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1. Introduction

Ceramics have been a key element of the archaeofogyst settled prehistoric groups. Next
to architecture and tools, pot sherds are amongribst enduring archaeological artifacts
known. The advantage ceramics have over other eobbgical remains are their great
susceptibility to change. For example, a stonectira will most likely remain unchanged for
a long period of time. At a later date someone Wit necessary means might undertake
greater remodeling of the structure by adding, gl or removing parts, but overall the
process of change will be slow. Ceramics, on therohand, can be changed with much less

labor investment and time.

Ceramic objects are the expression of the aesshetia given culture or society and they can
be modified on short notice following changes isthetics. Therefore, ceramics can reflect
small, incremental, and gradual change. For tlasae it has been used to document in detalil
the temporal changes of the taste and aesthetiascolture or society. This enhanced detail
makes ceramics important archaeological indicatorsidentifying change as well as the

status of a culture or society at a given poirttnre.

The importance of ceramics to Maya archaeologyideat from the earliest field reports in
the first part of the 20century. On Maya sites, where stone architectndecaramics can be
found in abundance, we see that architectural oaectgins are enduring where ceramics
transform rapidly. Therefore, in the case of they®jaarchitecture can only provide the
framework of cultural development. This framewaskundoubtedly important for setting the
scene, but it does not reach the desired leveetafild This level of detail can be provided by
ceramics. Maya ceramics have many variants, fegfumiany subtle and sophisticated aspects
by which slow and gradual change can be documented.

Due to the potential of Maya ceramics to provides tthetail, they have quickly become a
prime focus of Mayanists in their studies of Mayature. Still today, whenever a report is
made from a Maya research project, ceramics arayalwivolved. However, approaches to
studying Maya ceramics have been the subject chtdehVhat are the right approaches and
what the most rewarding processes to examine? @uhe past century, these discussions
have resulted in different methods of ceramics need@eping and analysis. Although the
ceramic analytic methods compete in some way wattheother for recognition, they all are



aimed at the same objectives: extract data anateaky, meaning from Maya ceramics. This
is the comparative background of this Magisterithes

1.1. Background of the Thesis

Great headway has been made since the start oftiicienvestigations of Maya ceramics.
Much information has been revealed and assembbedecning both the data of the ceramic
pieces as well as the methods by which this dasabe#n extracted. There is one major
problem, however, that ails the field of ceramigd&s: despite the importance of ceramic
studies in unraveling the mystery of the culture tbé ancient Maya, the studies are
nevertheless very Balkanized, to use a politicahtbere Over the past decades ceramicists
have had the tendency to develop many custom agpesanstead of forming a uniting front
to tackle the many questions still unresolved comog Maya ceramics. Such varied
approaches are not compatible with each other,gbpitted against each other instead of
being aimed at identifying common ground. This hssun the impression that many
ceramicists sit each in their own little kingdonsjng their own devised terms and methods.
When they eventually meet and try to compare figslirthis seclusion has the tendency to
cause confusion because the mutual understandmgs$sng. In other words, ceramic studies

are missing a consolidated systematic approach.

Lacking generally accepted systematic guidelinesnly aspect of the problems ceramic
studies have. Another aspect is that methods asditications and the theoretical framework
methods are often based on antiquated approacheBerl book“Pottery Analysis — A
SourcebookPrudence M. Rice (1987) points out the approactsesl in ceramic studies are
20 years old and older, thus being outdated anteed of being replaced by more modern
ones. This was in 1987, exactly 20 years ago. iBhit to call for the complete revision of
methods, but to call for the incorporation of inatens that can facilitate time honored
strategies. This thesis seeks to review the traditi methods and present the objective
methods of the El Pilar project in an effort tarattuce quantification methods to the analyses
of Maya ceramics.

Forty years is more than a generation and the tsstigmvorking now on ceramics are different
from those who developed those old methods - asharguestions asked and aims set for

ceramics analyses. For the novice entering thd 6élceramic analyses, there is certainly no



better way to learn than to work with the ceramierds themselves. No text book
descriptions can live up to working with actualleotions. But once into the collections,

ceramics studies should be illuminated by comparisthis is not always strictly the case.

While many new methods and techniques have beempoated into research, petrography
and neutron activation for example, there has penlsubstantive change and modernization
in the basic methodology of Maya ceramic studiethen past 40 years. | know it may be a
beaten phrase, but in order to enable ceramic esutti answer the new archaeological
questions of the 2icentury, the tools need a renewal. This by no méaplies that the old
approaches and ideas be completely discarded.ratiéidanal methods have their foundation,
have proved useful, have served their purposeshamd provided a foundation for Maya
ceramic studies to further evolve. But Maya archagpo has changed, the questions posed
have changed, and therefore those methods need te-éxamined so they can keep pace
with the changes. After adhering for decades tosme procedures, there really seems to be
a time of change coming now, when even veteranlahbke T. Patrick Culbert are calling
for a replacement of the so far predominant typgetya approach. Very recently he
suggested a multiple pronged approach where tbremit different methods run parallel with
each other, each focusing on their specific pattiwithe investigation (Culbert 2007). This
thesis will endeavor to contribute in its own waythe discussion of methodological change

in Maya ceramic studies.

To assess the value of the traditional ceramic oustlemployed in the Maya area, | will use
the method of El Pilar. This El Pilar method wasvaleped within the Belize River

Archaeological Settlement Survey (BRASS) / El Ppaoject. The system, embracing the
ceramic chronology of the traditional methods, adtrices objective attributes that can be
measured across the collections. For the past years | have been part of this project,
learning and applying this objective method firant. | will use this as a counterpoint to
provide a basis that may assist in the moderozabf ceramic analytic methods for the

Maya area.

