) and ritual activities with portable objects
(censers).

During the Postclassic, population in the SantaiduCotzumalhuapa area
declined—a trend reflected in the lower frequenagegottery recovered from contexts
which date to this period. Research is needed tcenotearly define the Postclassic
period into early and late but vessel forms inctudens, bowls, plates (though not at
Bilbao), and jars. Parsons (1967:143-144, 157-1&&tified several examples of what

he categorized as Postclassic burial urn formsilaa® [Recuerdo (144 sherds), Golon
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(144), Diamantes (147), Santa Rita (157), Sumatag){. Similar urn forms and types
were used at other sites along the Pacific coasirathe highlands for cremation burial
rites (Parsons 1967:143-144, 157-158). Thus, teegnmce of urn fragments may indicate
that the occupants of sites in the Santa Lucia Wo#huapa area engaged in similar
mortuary rituals. Unfortunately, this hypothesisicat be substantiated as of yet because

no burials have been discovered at the site ofaBilb

Interaction on the Southern Pacific Coast

Ceramic, architectural, and sculptural evidencenfsites alonghe Pacific coast
indicates that there were extensive trade netwiankéng major centers both within and
outside of the region (Kosakowsky et. al 2000:1Dlring the Middle Formative,
general contact occurred between people alongdh#i¢coast and in the highlands, but
there is little evidence indicating movement of amercs between these regions
(Kosakowsky et al. 2000:202). Although there wa$yanodest occupation at Bilbao
during the Middle Formative, there are similaritiestween the Algo-es-Algo ceramic
complex and pottery found at sites along the coésThiapas, Guatemala, western El
Salvador, and the Guatemalan highlands. Connedtietvgeen Bilbao and sites along the
coast (namely Salinas la Blanca and La Victoria) iadicated by imported ceramics,
although local ceramics traditions suggest an evetronger link between Bilbao and
Kaminaljuya during the Middle Formative (Parson$719Shook 1951).

Middle Classic non-local types recovered from Bdbindicate a possible

influence from coastal sites like La Montana, whithve evidence of interaction with
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Teotihuacan. During this period, highlands siteeuad Lake Amatitlan also have
evidence of interaction with Teotihuacan (e.g., spree of Teotihuacan-style
incensarios).

During the Late Classic, sites in the Santa L@wdzumalhuapa zone peaked in
terms of settlement and regional influence when fwis of trade shifted from the
Pacific coast to the highlands of Guatemala. THist svas most likely due to the
decrease in occupation of sites along the coasin®uhe Postclassic, there is a minor
influx of imported types from the Guatemala higllarand the Petén that there may have

been an increase in interaction with these twooregi

Future Research

An intensification of research at the ceremoniaters of Bilbao and El Badl
over the last four decades may eventually resudtninncrease of investigations between
these sites, where the possible residential aresider. If this occurs, a nice study of
comparative ceramic materials may be recoverechduhese investigations that could
be used to add to this and others’ research tdifgehe difference of vessel and non-
vessel forms between residential and ceremoniakare

Since there has already been extensive researtheoalassification of Pacific
coast ceramics (e.g., Bove, Chinchilla, Medranaos®&ss, Thompson, etc.), future studies
of the MPM Bilbao assemblage could instead focusseunes like ceramic sourcing and
production methods. XRF analyses of the Bilbao rabt&ge, and specifically the non-
local fragments, could provide additional eviderioe the importation of pottery, in

addition to the production of local wares. Sevestldies conducted since Parsons’
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analyses have focused on sourcing ceramic matdrais the Pacific coast (e.g., Bove
and Neff 2002; Neff, Bishop and Arnold 1988). Vdlleassemblages of sherds collected
by Parsons at El Baul, La Victoria, and Kaminaljugne currently stored at the MPM,;
these materials which are in dire need of anasdwould be a valuable source of data
which could be compared to the information on thid® collection. To support any
evidence from XRF, petrography could also be cotetlion the sherds from Bilbao that
have already been thin sectioned (Parsons 194§l hot recover the thin sections in
artifact storage but information from the MPM Boglge archives indicate that the
samples were sent back to the MPM in the late 196Qgher research in the MPM
archives may produce these thin sections as wethadield reports and other notes

produced during the Bilbao expedition.
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APPENDIX A: Glossary of Pottery Nomenclature

Ceramic typesA nonrandom cluster of attributes (Rice 2005:484pes are
distinguished from one another by recognizablealiand tangible differences (Gifford
1976:9). Names are ordinarily assigned by firstrgj\a primary name corresponding to a
place or geographic location within the known @wased area of distribution of the
pottery (Smith and Gifford 1966:129).

Ceramic VarietiesThe type is the core unit of classification; vagstare subcategories

within each type based on small but significanfedénces.

Ceramic groupA ceramic group is a collection of similar or stgbnrelated ceramic
types that are homogenous in terms of forms, pate, technological traits, and other
similar attributes (Smith and Gifford 1965:501).

Ware:Large ware groups are basedginss decorative and technological features (Mdllia
1931).

Ceramic complex:A ceramic complex is the sum total of modes andetis (types)
that comprised the full pottery context of an aedlagical unit; usually that unit is a
phase” (Smith and Gifford 1965:502).

Ceramic sphere‘The ‘ceramic sphere’ concept refers to fine ware@ndomestic
ceramics of the same cultural style that have spoear a large territory implying
economic and political influence from a common eefs)” (Creamer 1987:49).
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APPENDIX B: Glossary of Pottery Forms and Description:
[Most termsadapted from Parsons 1967:167]

Bottle: A vessel with a restricted orifice, a long or shemtall diameter ne(, and most likely i
globular body.

Bowl: A vessel with an unrestricted, with a slightlyrestricted orifice, slipped on the interic

The height is between one-half and aiird the body diamete
Simple- silhouette bowl: An unrestricted vessel in which grefile is
evenly curved with
no

change in direction.

Composite-Silhouette bowl (aboven unrestrictec
vessel in which the profile shows onemorechange in direction, creating a definite anglédhe
line of break in curvature.

Incurvedfim bowl: A vessel with a slightly restricted ooé

Dish: A vessel with an unrestrid orifice. The height between otierd and on-fifth the
diameter.

Jar: A vesskwith a restricted orifice, and normalan unslipped interior. Usually it hza
globular body and nec

Bolsteredrim jars: A restricte-orifice vessel with a thickening tiie rim at the lig

Evertedrim jars: A restricte-orifice vessel with a pronouncedreature of the rim near tt
orifice.
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Labial-flanged jars: A restricted-orifice vessettwa flange, or protrusion, located near the
lip.

Low-collared jars: A restricted-orifice vessel wilglobular or subglobular body similar to a
tecomate with the inclusion of a thickened rimdurcing a collar.

Necked jars: A vessel with a restricted-orifice angeck (as opposed to a tecomate) of
unspecified height.

Lid/cover: Specifically designed for covering a vessel.
Plate: A vessel with an unrestricted orifice. The heighess than one-fifth the diameter.

Sarténe:A utilitarian vessel, usually a composite-silhoaetish (used by present day Maya
as a frying pan for beans).

Tecomate:A vessel with a highly restricted orifice with@uheck, mostly globular in shape.

Urn: A term used to imply function, usually for humands. Commonly a large, heavy-walled
vessel form.

Vase:A vessel whose height clearly exceeds its witlthay be cylindrical, barrel-shaped,
slightly flaring, out-curving, or other variations
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APPENDIX C: MPM Accession Information

Milwaukee Public Museum Accession Card for Bilb@oamnic type collectiol
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APPENDIX D: MPM Bilbao Collection Drawer Location Information

Drawer # Drawer Label Description
9 "Sherd Type Collection (Published Examples) Bilb@oatemala —
I. Algo-es-Algo figs. 19-28 - (Middle Preclass@)awer 9"
10 "Sherd Type Collection (Published Examples) Bilb@aatemala —
[I. lMusiones figs. 30-40 - (Late Preclassic-faassic) Drawer 10"
11 "Sherd Type Collection (Published Examples) Bilb@oatemala —
Il Mejor-es-Algo figs. 42-44 - (Early Classidyawer 11"
12 "Sherd Type Collection (Published Examples) Bilb@aatemala —
IV. Laguneta figs. 46-52 - (Middle Classic ) Drewi2"
13 "Sherd Type Collection (Published Examples) Bilb@oatemala —
V. Laguneta and Sta. Lucia figs.53-57- (Middld_&te Classic ) Drawer 13"
"Sherd Type Collection (Published Examples) Bilb@oatemala —
14 VI. Laguneta and Sta. Lucia figs. 58-67 - (Mid@lassic & Late Classic) Drawer
14"
15 "Sherd Type Collection (Published Examples) Bilb@aatemala —
VIl Santa Lucia (only) figs. 70-74 - (Late Clas$iDrawer 15"
16 "Sherd Type Collection (Published Examples) Bilb@oatemala —
VIIl. Peor-es-Nada Figure 76 - (Postclassic ) Deah6"
17 "Sherd Type Collection (For Exchange) Bilbao, Guatka —
I. Algo-es-Algo - (Middle Preclassic ) Drawer 17"
18 "Sherd Type Collection (For Exchange) Bilbao, Goatka —
II. lllusiones - (Late Preclassic-Protoclassicaer 18"
19 "Sherd Type Collection (For Exchange) Bilbao, Guatla —
lll. Mejor-es-Algo (Early Classic) Drawer 19"
20 "Sherd Type Collection (For Exchange) Bilbao, Goatka —
IV. Laguneta (Middle Classic) Drawer 20"
21 "Sherd Type Collection (For Exchange) Bilbao, Guatla —
V. Laguneta & Sta. Lucia (Middle to Late Classigpiver 21"
22 "Sherd Type Collection (For Exchange) Bilbao, Goatka —
VI. & VIl Santa Lucia (Only) (Late Classic) Drawgp"
23 "Sherd Type Collection (For Exchange) Bilbao, Guatla —
VII. Peor-es-Nada (Postclassic) and Miscellaneosver 23"
o4 "Sherd Type Collection (For Exchange) Bilbao, Goatka —
VIII. Figurines and Effigy, Vessel Fragments Dra24f
25 "Guatemala Type collection papers, Drawer 25"
26 " Guatemala Bilbao, Charcoal and rock sampleawBr 26"
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APPENDIX E: Guatemala Ceramic Surface Collections tthe MPM

Comparative collection of Guatemalan ceramic shealsed in the MPM Anthropology storage from
surface collections and completed by Parsons atzéiRhaler

Site (# of sherds, if known) Type or ware Time period Ceramic Complex
El Baul Tiquisate Classic Period

Kaminaljuyu Purple-on-red ware Middle Preclassic Providencia
Kaminaljuyu Red-rimmed Usulutarn Middle Preclassic Providencia
Kaminaljuyu Red-on-White Middle Preclassiq Providencia
Kaminaljuyu Utatlan ware Middle Preclassiq Providencia
Kaminaljuyu Zinc-orange Middle Preclassiq Providencia
Kaminaljuyu Arenal Late Preclassic Arenal
Kaminaljuyu Flesh ware Early Classic Esperanza
La Victoria (4) Not identified Conchas (I) Phase
La Victoria (3) Not identified Conchas (Il) Phase
La Victoria (1) Not identified Crucero Phase
La Victoria (2) Not identified Océs Phase




APPENDIX F: BILBAO, GUATEMALA, Milwaukee Public Museum ProjgcCeramic Type Code List

Algo-es-Algo Ceramic Complex (Middle Formative)
1000 Coarse Wares
Aguna White-Washed-Coarse Ware
Corea Group
1001Corea Thumb Impressed: Corea Variety
Cajon Coarse Ware
Soledad Group
1002 Soledad incised-slipless: Soledad Variety
Canilla Group
1003Canilla Red-on-Buff: Canilla Variety
Siquinala Red-on-Buff Ware
Playas Group
1004Playas Red-on-Buff: Playas Variety
Recreo Group
1005Recreo Red-on-Buff: Recreo Variety
Ceylan Group
1006Ceylan Red-on-Buff: Ceylan Variety

1100 Black Brown Ware
Unspecified black-brown ware
Buena Vista Group
1101Buena Vista Black-Brown: Buena Vista Variety

1200 Fine Wares
Unspecified white ware
Santa Cruz Group
1201 Santa Cruz White: Santa Cruz Variety
Balsamo Orange Ware
Maruca Group
1202Maruca Zone-Diachrome: Maruca Variety

1300 Trade or special wares
1301Brown ware (patterned burnished)

La Victoria? (Conchas 1)
1302Black and red Tecomate

La Victoria (Ocos)
1303Mendez Red-Rimmed Tecomate

Salinas La Blanca (Cuadros)
1304Red ware

Kaminaljuyl (Arevalo)
1305Red-on-Cream

Kaminaljuyd (Las Charcas)
1306Red-on-White (pinch boss)

Salinas La Blanca (Cuadros)
1307Purple-on-fine-red

Kaminaljuyd (Providencia)
1308Utatlan Ware

Highland Guatemala (Middle Preclassic)
13090ther (note in comments)

lllusiones Ceramic Complex (Late Formative and Prabclassic)
2000 Coarse Wares
Aguna White-Washed-Coarse Ware
California Group
2001 California tool impressed: California Variety
Osuna Coarse Ware
Ceniza Group
2002Ceniza Slipless: Ceniza Variety
Acome Group
2003Acome Coarse-Incised: Acome Variety
Unspecified ware (related to Siquinala Red-on-Buff
Miramar Group
2004 Miramar Red-on-Buff: Miramar Variety

[A<))



llusiones Ceramic Complex (Late Formative and Protassic) - cont.

2100 Black-Brown Wares
Xata Black-Brown Ware
Victory Group
2101Victory Incised-Waxy: Victory Variety
Yucales Group
2102Yucales Incised-Black-Brown: Yucales Variety

2200 Fine Wares
Unspecified reddish-orange ware
Maternidad Group
2201 Maternidad Reddish-Orange: Maternidad
Variety
Balsamo Orange Ware
Rio Santiago Group
2202Rio Santiago Usulutan: Rio Santiago Variety
Socorro Group
2203Socorro Red-on-Orange: Socorro Variety
2204Red and white-on-orange (potential variety)

2300 Trade or Special Wares

2301Cream-slipped coarse ware (Coarse-incised)
Chukumuk (?), Phase 1 (?)

2302Verbena White, reddish-brown paste (incised)
Kaminaljuya (Miraflores or Arenal)

2303Black-Brown Ware (Coarse-Incised)
Kaminaljuyu (Arenal)

2304Black-Brown Ware (Fine-Incised)
Kaminaljuylu (Miraflores)

2305Graphite-on-Red Ware
Kaminaljuyu (Miraflores)

2306Fine Red Ware
Kaminaljuyu (Miraflores)

Mejor-es-Algo Ceramic Complex (Early Classic)
3000 Black-Brown Ware
Coyolate Black-Brown Ware
Babilonia Group
3001Babilonia Black-Brown: Babilonia Variety

3100 Red Ware
Cocales Red Ware
Maisillo Group
3101 Maisillo Red Variety

3200 Fine War@alsamo Orange Ware
Colmenera Group
3201Colmenera Red-on-Orange: Colmenera Variety

3300 Trade or Special Ware
3301Red-on-Orange Ware
Chukumuk (Phase II)

Laguneta Ceramic Complex (Middle Classic)
4000 Coarse Wares
Aguna White-Washed-Coarse Ware
Palo Verde Group
4001Palo Verde Beveled: Palo Verde Variety
Baul Reddish-Brown-Paste Ware
Felicidad Group
4002Felicidad White-Washed: Felicidad Variety
Fuego Group
4003 Fuego Bright-Micaceous: Fuego Variety
Favorita Group
4004 Favorita Mud: Favorita Variety
Pantale6n Hard Ware

€aT



Esmeralda Group
4005Esmeralda Flesh-Color: Esmeralda Variety
Laguneta Ceramic Complex (Middle Classic) - cont.
Bilbao Coarse Ware
Firpo Group
4006Firpo Filleted: Firpo Variety
Luciana Group
4007 Luciana White-Washed: Luciana Variety
Recuerdo Group
4008Recuerdo Unslipped: Recuerdo Variety