1.2 Aims of the Thesis

This thesis has four aims: 1) to present an ovena€ El Pilar, 2) to describe the El Pilar
ceramic cataloging method, 3) to provide an ovevvad the ceramic collections from El



Pilar, and 4) to compare the traditional method=sdus Maya studies to the El Pilar method.
These will be elaborated in detail below.

The first aim is to present the site of El Piladdhe attached BRASS / El Pilar Project. This
includes, of course, a description of the El Psige itself. But more than that, the goal here is
to put the site of El Pilar and the complete cecafacet of the El Pilar project into the

regional context. This includes an investigatioreaflier ceramic methods, their influence on
the development of the El Pilar method, and theusision of sources of the used chronology.
Furthermore, selected sites of the Belize Riveraasapply the necessary geographical

context.

The second aim is to present and describe thel&l fRiethod | learned and adopted during
my time within the El Pilar project. | will show éhclassification method El Pilar utilizes and
the nature of its specific characteristics. Furthae, | will explain the manner in which
ceramic data are gathered and recorded. At thi#t ploé different relational catalogs used at
El Pilar will also be introduced. Additionally, thprocesses involved in recording and
cataloging a ceramic sherd will be presented. {,astie use of digital media within the
method will be described and an outlook on futweeatbpments will be given.

The third aim is to give a basic overview of theFdar ceramic collection as it is currently
recorded. This involves material from 1993 to 2@d@ is made possible by my completion
of the ceramic analysis in the 2005 season. Thsgecss will be considered: 1) the
provenience aspect to show where the sherds iodllection were excavated within the site,
2) the time period aspect to show to which erahef Maya timeline the sherds have been
assigned and what the framework of the El Pilapeblogy looks like and 3) the ceramic
category aspect to show what kind of ceramics h@aen found at El Pilar, including ceramic

vessels as well as non-vessel categories.

The fourth aim is to compare the presented El Rdathod with the most widely used
method for ceramic classification, James C. Giffotglpe-variety. This intended comparison
will judge on the two presented methods and builccriique about both methods’s
characteristics and approaches. Further, | wilhidate a proposal on how these two methods

can be used together to improve ceramic studidseifuture.



These four aims will be approached in the ordey theve been listed above, since the aims
build upon each other and probe deeper into théemat hand. The first aim introduces the

site and its surroundings, thus making it a usefutner. The second aim introduces the
method applied to the ceramics found at the sike third aim looks at the results of the

introduced method and the fourth aim compares thesalts with the results of another

method. With the structure of the thesis set tist 8im will now be presented.



2. The geographic Surroundings of El Pilar

2.1. Introduction

The first step for the treatment of any subjectteras to set the stage. In case of El Pilar this
means an introduction to the geography of the @eMiaya Lowlands. The El Pilar site is
located in the transitional area where the Peté&inbmeets the Belize River Area. Both
regions represent two important spheres of the Mayadture and civilization. As a result
both regions are important concerning El Pilar a&dl.wl'his chapter will provide first, an
overview and introduction of both the Petén basiwall as the Belize River Area will be

given and second, a detailed presentation of tH&l&l site.

2.2. The Petén Basin

The Petén basis covers essentially the same gdog@aea as today’s department of El Petén
in Guatemala and is home to some of the most magnifMayan cities known. Among these
are the famous Tikal and well-known sites of Uanacand Naranjo as well as less publicly
known sites such as Holmul. Their geographic praxirto El Pilar and their high profile
within Maya archaeology make them important fostthiesis. Three of the sites mentioned,
due to their importance for ceramic studies, wdllused in this paper and, therefore, be given

a formal introduction. Those sites are Uaxactukalland Holmul.

2.2.1. Tikal

The site of Tikal is considered to be one of theydat, if not the largest, Maya city in
existence. It is located approximately 30 km nattef Flores in the Lake Petén-Itza region
of Guatemala. It is also about 50 km west of E&Pds the crow flies. The University of
Pennsylvania unearthed about 10 square miles wétstes there. This includes the central
complexes of the city and some outlying areas. Qgwat of Tikal is the Great Plaza with the
famous Temple | and Temple Il facing each otheosgthe space. South of the Great Plaza
lies the extensive compound of the Central Acragpdliorth of the Great Plaza lies the North
Acropolis. Southwest of the Central Acropolis ametfamous complex is located: The Plaza
of the Seven Temples and the adjunct Plaza of tre&#¢ World, also known in Spanish as
Mundo Perdito. Directly south of the Central Acrbpd’'emple V can be found. Following



the Tozzer Causeway east From the Great Plaza,aongees at Temple IV, the most
conspicuous structure of Tikal since it is percbad steep rock outcropping and therefore is
the most visible temple above the jungle canopheOhoteworthy structures at Tikal are the
Temple of the Inscriptions, Group F and complexes, QR and Q

(http://www.tikalpark.com/map pensilvanya.Btrbue to its dominant status both in size and

importance, much archaeological work has been dbeee. This also includes as well
extensive ceramic studies. This work and its resafttd, therefore, Tikal are vital for this

thesis.

2.2.2. Uaxactun

Situated approximately 40 km north of Tikal, Uaxactwas one of the first sites to be
excavated by modern Maya archaeologists. AccordindRenaldo Acevero, Uaxactun is
comprised out of four major groups named Group ADBand E and three minor groups
named C, F and G. Additionally Acevero identifiedoat 131 house mounds in the area
surrounding the site core (Acevero 2000:279). Mugtble of the structures are the one in
Group A called Structure A-V and those in Group G&oup E at Uaxactun was long
considered to be an astronomically-oriented compigthh which measurements for the
Mayan calendar could be conducted. Since it wasfitbe building of this kind, the term
“Group E structure” became synonymous for similamplexes found at other sites. In recent
years the functionality and thus the purpose ofurg buildings have been subject to debate.
For this thesis Group E is important because ingmbrteramic material was excavated there

in the 1920’s. For the same reason Structure Aitad.