4100 Black-Brown Ware
Coyolate Black-Brown Ware
Barranquilla Group
4101Barranquilla Black-Brown: Barranquilla Variety

4200 Red Ware
Cocales Red Ware
Manzana Group
4201Manzana Red: Manzana Variety

4300 Fine Ware
Unspecified Ware (related to San Vicente Group)
Asuncion Group
4301Asuncion Orange: Asuncion Variety
Tiquisate Ware
Pacaya Group
4302Pacaya Orange: Pacaya Variety
4303Pacaya Orange: Black resist-painted variety
Patulul Orange-Brown Ware
Peridido Group
4304 Peridido Painted: Peridido Variety

4400 Trade or Special Wares

4401Black-Brown Cylindrical, Slab-footed Tripod Vas@ick
walled)
Local (?), No Phase
4402Black-Brown Cylindrical, Slab-footed Tripod Vases
Teotihuacan Style (lII)
4403Black-Brown Annular-Base Cups
Teotihuacan Style (llI)
4404Polychrome Basel-Flange Bowls
Petén (Tzakol 2-3)
4405Reddish-Brown Tall Tripod Ware
Zacualpa (Balam)

4500 Miscellaneous
4501 Mushroom-shaped object

Santa Lucia Ceramic Complex (Late Classic)
5000 Coarse Ware
Baul Reddish-Brown-Paste Ware
Golon Group
5001 Golon Ponderous: Golon Variety
Bilbao Coarse Ware
Tarros Group
5002Tarros Unslipped: Tarros Variety
Pantale6n Hard Ware
Diamantes Group
5003Diamantes Unslipped: Diamantes Variety

5100 Fine Wares
Unspecified Ware (related to Asuncion Group)
San Vicente Group
5101San Vicente Orange: San Vicente Variety
Tiquisate Ware
San Andres Group
5102San Andres Polychrome: San Andres Variety
Marias Group
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5103Marias Carved: Marias Variety

Santa Lucia Ceramic Complex (Late Classic) - cont.
Plumbate Ware
San Juan Group
5104 San Juan Plumbate: San Juan Variety

5200 Trade or Special Wares
5201Ulua Polychrome
Honduras or El Salvador (Late Classic)
5202Polychrome Bowls or Vases
Petén or Alta Vera Paz (Tepeu)
5203Cream-on-Brown Cylindrical Vases (Incised)
Alta Vera Paz (Late Classic)
5204Unslipped Coarse Ware Effigy Censers
Local (?), (No Time period)
5205Unslipped Coarse Ware Ladle Censers
Local (?), (No Time period)

Peor-es-Nada Ceramic Complex (Late Postclassic)
6000 Coarse Ware
Unspecified Ware
Santa Rita Group
6001 Santa Rita Micaceous: San Rita Variety

6100 Black-Brown Ware
Unspecified Ware
Sumatan Group
6101 Sumatan Cinnamon: Sumatan Variety

6200 Trade or Special Wares
6201Plumbate Ware

Tohil Group, Western Guatemala (E. Postclassic)
6202Red-on-Orange to Buff Ware

Zacualpa (Tohil)
6203Unslipped Coarse Ware Ladle Censers

Nebaj, Guatemala (Early Postclassic)
6204 White-on-Red Ware

Highland Guatemala (Late Postclassic)
6205Red-on-White Vase

Highland Guatemala (Late Postclassic)
6206Chinautla Black and Red-on-White Ware

Highland Guatemala (Late Postclassic)
6207 Streaky Red-Brown Ladle Censer (2-element

handle) Zaculea (Xinabahul -?)

All Phases — Misc. clay objects

7001Earspools

7002 Spindle whorl
7003Miniature vessels

7004 Shallow plate

7005Comal

7006Spouts

7007Incense burners

7008"Duck pots”

7009Sherd tablet

7010Ceramic bell

7011Handle

7012Problematic object
7013Sherd with prehistoric repair
7014 Sherd with mat impression
7015Sherd disks

7016Adobe fragment

7017 Contemporary glazed crockery
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APPENDIX G: Table of Bilbao Ceramic Type-Varieties(in ascending order by type number)

. Type
Type Variety ) . v .
(Parsons, | (Parsons, (Kaczm Catalog Ware (Parsons 1967) Ceramic Group Type-variety _Provemence
arek, Number (Parsons 1967 (Parsons 1967) (if applicable)
1963-65) | 1963-65)
2013)
O 3301 56003 Trade or special | - Red-oa@e ware Chukumuk (Phase I1)
2 | - 1303 55989 Trade or special | - MendedfRimmed Tecomate Salinas La Blanca
(Cuadros)
3 | 1306 55979 Trade or special | - Red-dmites (pinch boss) Salinas La Blanca
(Cuadros)
4 | - 1302 55978 Trade or special | - Black or re_d tecomates La Victoria (Oc6s)
(zone-incised)
4 | - 1309 55978 Trade or special | - Black batidek, zone-punctated' (Ocos-style pottery)
S — 1305 55981 Trade or special |  -weer Red-amd®n Kaminaljuyu (Las
Charcas)
6 | - 1304 55981 Trade or special | = - Red ware Kaminaljuyt (Arevalo)
7 | e 1201 55976 Unspecified white Santa Cruz Santa Cruz Wh.'te: ------
Santa Cruz variety
IR R— 1201 55976 Unspecified white Santa Cruz Santa Cruz White: |
Santa Cruz variety
9 | e 1201 55976 Unspecified white Santa Cruz Santa Cruz White: |
Santa Cruz variety
10 | e 1201 55976 Unspecified white Santa Cruz santa Cruz White:
Santa Cruz variety
5 1307 55980 Trade or special | - Purphefioe-red K.J., Providencia
12 | - 1301 55983 Trade or special | - Broware (patterned burnished K'J." Prpwdenua orla
Victoria, Conchas 2
i - ?
13 | e 2301 55994 Trade or special | = eeee- Cream sllppgd coarse ware (coarse- Chukumuk (?), Phase 1
incised) ?
I 1005 55973 Siquinala Red-on-Buff Recreo Beced-on-buff: Recreo variety -
15 B 2203 55993 Balsamo Orange Socorro Socorro Red-on-Orange: Socorrg

variety
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Maruca zone-incised-diachrome:

15 C 1202 55977 Balsamo Orange Maruca A
Maruca variety
8 | - 2304 55998 Trade or special | - BlacloBn Ware (Fine-Incised) Kaminaljuy( (Miraflores)
19 | - 2306 55996 Trade or special | - Fine nede Kaminaljuyl (Miraflores)
I 2302 55995 Trade or special | e Verbena Wh|tez R_eddlsh Brown | Kaminaljuya (Miraflores
Paste (incised) or Arenal)
21 | e 2302 55995 Trade or special | = e Verbena White, Reddish Brown | Kaminaljuyd (Miraflores
Paste (incised) or Arenal)
22 | - 4404 56005 Trade or special | - Polyche Basel-Flange Bowls Petén (Tzakol 2-3)
23 A 4403 56006 Trade or special | - Black-Browmnélar-Base Cups Teotihuacan Style (lll
23 | - 4402 56007 Trade or special | - Black brown .cyllndncal, slab-footeg Teotihuacan Style (lIl)
tripod vases
o5 | 5203 56023 Trade or special | e Cream-on-Brown Cylindrical Vases  Alta Vera P_az (Late
(Incised) Classic)
26 A 5201 56022 Trade or special | = eeee- Ulna Polycheo Honduras or El Salvador
(Late Classic)
26 B 5202 56022 Trade or special | - Polychroroe/B or Vases Peten (();:FI)t:u\)/era Paz
27 | - 6202 56038 Trade or special | - Redanange to Buff Ware Zacualpa (Tohil)
o8 | e 6206 56036 Trade or special | e Chinautla Black and Red-on-White Highland Guater_nala (Late
Ware Postclassic)
29 | e 6204 56037 Trade or special | = -eeee WhiteRed Ware Highland Guatemala (Latp
Postclassic)
31 | - 6101 56034 Unspecified Ware Sumatan Sumatan C'””?‘moni ------
Sumatan Variety
33 B 5002 56024 Bilbao Coarse Tarros Tarros Unslippado$ Variety | -
34 A 5205 56025 Trade or special | - Unsllppedcceonusrzfsware Ladle Local (?) (No time period
34 C 6207 56035 Trade or special | - Streaky Red-Brown Ladle Censer (2 Zaculea (Xinabahul?)
element handle)
35 C 7012 Unknown Problematic object | - | e | e
35 D 7007 56039 Incense Burner | -—— | e
35 E 7010 56039 Ceramicbells | - | e e

LGT



1%

35 7012 Unknown Problematic object | - | e e

36 D 7008 56039 "Duck pots" | - e e

37 | - 7006 56039 Spouts | - | e e

38 | - 7004 no cat # Shallow plate |  -—— | e e

43 | - 2002 55986 Osuna Coarse Ceniza Ceniza Slipless: Ceniza Variety] -

45 | - 2303 55994 Trade or special | - Brovahack ware (course-incised Kaminaljuy( (Areneal

46 | - 4405 56004 Trade or special | - Reddisbwn Tall Tripod ware Zacualpa (Balam)

a7 | - 6204 56037 Trade or special | - Whitered Ware Highland Guater_nala (Lat

Postclassic)
48 | - 7011 56039 Handle |  -—-— | e e
49 | - 4101 | - Coyolate Black-Brown| Barranquilla Barranqunla_Black-l_?,rown: ------
Barranquilla Variety
49 | e 4303 56020 Tiquisate Pacaya Pacaya Orange:_BIack resist-painted
variety

49 | - 7003 56039 Miniature vessels | - |  e—— e

50 | e 2102 55990 Xata Black-Brown Yucales Yucales Incised-Black-Brown: |
Yucales Variety

- A — 2102 55990 Xata Black-Brown Yucales |  Yucales incised-black-brown: |
Yucales variety

51 A 2102 55990 Xata Black-Brown Yucales |  Yucalesincised-black-brown: |
Yucales variety

51 B 2102 55990 Xata Black-Brown Yucales Yucales |nC|sed-bIz?1ck-br0wn: ------
\Yucales variety

51 C 2101 55989 Xata Black-Brown Victory Victory incised-waxy: |
Victory variety

52 A 2101 55989 Xata Black-Brown Victory Victory incised-waxy: |
Victory variety

52 B 2101 55989 Xata Black-Brown Victory Victory incised-waxy: |
Victory variety

52 c 2101 55989 Xata Black-Brown Victory Victory incised-waxy: |
Victory variety

52 c 2102 55989 Xata Black-Brown Victory Victoryincised-waxy: |
Victory variety

52 c 2101 55989 Xata Black-Brown Victory Victoryincised-waxy: |

Victory variety
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52 F 2101 55989 Xata Black-Brown Victory Victory incised-waxy: |
Victory variety

I — 2101 55989 Xata Black-Brown Victory Victory incised-waxy: |
Victory variety

53 A 2002 55986 Osuna Coarse Ceniza Ceniza Slipless:&Céaiety | -

53 A 2101 55989 Xata Black-Brown Victory Victory incised-waxy: |
Victory variety

53 c 2101 55989 Xata Black-Brown Victory Victory incised-waxy: |
Victory variety

. Black brown cylindrical, slab-footeq >

53 D 4401 56008 Trade or special | - tripod vases (thick walled) Local(?), No phase

54 B 2101 55989 Xata Black-Brown Victory Victory incised-waxy: |
Victory variety

54 C 2101 55989 Xata Black-Brown Victory Victory incised-waxy: |
Victory variety

55 A 3001 56000 Coyolate Black-Brown Babilonia Babélggi'grﬁfsz}?egwn: ------

55 B 3001 56000 |  Coyolate Black-Brown Babilonia Babé';’g‘i'gr'ﬁf\‘jzferé’/wm ------

55 C 3001 56000 |  Coyolate Black-Brown Babilonia Babé';’g‘i'gr'ﬁf\‘jzferé’/wm ------

55 C 3001 56000 Coyolate Black-Brown Babilonia Babé'ggi'g rﬁf\‘j;irt‘;wni ......

55 D 3001 56000 |  Coyolate Black-Brown Babilonia Babllonia rﬁfsz}irt‘;‘””: ------

55 D' 3001 56000 Coyolate Black-Brown Babilonia Babélggillzrlﬁfsz-rirglwn: ------

55 E 3001 56000 Coyolate Black-Brown Babilonia Babélggillzrlﬁfsz-rirglwn: ------

56 A 4101 56017 Coyolate Black-Brown Barranquilla Bag?i?ﬂaﬂgiiﬁéa\%}%g/ L —

56 B 4101 56017 Coyolate Black-Brown Barranquilla Bagz??alﬁgiiﬁéa\ig}gg/ Wl

57 A 4101 56017 Coyolate Black-Brown Barranquill? Bagz?ﬂaﬂgiiﬁf\%}g&m: ------
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Barranquilla Black-Brown:

57 B 4101 56017 Coyolate Black-Brown Barranquilla . P
Barranquilla Variety
57 C 4101 56017 Coyolate Black-Brown Barranquilla Barranqunla_Black-l_?,rown: ------
Barranquilla Variety
57 D 4101 56017 Coyolate Black-Brown  Barranquilla ~ Baranquilla Black-Brown:
Barranquilla Variety
72N — 4303 | 56021 | FaululOnangeBrown | peigigo Peridido Painted: Peridido Variety =~~~
58 A 2201 55991 Unspecified reddish- Maternidad Maternidad .Redd|sh-0range: ______
orange Maternidad variety
58 B 2201 55991 Unspecified reddish- Maternidad Maternidad .Redd|sh-0range: ______
orange Maternidad variety
58 C 2201 55991 Unspecified reddish- Maternidad Maternidad _Reddlsh-Orange: ______
orange Maternidad variety
58 C 4201 56018 Cocales Red Manzanad Manzana RedaMaNariety | = -
58 D 3101 56001 Cocales Red Maisillo Maisillo Red: Maisillo vgriet | -
58 E 3101 56001 Cocales Red Maisillo Maisillo Red: Maisillo variet | -
58 F 3101 56001 Cocales Red Maisillo Maisillo Red: Maisillo variet | -
58 G 2002 55986 Osuna Coarse Ceniza Ceniza SliplessaCémiety | -
58 H 4201 56018 Cocales Red Manzana Manzana Red:adanariety | = -
58 | 4201 56018 Cocales Red Manzana Manzana Red:adanzariety | = -
58 J 4201 56018 Cocales Red Manzana Manzana Redaktavariety | = -----
58 K 4201 56018 Cocales Red Manzana Manzana Red:adanzariety | = -
58 | e 2201 55991 Unspecified reddish- Maternidad Maternidad _Reddlsh-Orange: ______
orange Maternidad variety
59 A 1002 55970 Cajon Coarse Soledad Soledad incised-slipless: |
Soledad variety
59 B 1002 55970 Cajon Coarse Soledad Soledad incised-slipless: |
Soledad variety
60 | e 2302 55995 Trade or special | e Verbena White, Reddish Brown | Kaminaljuyu (Miraflores

Paste (incised)

or Arenal)
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Soledad incised-slipless:

60 A 1002 55970 Cajon Coarse Soledad P
Soledad variety
60 B 1002 55970 Cajon Coarse Soledad Soledad incised-slipless: |
Soledad variety
60 E 1002 55970 Cajon Coarse Soledad Soledad incised-slipless: | __
Soledad variety
60 D 1002 55970 Cajon Coarse Soledad Soledad incised-slipless: |
Soledad variety
60 F 1101 55975 Unspecified black-brown Buena Vistia Buena V'Stq BIack-Brown: ------
Buena Vista Variety
60 G 1002 55970 Cajon Coarse Soledad Soledad incised-slipless: |
Soledad variety
61 1003 55971 Cajon Coarse Canilla Canilla red-on-Q4#filla variety | -
62 | - 1002 55970 Cajon Coarse Soledad Soledad incised-slipless: |
Soledad Variety
63 | - 1003 55971 Cajon Coarse Canilla Canilla RedBoffi- Canilla Variety| -
64 | - 1004 55972 Siquinala Red-on-Buff Playas Plaggbon-buff: Playas variety] -
Unspecified ware (relateq . Miramar red-on buff;
6 | 2004 55988 | 5 Siquinala Red-on-Buff Miramar Miramar variety |
66 | e 2302 55995 Trade or special Verbena Wh|tez R_eddlsh Brown | Kaminaljuya (Miraflores
Paste (incised) or Arenal)
67 A 1003 55971 Cajon Coarse Canilla Canilla red-on-@dhilla variety |  -——--
Unspecified ware (related . Miramar red-on buff:
6r 1 2004 55988 | 1, Siquinala Red-on-Buff Miramar Miramar variety |
68 | - 3201 56002 Balsamo Orange Colmenera Colmenera Red-on.-Orange: ------
Colmenera Variety
68 A 2203 55993 Balsamo Orange Socorro Socorro Red-on.- Orange: | ___
Socorro variety
68 A 3201 56002 Balsamo Orange Colmenera Colmenera Red-on.-Orange: ------
Colmenera Variety
68 B 3201 56002 Balsamo Orange Colmenera ~ ColmeneraRed-on-Orange: |

Colmenera Variety
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68 | - 3201 56002 Balsamo Orange Colmenera Colmenera Red-on-Orange: |
Colmenera Variety

68 | - 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago R'O. Sa”“é?go Usul_utan: ------
Rio Santiago variety

69 A 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago R|q Sa”t'a?go Usulytan: ------
Rio Santiago variety

69 B 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago R|q Sa”t'a?go Usulytan: ------
Rio Santiago variety

69 | e 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago 0 Santiago Usulutan: )
Rio Santiago variety

70 A 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago 10 Santiago Usulutan:——
Rio Santiago variety

70 B 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago 10 Santiago Usulutan:
Rio Santiago variety

70 C 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago R|q Sa”t'a?go Usulytan: ------
Rio Santiago variety

70 D 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago R|q Sa”t'a?go Usulytan: ------
Rio Santiago variety

70 E 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago 10 Santiago Usulutan:
Rio Santiago variety

70 F 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago 10 Santiago Usulutan:
Rio Santiago variety

70 G 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago 10 Santiago Usulutan: |
Rio Santiago variety

70 | e 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago 10 Santiago Usulutan:
Rio Santiago variety

71 A 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago R'O. Sa”“f’?go Usul_utan: ------
Rio Santiago variety

71 B 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago R'O. Sa”“f’?go Usul_utan: ------
Rio Santiago variety

71 C 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago R'O. Sa”“f’?go Usul_utan: ------
Rio Santiago variety

71 D 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago R'O. Sa”“f’?go Usul_utan: ------
Rio Santiago variety

71 E 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago 10 Santiago Usulutan: |
Rio Santiago variety

71 F 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago Rio Santisgiotan: | -
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Rio Santiago variety
71 G 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago 10 Santiago Usulutan:
Rio Santiago variety
71 H 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago 10 Santiago Usulutan:
Rio Santiago variety
71 | 2202 55992 Balsamo Orange Rio Santiago 10 Santiago Usulutan:
Rio Santiago variety
72 1006 55974 Siquinala Red-on-Buff Ceylan Ceylanaedbuff: Ceylan variety | -
72 B 1006 55974 Siquinala Red-on-Buff Ceylan Ceylanomedbuff: Ceylan variety | ~ -——--
73 | 1001 55969 Aguna White-Washed- Corea Corea thumb-|r_npressed: ______
Coarse Corea variety
74 | 2001 55985 Aguna White-Washed- California Callforr!la tqol-lmpressed: ______
Coarse California variety
7% | - 2002 55986 Osuna Coarse Ceniza Ceniza Sliflessza variety | -
% | - 2002 55986 Osuna Coarse Ceniza Ceniza Sliflessza variety | -
7 | - 2003 55987 Osuna Coarse Acome Acome coarse.-|nC|sed: ------
Acome variety
78 A 2003 55987 Osuna Coarse Acome Acome coarse-incised: |
Acome variety
78 | e 2003 55987 Osuna Coarse Acome Acome coarse-incised: |
Acome variety
79 A 4004 56013 Baul Reddish-Brown Favorita Favorita Mud: Favorita Variety | -
Paste ware
79 c 4004 56013 | Baul Reddish-Brown Favorita Favorita Mud: Favorita Variety |~ —eeer
Paste ware
79 E 4004 56013 | Baul Reddish-Brown Favorita Favorita Mud: Favorita Variety |~ —eeer
Paste ware
79 F 4004 se013 | Daul Reddish-Brown Favorita Favorita Mud: Favorita Variety | -
Paste ware
79 G 4004 56013 Baul Reddish-Brown Favorita Favorita Mud: Favorita Variety | -
Paste ware
79 H 4004 56013 Baul Reddish-Brown Favorita Favorita Mud: Favorita Variety | -
Paste ware
79 | 4004 56013 Baul Reddish-Brown Favorita Favorita Mud: Favorita Variety | -
Paste ware
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79 J 4004 56013 Baul Reddish-Brown Favorita Favorita Mud: Favorita Variety | -
Paste ware
79 K 4004 56013 Baul Reddish-Brown Favorita Favorita Mud: Favorita Variety | -
Paste ware
79 L 4004 56013 Baul Reddish-Brown Favorita Favorita Mud: Favorita Variety | -
Paste ware
79 M 4004 56013 Baul Reddish-Brown Favorita Favorita Mud: Favorita Variety | -
Paste ware
79 N 4004 56013 | Baul FFfeo'd'Sh'BrOW“ Favorita Favorita Mud: Favorita Variety | -
aste ware
79 o) 4004 s6013 | oau FFfeo'd'Sh'BrOW“ Favorita Favorita Mud: Favorita Variety |~ ---er
aste ware
80 | - 5001 56027 Baul Reggést,z-Brown- Golon Golon Ponderous: Golon Variety] -
81 A 4002 56010 Baul Reddish-Brown Felicidad FeI|C|dz_ad_ Wh|te-Washed: ______
Paste ware Felicidad Variety
81 B 2002 56010 Baul Reddish-Brown Felicidad FeI|C|dz_ad_ Wh|te-Washed: ______
Paste ware Felicidad Variety
81 C 2002 56010 Baul Reddish-Brown Felicidad FeI|C|dz_ad_ Wh|te-Washed: ______
Paste ware Felicidad Variety
81 D 4002 56010 Baul Reddish-Brown Felicidad Felicidad White-Washed: |
Paste ware Felicidad Variety
82 A 4003 56011 Baul Reddish-Brown Fuego Fuego Br|ght-M|_caceous: ______
Paste ware Fuego Variety
82 B 4003 56011 Baul Reddish-Brown Fuego Fuego Brlght-Ml_caceous: ______
Paste ware Fuego Variety
82 C 4003 56011 Baul Reddish-Brown Fuego Fuego Brlght-Ml_caceous: ______
Paste ware Fuego Variety
82 D 4003 56011 Baul Reddish-Brown Fuego Fuego Br|ght-M|_caceous: ______
Paste ware Fuego Variety
82 | 4003 56011 Baul Reddish-Brown Fuego Fuego Br|ght-M|_caceous: ______
Paste ware Fuego Variety
83 A 4005 56012 Pantale6n Hard Esmeralda Esmeralda Flesh-Color: |
Esmeralda Variety
83 B 4005 56012 Pantale6n Hard Esmeralda Esmeralda Flesh-Color: |
Esmeralda Variety
83 C 4005 56012 Pantale6n Hard Esmeralda Esmeralda Flesh-.CoIor: ------
Esmeralda Variety
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83 D 4005 56012 Pantale6n Hard Esmeralda Esmeralda Flesh-Color: |
Esmeralda Variety