2.2.3 Holmul

The site of Holmul lies east of Uaxactun, northteafsTikal and north-west of El Pilar.
Excavated between 1910 and 1920, it was the fitstte apply the concepts of modern
archaeology. Holmul is a rather small site withyohwo Groups of structures and some
adjacent buildings (Merwin/Vaillant 1932). Despits small size, it is very important to
ceramic studies. The Holmul ceramic collection éyvdistinctive and with it, researchers
were able to determine a first dating of Mayarangcs, both absolute as well as relative, in
the1930.



2.3. The Belize River Area.

The Belize River Area is a fertile region in Cehtféestern Belize comprised of valleys and
uplands surrounding the Mopan and the Macal rivdrieh merge to form the Belize River.
This region was a focus of occupation during theetiof the ancient Maya. As remnants of
this settlement, one finds many archaeologicas sitstributed over the agricultural landscape
today. El Pilar is just one of them, located atwlestern edge of the Belize River Area. Other
sites include but are not limited to Cahal Pechpatiunich, Barton Ramie and Baking Pot.
Some of those sites lie directly in the Belize RiValley such as Cahal Pech, others lie more
in the uplands in the north and south of the Valgeich as Caracol, Xunantunich and El Pilar.
The fertile soil of the uplands provided the mafox the Mayas to plant their crops. Larger
centers naturally evolved where both food and weaias plentiful, hence in those uplands
rather than in the often swamped and flooded Bétxer Valley. A comparable predictive
model was presented for the Rio Bravo Conservaii@a (Ford 1988) and more recently for
the Belize River Area itself (Ford 2003).

While the ceramic research at el Pilar is centrdhts paper, the site of Barton Ramie is also
very important because it was there that Jamesiffr& developed a new version of the

type-variety method, tailored towards Maya ceranlibe Barton Ramie site is located

approximately 4 km south of the Belize town of SphAr_ookout (based on Google Earth).

Survey work was commenced in 1953, followed by msitee excavations by Gordon R.

Willey from 1954 to 1956 (Willey et al. 1965). Ofa 262 house mounds initially mapped, 65
of them were subject to excavations. 60 test pagsewdug of which 5 were thoroughly or

completely excavated (Gifford 1976: 22).

Gifford places the amount of sherds collected m d¢inder of magnitude of 250,000 sherds
with 254 restorable vessels. Further, he states1$4,836 of the sherds were sorted and

catalogued. These cataloged sherds were the Basifard’s type-variety method.
2.4. The Site of El Pilar
The archaeological site of El Pilar straddles tbedbr of Belize and Guatemala. Physically it

is located on a ridge over the northern rim, 10 kom the Belize River. The exact
coordinates are 17°1&1"N, 89°0919"W. The closest modern settlement is Bullet TredsFal



from which a 7 mile gravel road leads to the di¢elf. The site was reported to the Belize
Department of Archaeology in the 1970s, but thee sand extent of the site were still
unknown at that point. In 1983-84 Prof. Dr. Anabekd created a preliminary map of the
area during the Belize River and Settlement Su(B#ASS) project she was conducting in
the area at this time. Archaeological work on tihe gself was not started prior to 1993, at
which point the project was renamed into the BRAD ®8llar Project (Ford 1993).

The name El Pilar is attributed to the numerousemee of numerous watering basins or
pilas, which would be pluralized in Spanish as dgil (see El Pilar Website
www.marc.ucsb.edu/elpila) The roughly 25ha initially mapped in 1984 wesganded to

over 42ha in the surveys done after 1993. Givesiits, El Pilar ranks equal or greater to
other centers within the region. The El Pilar ctaatures in its current known extension 70
major structures clustered around 25 major plaEasd(1993), including the monuments of

the core. In the following, a detailed review oé tbomplete site will be provided below. |

will first consider the major components of the miorental core of El Pilar, indicating each

time where excavations have been undertaken. | tlveh consider the residential areas and
guarries surrounding the core.. This will providbasis for understanding the archaeological
collections that are the focus of my analysis.

2.4.1. The El Pilar Monumental Core

The core can be divided into two major sectiongneated with a 500m east — west causeway
(see trail guide on the El Pilar website). The wessection, called El Pilar Poniente (“where
the sun sets” or just “the west” in Spanish), liespresent day country of Guatemala. It
consists of one major plaza, several large pyramntsa ball court (Ford 1993). The eastern
section, sometimes referred to as El Pilar Saljdigg in the present day country of Belize. is
by far the larger section of El Pilar. ElI Pilar i®ate has received the majority of
archaeological attention. This unique setting legsilted in a 20 km? archaeological park and

it is governed by parallel management plans in otintries.

El Pilar Saliente can be subdivided into to twdliar sections, referred to Bi®hol Pilarand
Xaman Pilar.Nohol Pilar, the south part, is very open with huge plazdslexamanPilar,
the north part, is very restrictedaman Pilar The well investigated El Pilar Saliente is made
up of major plazas laid out in a linear north - tbopattern framed by pyramids 17 to 21m



high as well as lower platforms and buildings. Tpast of the site also features large-range
structures and a ball court, and most notably gelacropolis/palace compound in the north
calledH’'mena(Ford 1993).

The south part of El Pilar Saliente is the oldestisn and construction there was well under
way already in the Middle Preclassic (Ford 1995}. the other end of the timeline
construction at El Pilar was still ongoing in theripd of Terminal Classic at a time when
Tikal already had collapsed (Ford 1993).

In order to give a better picture of the site itsewill review the major components of El
Pilar Saliente by plaza, starting in the south Withhol Pilar and PlazAxcananending with
Xaman Pilarand Plazd.ec in the north. For each plaza an overview of thi#dimgs and
other notable structures present will be given.atidition, | will mention the focus of
excavations that will be tied into the discussidrine El Pilar Ceramics in Chapter 5. The
accompanying map is available in Appendix Il Figdras are the El Pilar master plaza list in

Appendix Il Table 1 and the El Pilar master stunetlist in Appendix 11l Table 2.