83 E 4005 56012 Pantale6n Hard Esmeralda Esmeralda Flesh-Color: |
Esmeralda Variety

83 F 4005 56012 Pantaleén Hard Esmeralda Esmeralda Flesh-.CoIor: ------
Esmeralda Variety

83 G 4005 56012 Pantale6n Hard Esmeralda Esmeralda Flesh-.CoIor: ------
Esmeralda Variety

83 H 4005 56012 Pantaledn Hard Esmeralgh ~ £smeraldaFlesh-Color: )
Esmeralda Variety

83 | 4005 56012 Pantalesn Hard Esmeralda Esmeralda Flesh-Color: |
Esmeralda Variety

83 J 4005 56012 Pantaledn Hard Esmeralda ~ ESmeraidaFlesh-Color:
Esmeralda Variety

83 K 4005 56012 Pantalesn Hard Esmeralda Esmeralda Flesh-Color: |
Esmeralda Variety

83 L 4005 56012 Pantale6n Hard Esmeralda Esmeralda Flesh-Color: |
Esmeralda Variety

83 | 4005 56012 Pantale6n Hard Esmeralda Esmeralda Flesh-Color: |
Esmeralda Variety

84 A 5003 56028 Pantale6n Hard Diamantes$ D|a_mantes Unsllpped: ------
Diamantes Variety

84 B 5003 56028 Pantaleén Hard Diamantes D|a_mantes Unsllpped: ------
Diamantes Variety

84 C 5003 56028 Pantaleén Hard Diamantes D|a_mantes Unsllpped: ------
Diamantes Variety

84 D 5003 56028 Pantalen Hard Diamante$ Diamantes Unslipped:
Diamantes Variety

84 | 5003 56028 Pantalen Hard Diamante$ Diamantes Unslipped:
Diamantes Variety

85 A 4001 56009 Aguna White-Washed- Palo Verde Palo Verde Bevgled: ______
Coarse Palo Verde Variety

85 B 4001 56009 Aguna White-Washed- Palo Verde Palo Verde Bevgled: ______
Coarse Palo Verde Variety

85 C 2001 56009 Aguna White-Washed- Palo Verde Palo Verde Bevgled: ______
Coarse Palo Verde Variety

85 D 2001 56009 Aguna White-Washed- Palo Verde Palo Verde Bevgled: ______
Coarse Palo Verde Variety
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Aguna White-Washed-

Palo Verde Beveled:

8% | 4001 56009 Coarse Palo Verde Palo Verde Variety | T
86 | - 4007 56014 Bilbao Coarse Luciana Luciana Wh|te-Washed: ------
Luciana Variety
87 A 4008 56015 Bilbao Coarse Recuerdo Recuerdo Unshpped: ------
Recuerdo Variety
87 B 4008 56015 Bilbao Coarse Recuerdo Recuerdo Unshpped: ------
Recuerdo Variety
87 | e 4008 56015 Bilbao Coarse Recuerdo Recuerdo Unslipped: 1
Recuerdo Variety
88 A 4006 56013 Bilbao Coarse Firpo Firpo Filleted: Firpoidtgzw | -
88 B 4006 56013 Bilbao Coarse Firpo Firpo Filleted: Firpd&t | -
88 | - 4006 56013 Bilbao Coarse Firpo Firpo Filletedp&ivariety | — -----
89 | - 5002 56026 Bilbao Coarse Tarros Tarros Upslib Tarros Variety | -
90 A 4303 56021 Patulul Cv)vrgpege-Brown Peridido Peridido Painted: Peridido Variety @~ --—---
90 B 4303 56021 Patulul Cv)vrgpege-Brown Peridido Peridido Painted: Peridido Variety @~ --—---
90 C 4303 56021 Patulul CV)vr:pege-Brown Peridido Peridido Painted: Peridido Variety @~ --—---
90 D 4303 56021 Patulul (\?vrgpege-Brown Peridido Peridido Painted: Peridido Variety @~ --—--—--
90 D 6202 56038 Trade or special | - Red-on-OeaiogBuff Ware Zacualpa (Tohil)
90 D' 6202 56038 Trade or special | - Red-on-Qeato Buff Ware Zacualpa (Tohil)
90 E 4303 | se0p1 | FAMMIDrangeBIOWN | peigigy Peridido Painted: Peridido Variety ~ -er
90 F 4303 56021 Patulul (\?vrgpege-Brown Peridido Peridido Painted: Peridido Variety @~ --—---
90 G 4303 56021 Patulul (\?vrgpege-Brown Peridido Peridido Painted: Peridido Variety @~ --—---
90 H 4303 | 56021 | Al OrangeBrown | perigio Peridido Painted: Peridido Variety ~ -er
91 B 4301 56019 Unspecified ware (relateg Asuncion Asuncion Orange: Asuncion Variety -

to San Vicente Group)
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91 | - 4301 56019 Unspecme_d ware (related Asuncion Asuncion Orange: Asuncion Variety -
to San Vicente Group)

92 A 4302 56020 Tiquisate Pacaya Pacaya Orange: Peesgty | = --—--

92 B 4302 56020 Tiquisate Pacaya Pacaya Orange: Pdasgty | = ---—-

92 C 4302 56020 Tiquisate Pacaya Pacaya Orange: Pdaagty | = -—--

92 D 4302 56020 Tiquisate Pacaya Pacaya Orange: Pdasgty | = ---—-

92 E 4302 56020 Tiquisate Pacaya Pacaya Orange: Pdaagty | = -—--

92 F 4302 56021 Tiquisate Pacaya Pacaya Orange: Pdaagty | = ---—--

92 G 4302 56020 Tiquisate Pacaya Pacaya Orange: Pdaagty | = -—--

92 H 4302 56020 Tiquisate Pacaya Pacaya Orange: Pdasgty | = -——-

92 | 4302 56020 Tiquisate Pacaya Pacaya Orange: Peesgty | = --—--

92 J 4302 56020 Tiquisate Pacaya Pacaya Orange: Péaagy | = --——--

22 | - 4302 56020 Tiquisate Pacaya Pacaya Orangay&&ariety | -

93 A 4303 | seop1 | FamulomrngeBrown | pergigo Peridido Painted: Peridido Variety =~~~

93 B 5102 56031 Tiquisate San Andres San Andres Polychrome: |
San Andres Variety

93 B1 5102 56031 Tiquisate San Andrey  San Andres Polychrome: 1
San Andres Variety

93 B2 5102 56031 Tiquisate San Andrey  San Andres Polychrome: 1
San Andres Variety

93 B3 5102 56031 Tiquisate San Andres San Andres Polychrome: ------
San Andres Variety

93 C 5102 56031 Tiquisate San Andres San Andres Polychrome: ------
San Andres Variety

o d San Andres Polychrome:

93 | 5102 56031 Tiquisate San Andres San Andres Variety | T

93 J 5102 56031 Tiquisate San Andres San Andres Polychrome: ------
San Andres Variety

93 | - 5103 56031 Tiquisate Marias Marias Carved: Maviariety | ~ ----

94 | - 5104 56031 Plumbate San Juan San Juan Plengsn Juan Variety 000 -

TS — 6001 56033 Unspecified Ware SantaRita “2nta R'ta\'\//';ﬁi‘t:;OUS: SanRita)
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1%

9% | - 7005 56039 Comal | - e e
unknown | = ------ 1308 unknown Trade or special | - Utatlan Ware H|g.hland Guatem.ala
(Middle Preclassic)
unknown | = ------ 2305 unknown Trade or special | - Graphite-on-Red Ware Kaminaljuyd (Miraflores
unknown | e 5101 unknown| Unspecified ware (related o -\ ioonie San Vicente Orange: San Vicente
to Asuncion Group) Variety
unknown | = ------ 5204 unknown Trade or special | - Unsllpped course ware - Local (?) (No time period
Effigy Censers

unknown | = ------ 6201 unknown Trade or special | - Plumbate Ware - Tohil Group Western Guatemala (Early
Postclassic)

unknown | ceeee 6203 unknown Trade or special | = e Unslipped course ware - Nebaj, Guatemgla (Early

Ladle Censers Postclassic)

unknown | = ------ 6205 unknown Trade or special | - Red-on-White Vase Highland Guater_nala (Lat
Postclassic)

unknown | = ------ 7001 unknown Earspools | - | e e

unknown | = ------ 7002 unknown Spindle Whorls | - - e

unknown | = ------ 7013 unknown Sherd with PrehlStOflC ..................

repair
unknown | = ------ 7014 56039 Sherd W'th mat o
impression

unknown | = ------ 7015 unknown Sherd disks | = - - | e

unknown | = ------ 7016 unknown Adobe fragment | = - —_——

unknown | = ------ 7009 56038 Sherd tablets | - | e e

unknown 7017 unknown Contemporary glazed

crockery

*** Type numbers that are missing a sequence (either ...225236..., --missing 24— or ...34A, 34C..., --missing 34Bvere not present in the MPM collection ¢

Parsons’ monograph (1967) and therefore cannot bemlatal.

=
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APPENDIX H: Table of Bilbao Vessel Measurements (in order ftbenMiddle Formative to the Postclassic) — Pard@&¥

Wall Rim Rim Rim . |
Time Period Number ThWa” Wall thickness | Diameter diameter diameter Height Height
of sherds ickness | thickness (cm) range (cm) range median (cm) (cm)
. (cm) MIN - | (cm) MAX . (cm) MIN - MAX —
Form at Bilbao Average | — Average IXI‘edlan k MIN - MAX - (cm) - Average | Average
verage | Average Average Average
Algo-es-Algo 1,140 0.61 1.38 1.00 17.38 28.81 22.40 5.65 7.00
bolstered-rim jars 321 0.52 1.20 - 14.0( 19.49 a6.0 - -
bolstered-rim vases 10 0.60 1.00 0.5¢ 20.00 20.p0 0.803 - -
bottles 1 - - - - - - - -
composite silhouette bowls 128 0.80 1.88 1.2 20.87 29.79 - 5.80 5.80
cuspidors 2 0.30 0.70 - 13.00 14.00 - - -
dishes or bowls 4 - - 0.50 - - - - -
everted-rim jars 18 0.70 1.00 - 30.00 39.00 - - -
flanged dishes 25 0.50 0.70 - 15.0( 23.00 - 5.20 00 8.
incurved-rim bowls 51 0.53 0.76 0.62 25.16 28.28 .733 - -
labial-flanged jars 6 - - 0.50 - - 10.00 - -
low-collared jars 77 - - 0.59 22.00 32.0( 20.94 - -
necked jars 41 0.50 1.00 - 10.00 12.00 18.50 -
neckless jars or tecomates 207 0.7Q 1.70 1.09 12j0040.00 33.00 - -
outflaring-sided dishes 1 - - 0.90 - - 30.00 6.20 .206
outslanted-sided dishes or bowls 5 - - - - - - - -
outslanteq-sided dishes or bowls and 14 i i i i i i i i
neckless jars
short-necked jars 73 0.70 1.50 1.0Q 20.00 32.00 - -
simple silhouette bowls 119 0.55 1.40 1.00 25.21  .533 28.13 6.10 6.10
thick-walled, outslanted-sided dishes 3 - - - - - - - -
undetermined 25 - - - - - - - -
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Rim Rim .
, , Number Wall WaII Wall Diameter | diameter | . Rim Height | Height
Time Period of . thickness | thickness diameter
sherds Thickness (cm) (cm) range range median (cm) (cm)
(cm) MIN . (cm) (cm) MIN - MAX -
Form at MAX — | Median - (cm) -
Bilbao | ~AVerage Average | Average MIN - MAX - Average Average | Average
Average | Average
vases 3 - - - - - - - -
wide-mouthed jars 6 0.50 0.80 - - - 16.50 - -
lllusiones 3,033 0.61 1.31 0.88 21.56 35.48 17.24 756 7.00
bolstered-rim bowls 17 - - 1.50 - - 20.00 - -
bolstered-rim vases 301 - - 1.00 20.00 60.00 - - .
bowls 14 - - 1.00 - - 11.00 - -
complex silhouette bowls 1 - - - - - - - -
composite silhouette bowls 74 0.50 0.70 - 18.75 8&6. - - -
composite silhouette bowls and jars 13 - - - - - - - -
effigy bowls or jars 9 0.60 0.90 - - - 20.00 - -
everted-rim jars 259 0.40 1.30 0.60 15.00 25.00 - . -
everted-rim vases 165 0.45 1.08 - 20.18 31.35 - 0aL2 -
everted-rim, S-Z Angle bowls 138 0.50 0.90 - 19.91 29.57 - - -
hooked-rim bowls 44 0.50 0.90 - 20.00 30.00 - - -
hooked-rim jars and vases 9 0.50 1.30 - - - 18.00 -
Incurved-rim bowls 93 0.50 0.90 - 15.00 23.00 - - -
incurved-rim bowls, hooked-rim
. 10 - - - - - - - -
bowls, and possibly vases
labial to lateral-flanged dishes or 33 0.50 0.90 i 18.00 25 00 i i i
bowls
labial-flanged dishes or bowls 2 0.50 0.70 - 20.00 20.00 - - -
necked jars 178 0.46 1.55 1.00 14.35 21.45 11.00 -
outflaring-sided bowls 10 - - 0.60 - - 30.0C - -
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wall Rim Rim Rim
Time Period Number WaII Wall thickness | Diameter diameter diameter Height Height
Thickness | thickness range : (cm) (cm)
of sherds (cm) range (cm) median
Form at Bilbao | (€M MIN - (cm) MAX |y, 0 i MIN - (cm) (cm) - MIN - MAX -
Average | — Average MAX - Average | Average
g ge| A g g
verage Average Average
Average
simple silhouette and flaring-walled
. . 41 - - - - - - - -
bowls with everted rims
simple silhouette bowls 69 0.60 0.80 - 17.00 28.00 - - -
simple silhouette bowls 5 - - - - - - - -
simple silhouette to incurved-rim bowls| 23 0.50 0.80 - 20.00 25.00 - - -
S-Z angle, composite silhouette bowls 873 0.53 1.12 0.63 22.34 29.26 - 6.56 7.00
thick-walled bowls or vases 564 1.00 2.00 1.2% 30.0 50.00 - - -
tripod dishes 46 0.70 1.00 - 16.00 30.00 - 5.00 07.0
Unknown - - - - - - - -
vertical-sided bowls 39 - - 0.60 18.00 23.00 - - -
wide everted-rim bowls 3 - - 3.00 - - - - -
Mejor-es-Algo 686 0.40 0.79 0.53 14.29 20.64 1460 8.41 15.35
composite silhouette bowls 28 0.40 0.60 - 22.00 0@2., 18.14 - -
cylindrical vases 75 0.40 0.80 - 16.00 20.00 - Q2.0 12.00
deep bowls 294 0.40 0.78 - 8.31 19.58 14.90 8.00 .002Q
incurved-rim bowls 11 - - 0.80 - - 20.00 - -
medial to basal-ridged bowls 115 - - 0.50 22.00 0@as. - 7.00 7.00
simple silhouette bowls 21 0.50 1.00 - 15.00 20.00 - - -
simple silhouette to incurved-rim bowls| 142 0.40 0.80 - 19.37 21.43 - - -
Laguneta 7,251 0.47 0.96 0.64 16.76 27.22 17.19 888, 26.58
annular-based cups 4 - - 1.00 - - 7.0( 8.00 8.00
bail-handled sartenes 175 0.40 1.00 - 30.90 40.p0 7.00 8.00
basal-flanged bowls 4 - - - - - - - -
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Wall Rim Rim Rim
Time Period Number WaII Wall thickness | Diameter diameter diameter Height Height
Thickness | thickness range : (cm) (cm)
of sherds (cm) range (cm) median
Form at Bilbao | (€M MIN - (cm) MAX |y, 0 i MIN - (cm) (cm) - MIN - MAX -
Average | — Average MAX - Average | Average
g ge | A g g
verage | Average A Average
verage
basal-ridged dishes 4 0.50 0.60 - 20.0p 20.00 2000 - -
basal-ridged incense bowls 243 - - 1.20 18.90 23.00 - 24.00 24.00
basal-ridged tripod dishes 249 0.44 0.86 0.6p 20.04 27.04 - 10.00 10.00
beveled-rim jars 340 - - 0.60 13.00 28.00 - 60.00 0.06
composite silhouette bowls 240 0.42 0.69 0.50 13.77 20.82 20.05 6.81 7.00
cylindrical tripod vases 31 - - 1.00 - 24.0( - - -
cylindrical vases 377 0.21 0.43 0.23 6.77 9.90 1.60 10.21 13.61
deep bowls 45 0.40 0.80 0.60 11.71 22.11 - - -
everted-rim bowls 52 - - 1.00 11.00 19.00 - - -
everted-rim bowls or vases 94 0.70 1.13 - 28.83 3484. - 12.00 -
everted-rim jars 815 0.59 1.52 - 19.99 55.80 76.00 20.92 90.00
everted-rim vases 67 0.57 0.84 1.00 18.53 35.88 0015 - -
flaring-necked jars 150 0.50 1.10 - 15.0( 17.90 - 1.50 21.50
low-collared jars 22 0.40 0.50 - - - 13.00 - -
miniatures 43 - - - 7.50 9.00 8.00 8.0d 8.00
mushroom-shaped objects 12 - - 1.0d - - - 21.00 06
necked jars 1,867 0.46 0.96 0.50 18.6R 23.92 - 38l4 28.43
outslanting dishes 1 0.40 0.80 - 22.00 24.40 - 3.70 7.50
outslanting to outflaring-sided bowls 203 0.40 0.60 i 20.00 24.00 i 4.00 8.50
and vases
outslanting-sided dishes and bowls 37 0.40 0.8 - 2.0@ 24.00 - 3.70 7.50
outslanting-sided dishes or bowls 79 - - 0.5( - - 5.02 6.00 6.00
rim-head vessels 5 1.20 1.20 - 35.00 25.00 35.00 -
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Rim