2.4.1.1 Nohol Pilar

Nohol Pilar embraces the major public plazas of El Pilar. e€hlarge plazas, Plazaopal,
PlazaDuende and Plazd&aisan define the major spaces. Additional plazas ajeirmed to
the principal ones and form the large footprinapproximately 25 ha in size. Even with the
smaller and sometimes restricted areas such ag ®aanan the impression of this sector of

the site is of space, assembly, and integration.

Plaza A, labeledAxcanan,is the southernmost plaza of the monumental coreasuring
35x20m in the interior, it is a restricted plazé&aza Axcanancommunicates via a passage on
its north side to Plaz&opal (Ford 1995). Surrounding Plazsxcananare two pyramid
temples, EP 1 and 2 on the south and east, and£R®d 30, which are range buildings
(Werneckel1994:34). Excavations were done in strastd, 3, 4, 5 and the plaza area itself
Plaza Axcananhas 2 terraces on either side of the southern leestpucture EP1.These
terraces are called the morning and evening tesrduad today provide comfortable views of

the rising (SE) and setting (SW) sun..

10



Plaza B, the Ball Court, lies northeast of PlAxaananand southeast of Plaza Copal, almost
directly south of the major winged temple of EPPiaza Copal. It is one of two ball courts
at El Pilar and measures 23x40m. The north — sougimted EP 5 and EP 6 flank Plaza B on
the east and west, respectively, defining the dxalkt space. The northwest section provides
the access point to the south end of Plaapal The Ball Court appears to have been subject
to excavations, however, the records do not indicaeither the court space itself or the

structures flanking it were investigated.

Plaza CCopal, lies directly north of PlazAxcanan and, with an inside plaza dimension of
55x150m it is the largest plaza recorded at ElrPPdazaCopal is very open with major
expansive access points from Pl&xzendeand features the 30 meter wide causeway in the
northwest that connects El Pilar Saliente to EaPiRoniente. Plaz&opal features some of
the largest structures on the site, EP 7 and EMBath are pyramidal styles and face each
other, located on the long east-west sides of keap Although they flank the plaza and are
set opposite each other they are not twin strusfubais evoking a complex symmetry. The
eastern structure, EP 7, in its final construcfamm presents a winged structure with a central
pyramid rising 17m from the plaza floor flanked Tiy high platforms on the north and south.
On the west is the massive five-terrace pyramidctire, EP 10, on top of which sits a long
range structure. The smaller structures of P@apal are the pyramids EP 8 and EP 9 which
are located on the northeast and northwest coifntiieqplaza respectively. The south side of
PlazaCopal is dominated by structure EP3 with doorways fadiogh to plazaCopal and
Axcananforming the restricted entrance to Plaecanan Next to EP 3, the back of EP 5 of
the Ball Court bounds the southeast corner of Pag@al One of the two El Pilar aguadas,
the Nohol Aguadais located to the east of EP 7.. The locatiotheNohol Aguadasuggests

it was the water storage fdMohol Pilar (Wernecke 1994:35-37). Plazaopal has been
extensively excavated. All structures affiliatedtwihe plaza, and the plaza floor itself, have
been thoroughly investigated and the excavatioBR®f was the most extensive of El Pilar

and had the largest yield of ceramics.

Pilar Poniente, situated more than 500 meters wfelsbhol Pilarin Guatemalan territory is
connected from the west side of Plazapal in Nohol Pilar in Belize by a broad 30m wide
causeway. This causeway, today known as the Briarply Causeway, is still visible in the
forest. Initial survey and test excavations havenbdone along the causeway. Mapping at
Pilar Poniente indicates a single major plaza supppseveral structures. Included among

11



the structures is a ball court, the second at ElrPThis ball court is larger and presents a
sunken alley in the shape of an “I”. No excavatibase been conducted and collections at
the complex are restricted to looters’s trench expes and surface materials. The
complexities of the cross border situation andléoik of continually maintained caretakers

has made research at the Pilar Poniente complaradin

Plaza D,Duende lies north of Plaz&opal and serves as an entry for Pl&apal via wide
ramp-landings, thus forming a grand entrance far lrge PlazaCopal PlazaDuende
measures 50x70m. Together Pl&apal and Plazdbuendeform the main public areas of El
Pilar. There is one pyramid at PlaPaiende EP 11. This structure is the northernmost
building in Nohol Pilar, the south section of the monumental core. Theaplor as well as
EP 11 have been investigated and ceramics have reeenered. Furthermore, the ramp-
landings between Plazaopal and PlazaDuendewere excavated in 1995 and 1996 (Ford
1995 and 1996)

Plaza E, calledEscoba is located east of PlaZauende Between Plaz®uendeand Plaza
Escobathere is a noticeable drop in elevation of betwgenlOm. Plaz®uendeand the rest
of Nohol Pilar are situated higher advantaged by local topogcaggief and subsequent fill,
undoubtedly based originally on a small hill. Plagacobawas partly destroyed when
bulldozers built the El Pilar Road in the 1960se Htaza is a square approximately 40x75m
in size and EP 44, a square pyramid, is locatethereast side of the plaza. A platform and
ranged structure, EP 47, forms the southern boyndahich was breached and mostly
destroyed when the road built (Wernecke 1994:38pré is also a stairway leading up to
PlazaDuende establishing the connection between them. Théhngide of PlazeEscoba
leads to a connecting plaza, Plaza Tsin. Due tovkeall destroyed state of PlaEacobaand

its structures no excavations have been conduleted.t

Plaza T, ofTsin, is a plaza established based on the presentedad/to define the space that
is presently occupied by the modern road betweamafaisan and Plaz&Rosa Originally
considered an extension of PlaZacoba this would make Plaz&Bscobaan oddly shaped
complex of two rectangular spaces joined togetlyea Imarrow area, the shape of a twisted
hourglass. The modern road distorts the ancierttespand Plaz@isinappears as a plaza in its
own right. Plaza sinmeasurements are approximately 33x55m. Due t&ltiRelar road that
runs basically right through it, it is in the sag@ndition as Plaz&scobaand has suffered a
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high amount of damage. Its purpose was most likelyunction as a hub between Plaza
Escoba PlazaFaisanand Plaza&rosa Thus Plaz&scobaand Plaza zin function as transfer

ways fromNohol Pilar to Xaman Pilar This is supported in an ironic way by the El Pila
road, since it pretty precisely follows the courdethe plazas, making use of the line of

commute the ancient Maya had already built therelreds of years earlier.