Wall Rim . Rim . .
Time Period Number WaII Wall thickness | Diameter diameter diameter Height Height
Thickness | thickness range : (cm) (cm)
of sherds (cm) range (cm) median
. (cm) MIN - | (cm) MAX . (cm) MIN - MAX -
Form at Bilbao A Median - MIN - (cm) -
verage | — Average A MAX - Average | Average
verage | Average A Average
verage

sartenes (composite-silhouette dishes) 191 0.50 0.80 - 22.00 40.00 - 7.00 8.00
sartenes (composite-silhouette dishes) 38 0.50 0.80 - 22.00 40.00 - 7.00 8.00
simple silhouette bowls 1,437 0.52 1.00 0.6( 13.61 21.73 - 5.31 10.33
simple silhouette bowls with low 9 i i i ) i i i i
pedestal bases
tall cylindrical vases 155 0.40 0.40 - 11.0( 17.00 - 20.00 20.00
tall pedestal censer 18 - - - - - - - -
tall tripod (cup-like vessel) 2 - - - - - - - -
tall-necked jars 200 0.46 0.63 0.80 12.00 15.81 0as. - -
wide-mouthed and flaring-necked jars 42 0.40 0.60 - 13.00 30.00 - - -
Santa Lucia 997 0.33 0.98 0.31 15.32 27.57 1219 .339| 24.32
barrel-shaped vases 3 0.40 0.47 0.40 15.67 16|67 .0013 - -
cylindrical vases 64 0.25 0.35 0.40 12.00 14.90 - - -
everted-rim urns 28 - 6.50 - - 130.00 - 60.00 60.00
everted-rim vases 1 0.20 0.30 - 12.00 12.00 12.00 -
everted-rim vases or bowls 25 0.30 0.70 - 20.00 0@O0. - - -
flaring-necked jars 37 0.60 0.80 - 17.0¢ 20.00 - - -
incurved-rim bowls or dishes 169 0.40 1.50 - 30.00 50.00 - 16.00 16.00
ladle censers with shallow, bowl-like 4 i i i ) i i i i
container
large, hollow, effigy incense burners
with elaborate appliqued 16 - - - - - - - -
ornamentation
medial to basel-ridged bowls 2 - - 0.50 19.00 19.00 19.00 - -
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Wall Rim Rim Rim
Time Period Number WaII Wall thickness | Diameter diameter diameter Height Height
Thickness | thickness range : (cm) (cm)
of sherds (cm) range (cm) median
Form at Bilbao | (€M MIN - (cm) MAX |y, 0 i MIN - (cm) (cm) - MIN - MAX -
Average | — Average MAX - Average | Average
g ge| A g g
verage | Average Average
Average
outslanting-sided dishes or bowls 20 0.30 0.6( - 021 24.00 - - -
polychrome bowls or vases 4 0.50 0.70 - - - - - -
simple silhouette bowls 1 - - 0.60 - - 14.0( - -
tall cylindrical vases 422 0.20 0.50 0.30 8.18 82.8 11.00 15.73 27.00
tall-necked jars 199 0.49 0.88 - 8.25 12.03 12.60 1.0@ 21.00
vertical-necked jars 3 0.30 0.70 - - - 9.00 - -
Peor-es-Algo 423 0.38 0.80 - 10.58 16.45 16.00 10.6 25.54
composite silhouette or deep bowls 30 0.20 0.80 - 7.0 25.00 - - -
deep bowls 5 0.50 0.70 - - - 16.00 9.50 9.50
effigy fragment 1 - - - - - - - -
flaring-neck jars (rare) 18 0.30 0.80 - 11.00 30.00 - 11.00 30.00
globular, tall necked jars 4 - - - - - - - -
grater bowls 1 - - - - - - - -
ladle censers 5 - - - - - - - -
simple silhouette or flaring-sided > i i i ) i i i i
bowls
tall-necked jars 345 0.40 0.80 - 10.0¢ 15.00 - - -
tripod bowls 12 - - - - - - - -
Total 13,530 0.50 1.06 0.74 17.50 28.57 17.56 17.0023.85
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APPENDIX I: Biographic Information on Dr. Allen Lee Parsons

o

962 (LLORS:104).

Lee Parsons during a trip to Guatemala, 1

Dr. Allen Lee Parsons was born on June 15, 198®/ausau, WI. He attended
Wausau High School and graduated first in his atdg830 students. He attended Beloit
College in Beloit, WI, where he was a member ofahademic honors society, Phi Beta
Kappa, and fraternity, Sigma Pi. In 1954, he resgivhis Bachelor of Arts in
Anthropology from Beloit. While studying at Beloihe met his future wife, Anne
Moreau Jansky (Class of 1954). Parsons attendedakthtniversity and had a teaching
fellowship from 1955 until he graduated with his $¢&xs in Anthropology in 1958.
During that time, he was also supported by the We@ren Foundation, a private firm
that supports anthropological research, for a Ryet@al grant from 1957-1958.

In 1958, Parsons returned to Beloit College ¢teaahing fellowship at the Logan

Museum for a year before starting at the Milwaulkaélic Museum (MPM) as the
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Assistant Curator of Anthropology under the newppa@inted Director of the museum,
Dr. Stephan Francis de Borhegyi. While at the mosehie assisted in two seasons of
research and excavations at the site of Bilbao,ptet@d his PhD in Anthropology
through Harvard University (1964), and taught ugdasduate courses as an adjunct
professor at the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukedter the UW-Milwaukee-MPM
Museum Studies Program was established in 1963pRawtaught courses on museum
collections and management at the museum. Partresisat the MPM until 1968, when
he received a position as the Curator of Collestiahthe Peabody Museum, Harvard
University. When he left that position in 1971, ileturned to the MPM for two years
before moving on to the St. Louis Art Museum in 4@& Curator of Primitive and Pre-
Columbian Art. He was also a Lecturer at Washingtbmversity, St. Louis, in the
Department of Art and Archaeology.

His final contribution to the museum field waspief) to design the museum at
the archaeological site of Copan in Honduras. Afiisrpassing on October 2, 1996, his
family donated his professional library to the eotlons of the Universidad Autonoma de

Querétaro (Mexico).
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