Plaza R, oRosa is the easternmost plaza of El Pilar and meas0rg5m. It is located north
of PlazaEscobaand east of Plazézinand is the only plaza east of the modern El Pdad
contained in the monumental core. Two structurespaesent, EP 45 and EP 46. Both are on
the west side of the plaza next to the road, the axtually curving around them. EP 46 lies
north of structure EP 47 of Plazscoba No significant excavations seem to have been

conducted on either the plaza space or the stestur

2.4.1.2 Xaman Pilar

Xaman Pilarmarks the shift from the public to the privateteeof the site of El Pilar. The
sector is accessed from Plazaisan the last open and public plaza of the easterhgpoof

El Pilar. The rest of the plazas represent chg#erto access either by virtue of restricted and
narrow entrances or by complex obstacles to moveriée dominant feature of the area is

the acropolis compound that is called Hieneng Maya for “place of priests”.

Plaza F,Faisan measures 70x57m and marks the southern and m#inea to the very
restrictedXaman Pilar PlazaFaisan’stwo main entrance points are from the south aed th
east (Plazarsin). There is access to the restricted pariXaman Pilarthrough a sentinel
breezeway on the north side of the plaza linkingz&Faisan to PlazaGumbo Limbo
Flanked by platforms EP 32, EP 33 and EP 51, ERB &2pyramid located on the south side
of the plaza and this cordon marks the southerit kih Xaman Pilar EP 13, a platform
connected to a range building, and EP 14 mark @t side of the plaza. EP 17 is considered
a platform and is located at the northeast coriéerfiecke 1994:39) and the pyramidal
structure EP 49 with its flanking platform EP 18rksathe east side. Behind EP 13 and EP 14
is El Pilar's second aguada, tkaman Aguadalts proximity toXaman Pilarsuggests that it
was the water storage for the northern part ofnleeumental core. It appears that only EP

12 and EP 32 were excavated to some degree.
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Plaza G, oiGumbo Limbgis located directly north of Plaza F. It measus@g15m. Plaza
Gumbo Limband Plazamix (directly to the north of Plazaumbo Limbdcan be considered
entrance plazas td'meng the EIl Pilar acropolis. The main access pointPlazaGumbo
Limbo are located centrally on the south side, wherg @onnected to Plazaaisan,and in

the north, where it connects to Plderax. When entering from the large open public plazas
of the south, Plaz&umbo Limbois the first of the restricted Xaman plazas andsit
completely surrounded by structures. The platfoyramids EP 15 and EP 16 form the
western an eastern sides of the plaza respect@ealythe south side, two range buildings, EP
27 and EP 28, separate Pla@ambo Limbdrom PlazaFaisan (Wernecke 1994:41). They
meet in the middle of the south side, providingspge between PlaZgéaisan and Gumbo
Limba Standing on PlazRaisanthese appear as symmetrical structures likelyighoy the
first gateway to the acropolis complex. This candion may have been the Maya equivalent
to palace walls. A staired platform with a rangeidure labeled EP26 guards the north side
of the plaza, separatifgumbo Limbdrom the Plazamix. The records tell that structures EP
15 and EP 27 have been excavated. Records indiatexcavation has been focused on the

western part of the plaza, EP 15 and EP 27.

Plaza I, olmix, is the next plaza that leads up to iimena Like PlazaGumbo LimboPlaza
Imix is completely surrounded by major architecturee Tdrge pyramid, EP19, occupies the
eastern side of the plaza. The western side &faPlas occupied by a single story range
structure, called EP 29. On the north, the plazenidosed by the complex of tl€mena
acropolis and dominated by structure EP 21, digdinfrom the acropolis area (Wernecke
1994:42). According to Wernecke (1994:42), the maside features a large multi-stage
stairway leading up intdd’'mena itself. All structures surrounding the plaza hdween
thoroughly excavated making it another focal pahtnvestigations due to its proximity to

H'mena

TheH’'menais a complex comprised of four small plazas armbreposed of a complex set of
ranged buildings creating the most restricted zonEl Pilar. It is also the most thoroughly
investigated part cKaman Pilar All plazas and virtually all structures considkte be part

of this acropolis structure have been investigated excavated. From this area the bulk of

Xaman Pilarceramics stems.
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PlazaSubin forms the eastern edge of tHemenacomplex, forms the east of the boundaries
of the H'mena It measures 17x40m and is flanked on the wesa lsgnge building with
doorways opening to the east. This building likielsms the foundation for buildings that are
on Plaz&Kibix above. The eastern side may have been boundkd past, but now presents
a precipitous drop of more than 15 meters. Thebleteoom area, calledotz Na the “bat
house,” is located on the north side of PI8zdin Based on the excavatior®tz Naappears

to have begun as an open corridor likely connecBtagalmix with PlazaSubin In a later
construction phase it was vaulted as a hallway witbng corbel arch, but still open at both
ends allowing communication betweémix and Subin In its final transformation, th&otz

Na was sealed on thienix side when the temple EP 19 was enlarged and egpatadthe
west, transforming the corridor into a long roonemnly towards Plaz&ubin becoming a
dead-end tunnel. Its name stems from the factlibtd lived in this enclosed space before
excavation at which time a door was installed fisitor access. Th&otz Nawas cleaned out
during the excavation with little material collemti except at the opening entrance, as if in
dedication. The material found in tZ®tz Nais grouped with the findings from the EP 19

temple above it.

Plaza JJobq is the southwest plaza of thfmena measuring 30x18m. This small plaza is
completely surrounded by ranges of roomed strustthiat face into the open area. On the
south, EP 21 divides Plazibo from Plazalmix. On the east side there is another range
building, EP 22, marking the division between Pldmndoand Plaz&ibix. While the north
side of Plazalobg another range building, EP 23, dividksbofrom PlazaManax The west
side of Plazalobois dominated by the pyramid EP 20. It is 19m hagid its top platform
marks the highest spot on the El Pilar site. Plaaao and all of its surrounding structures
were yet another focal point of excavation actiahd yielded the largest amount of ceramics

recovered irXaman Pilar

Plaza K,Kibix, is the southeast plaza of thkmenaand measures 4x24m. Like Plakzbq

this plaza is also completely surrounded by stnestuThe range building EP22 on the west
side of the plaza and a similar range building E®24he east side define the interior space of
the plaza. These two long ranged buildings withrda@nd rooms give the impression of a
broad corridor more than a real plaza. This is easfed by its notable two access points

located to the north and south. EP 22 was thorgqugitcavated as part of th&é&obo
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investigations. EP24 received some attention akbwelnot as much as its twin structure on
the west side.

Plaza M,Manax forms the northern edge Bfmenaat the end of the concentrated string of
south-north plazas commencing with Pl&sasan Plaza Manaxs surrounded by structures
on three sides. The fourth side, the north sidepen, granting a view over the northernmost
parts ofXaman Pilar including Plazd_ec and the jungle beyond. The only structure found
on this site is EP 48, a balustrade, securing amyonthe plaza against falling down over the
edge. EP 34, an undefined structure, is on thestdstofManax To the south EP 23 closes
the plaza from Plaz3oba On the west side is imposing pyramid EP20, whiftfst noted in
the description of Plazdoba It appears there is no connection between Rlabaand Plaza
Manax existed during the time of the Maya, so whoevented to enter Plaz®lanax from
PlazaJobo had to go through Plaz&ibix. The access point to the platform of the EP20
pyramid remains a mystery. There are definitelydtres recorded on the platform but
excavations could not yet confirm any stairs legdip to them, neither from Pladabonor
from PlazaManax Just like the othdd’menaplazas, all structures of Plakéanaxhave also

been investigated.

Plaza L, called_ec located to the north and of and stratigraphicalyow H’'meng is the
northernmost plaza ofaman Pilarand thus the whole site. Its level is well belofathat of
H’'mena Furthermore, there is no direct connection betwB&zalec and the acropolis.
Rather it seems it can be accessed from the westhe Tri-Plaza-area, located west of the
acropolis. There is only one structure present2&Pa pyramid on the eastern extreme of the
plaza, which was the subject of excavations. Tiheronorth, west and south sides have no
structures. The north side (and the northern lohthe El Pilar site) was delineated by a sheer
wall and a deep drop into the depths below in anidienes. There are no signs that El Pilar

had a northern entrance of any sort.

The western section ofaman Pilaris called the Tri-Plaza area and is comprisedhef t
interconnected plazas of Plaza Naba-cuc, Plazai€@kgnd Plaza Pom which all form a
triangle. This area is the least explored and ityated area oKaman Pilar Only minimal
excavations have been conducted in the plazashendttuctures associated with them. The

purpose of the whole Tri Plaza area has not yat hdly established.
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Plaza N, oNaba-cuc forms the southeast corner of the Tri-Plaza arebmeasures 35x15m.
On the east side of Plakaba-cuds a ranged structure, EP 37. On the west siE®i40.

Plaza O, calledOk-pich forms the southwest corner of the Tri-Plaza areaking it the
westernmost plaza of El Pilar Saliente. It meas@@22m. The east, north, and west sides
are occupied by three range buildings EP 39, ERWPEP 41, respectively.

Plaza PPom is the northern tip of the triangle. Covering 25m, it is the largest plaza of the

Tri-Plaza area. There is only one structure reahrfi® 38 on the east side of the plaza.

Plaza QQuelite is located to the east of the Tri-Plaza areataritle west of and, directly at
the base of H'mena. It measures 50x13m., makirgg very long, north — south stretched
space. To the north, Pla@aielitecommunicates with Plazaec There is no clear connection
known between Plaz@ueliteand theH’'menacomplex.

PlazaHatz forms a continuation of PlazQuelite leading south towardBaisan and sloping
into the northerrXaman AguadaThis plaza is defined on the west side by thdicoation of

a structure from PlazQuelitelinking these 2 plazas structurally. The eastilneated by the
bases of structures related to Pl&anbo LimbaandImix. This space is accessible only form
PlazaFaisanand could be the only entrance to the northernraess of El Pilar including
PlazalLec .

2.4.2. Surroundings of the Monumental Core - RegideUnits and Workshops

El Pilar was a vital city in the Preclassic and SSla periods. Surrounding the imposing
monumental core were the residential units andiiactareas of the populace that supported
the working of the city. Among the residential tsnwere two that received the focus of

excavation. One was a representative of an elitgpooind and the other a common residence.

2.4.2.1 Tzunu'un - The elite residential Area

East ofNohol Pilaris a residetial compound consisting of five stuoes surrounding a small
central plaza, often referred to as a plazuelas T@mpound has been named Tzunu’'un and is
considered to have been an elite residential areapted by members from the higher strata
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of El Pilar society. The size of the compound ipragimately 30 meters square and housed
diverse residential activities. All structures lmetcompound have been completely excavated,
two excavation trenches have been laid acrossdhtat plaza and the outskirts also have
been investigated. This extensive work resulted imassive amount of ceramics from this

unit.

The 5 structures of Tzunu'un are situated arourgladrangle. Structure 1 is the largest
structure and is located on the south side of theugla. It features a series of three room
blocks that were once covered with three corbediethes. Within the roofed area, 5 rooms
been identified in the first 2 blocks that are asdale through the entrance on the north side.
The rear block, which is connected to the middletise, had completely collapsed in
antiquity and was disassembled while the front reevare occupied. It is considered to have
been a reception building, where the occupant @icttimpound formally received guests and
visitors (Ford 1998:6).

On the east side, Structure 2 is the residentiapke of the compound. This type of
architecture follows a common pattern in largedestial units and is considered to be the
eastern shrine, a pattern first identified at Tidécker 1999). This structure is pyramidal
with at least two tiers supporting a small stondledabuilding with interior benches and a
perishable roof. Two caches, secondary burials,aaoypt with two individuals, support the

view that is was a temple or shrine (Ford 1998:7).

The remaining three structures, Structures 3, 45 ntave foundation platforms to sustain
perishable pole and thatch buildings. Each oneoissttucted in a different manner but all
have openings into the plaza. Structure 3 is alarglding space that could have served as a
dormitory for the family with a nicely plasteredodr and neatly cut foundation braces.
Structure 4 is less formal with a cobble floor amdonsidered to have been a utility building
preserving both storage and kitchen purposes. Botlctures 3 and 4 are positioned in the
north. Structure 5 flanks the west and, while $nfels formal features: several courses of
stone foundation and wall, a back bench with asrment, and a cut stone entrance way.
This could have been a personal space for the be&dusehold separate from the larger

dormitory represented by Structure 3 (Prof. Dr. Beld=ord, personal communication 2003).
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2.4.2.2. Chiik Nah — The common residential Area

Another domestic platform called Chiik Nah is regaetative of the more common residential
unit. Covering a small number of square meteis, ifaza includes the foundations of two
platforms that supported small structures. Excawati have been conducted there in
collaboration with Grinnell College under the sukedtion of John Whitacre and Kathy

Kamp. The excavations have indicated a sequencernstructions that bear the hallmarks of

domestic architecture with utilitarian ceramics éttdcs (Ford 2002).

2.4.3. El Pilar satellite Activities

Apart from the monumental core and the elite regidé unit of Tzunu’'un and Chiik Na,
there are several other locations of constructiod activity that have been found in the
course of the mapping. Some have been investigdlests still await investigation. Principal
among these activity areas are those of quarrymdgn@anufacture. Stone tools and limestone
quarries are both evident , many quarries beingdoon the steep hills of El Pilar. Available
at almost any location, these quarries served #eels)of the populace in the personal and
public building projects. An El Pilar limestone guyanear Tzunu’un was reactivated for the
purposes of the consolidation at the Tzunu'un. R#itating the quarry necessitated
excavations to mitigate damages and those excasgatiulicated that it was used frequently

as limestone quarry for El Pilar.

An important discovery at El Pilar is the Larry @e€st Chert Side or LDF located directly
west of theXaman Aguadalt was a chert production site with a chert flakgposal area and
an adjacent working platform. Probes of that chetiitage deposit showed a density of about
a million chert flakes per cubic meter.

2.5. Summary

This chapter provided an introduction to the tagfithe thesis by presenting the geographical
surroundings of the El Pilar site. All regions thieh the El Pilar site has ties to have been
described, creating a good backdrop for the upcgrpnesentations. Furthermore, vital sites
have been identified and their relationships tottiesis stated so they be easily referred to
when needed.
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Finally, the introduction of the site itself andtpresentation of its characteristics will help to
understand the process of the development of thHal&i method better. The development of
any method is always based to an important degneth@ characteristics of the site itself.

Therefore it was important to thoroughly introdacel present the El Pilar site.
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3. Scientific Influences on the El Pilar Project.

3.1. Introduction

Nothing in this world just comes into existence ofinothing. Everything that is created is
based on and influenced by things that came gust,as children are descendant from their
parents and influenced by them. The same applieth&r creations such as novels, paintings,
musical scores, and movies. The artists who cteate pieces of art are always influenced to
various degrees by other previously existing coeati The artist knows and draws,
consciously or unconsciously, upon such creatidsskE.B. White explained for the case of
the writer: “The infant imitates the sounds madeitsyparents; the child imitates first the
spoken language then the stuff of books. The inddtfe continues long after the writer is
secure in the language, for it is almost imposstbleavoid imitating what one admires”
(Strunk 2000:70).

This behavior does not apply only to works of &dt also to the realm of science. Every
scientist while learning the ropes of his or hezldiwill naturally come across earlier
scientific works and research done in this fielchi/reading those materials, one will decide
whether to keep or discard the ideas presentedeim.t Irrelevant of the decision, one will

always be influenced one way or another by thaensit

The same applies to the El Pilar project and thekwdone there. As an archaeological
research project it is, of course, based on researd work done by others in the same field
during the past decades. To present all sourcasfloénce from all aspects of the El Pilar
project would go beyond the scope of this invesitiga This thesis focuses on the El Pilar
ceramics and their characteristics; thereforejlitdeal only with the sources of influence for

the facet of ceramic recording and analysis witheEl Pilar project.

The scientific background of El Pilar is comprisgfdworks and research done in the Maya
Lowlands in the past decades of archaeologicaktiyations. This includes but is not limited
to how earlier excavations were carried out, hovamwécs were recorded and sorted, and how

ceramic chronologies were set up. If an archaestogpproves of the way things were
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handled in a specific excavation, he or she whitly adopt similar strategies, just like E.B.
White’s writers imitate styles they like.

3.2. Traditional ceramic Classification Systems

One of the first concepts developed by modern aalogy was a means of classifying
ceramics to put them in order. Many different diésation systems have been created, each
tailored to the specific needs of the ceramiciBts. this paper, three people who had great
influence on Maya ceramic studies have been seleg@xamples since their works have had
a significant influence on the El Pilar method.

3.2.1. Colton and the Type-variety system fromAhgerican Southwest

The type-variety system is one of the oldest methodl classifying ceramics in the
archaeology of the Americas. According to the sesiravailable, Harold S. Colton was the
pioneer of this method and coined the terms anthitlehs in his work with Lyndon Lane
Hargrave titled “Handbook of Northern Arizona PojteNares” and published in 1937
(Wheat et al 1958:34).

The type-variety method is a taxonomic classifaatiA taxonomic classification means

ordering the items one is looking at into sevegakls of importance. Depending on the level
of detail such a taxonomy is employing, there cartvio, three, four or even more levels of
distinction. For example, at the top level thera ba the distinction between jars and bowls.
Then on the second sub level, on the jar sidestndiion can be made between narrow
orifice and wide orifice jars, while on the bowldsj there can be, on the same level, a
distinction made between incurving and everted bo®Wh the third sub level, there could be
a distinction between slipped and unslipped jadsl@ywls. These levels can go on as far and

get as detailed as the creator of a given taxonbeeyns it necessary.

The order and level of the different charactersstemployed in taxonomy is vital, and
changing their place within the structure meansghwey their meaning and importance. A
good example is the biological taxonomy of life.iSftaxonomy encompasses nine primary

levels: Life, Domain, Kingdom, Phylum, Class, Ordéamily, Genus and Species. Dogs, for

1 A copy of this work was unavailable; thereforesdielaims could not be verified.
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example, classify as Chordata in Phylum, as ManmanaliClass and as Carnivora in Order.
This sequence must be kept and can not be chaRge@xample, Class can not be swapped
with Order. Neither can distinctions on the samellde switched. On the same level as the
class Mammalia (mammals) there are, for exampkn Hie classes of Aves (birds) and of
Amphibia (amphibians). On the Order level thereraeonly Carnivora (meat eater) but also
Herbivora (plant eater). Both mammals and birdssea feature meat eaters and plant eaters.
But one can not swap a meat eating bird with a reatihg mammal. Otherwise one would

turn a bald eagle into a house cat.

The type-variety is in its most basic form a tweréid taxonomy. Tier one has the types listed
and tier two contains the varieties attached totypes. More tiers can be added above type
such as ware, ceramic sequence and others. Tieszabe added below the variety. The so-
called motes, predefined vessel parts, could bsidered a tier below variety. For a detailed

look at motes see the description of Gifford’s tyagiety for Maya ceramics.

Colton is said to have defined the term “type” is h937 work on which the whole type-
variety method is build. In his later worfeotsherds — An Introduction to the Study of
Prehistoric Southwestern Ceramics and their Usédistoric Reconstruction”published in
1953, Colton restates his definition of type. Aating to him, “a pottery type can be defined
as a group of pottery vessels which are alike arygimportant characteristic except form, for
the vessels may have a variety of shapes andsldhg to the same type” (Colton 1953:51).
The mentioned important characteristics include &g not limited to paste, slip, size,
decoration and color. The set of characteristieg fbrms a certain type depends on the
choices of the scientist creating those sets. Xaetemount of characteristics needed to form
a type is not set out, but given the type desamsti it can be assumed that there must be at

least two, most likely three or more.

The concept of “variety” refers to deviations withestablished type concepts. This deviation
can affect either one or more of the charactesste attributes that define a type.
Furthermore, it can affect only attributes that watal for the type (Wheat et al 1958:35). To
give an example, if a type is defined by a certdimd of paste, red slip and rectangular
decoration, a variety is formed if a vessel witle ttame kind of paste, brown slip and
rectangular decoration is identified. But a variegn not be established when two vessels
with exactly the same type features are found file@int areas, since the area distribution of

23



the vessel is in this case not part of the defirsagof attributes for that type. In short the
variety is always dependent on the definitionsheftlype.

Varieties can affect only a certain amount of tttakaites that form the type. If the affected
attributes become too many or, in the end encompksattributes of a type, one should
consider creating a completely new type insteadatliing it a variety of another type. To
clarify this, the prior example is reused. Cylirdti form, red slip and rectangular decoration
shall be called Type A. Cylindrical form, browngshnd rectangular decoration is a variety of
Type A. If there is, however, a vessel that featuspherical form, white slip and wavy
decoration, this vessel can hardly be called aetyanf Type A and better should be called
Type B. The threshold as to when a set of attribstd#l can be considered a variety of a type
or a type of its own is not defined and lies witttie preference of the researcher who defines
the types and varieties for a given ceramic assageblReviewing the article of Wheat et al
(1958:34), there appears to be a tendency to cneatetypes instead of creating varieties of
existing types. Type-variety varieties do not h&webe based solely on stylistic attributes.
They also can be based on geographic and tempbrhutes (Wheat 1958:35).

Apart from the basic definitions of “type” and “weaty,” Colton also created and defined
several other secondary terms by which in turntypes can be further sorted and grouped.
These terms are quoted by Wheat, Gifford and Wa4d18§8:34-35) in their article and shall
be reiterated here:

Ware: “In scope, the most inclusive of these caiegois the ware. A ‘ware’ is a large
grouping of pottery types which has little tempoacal spatial implication but consists of
stylistically varied types that are similar teclogitally and in method of manufacture
(Wheat 1958:34f.)".

Sequence: “A ‘sequence’ is more restricted in sdb@ a ware, and carries a connotation
among its constituent types of evolutionary devedept. A ceramic sequence is composed of
pottery types similar to each other in decoratitydesand other manifestations, which have

evolved, one from another, from early to late tiim@®gheat 1958:35).

Series: “A ‘series’ consists of technologically ateld pottery types which are similar in
decorative technique or, in the case of corrugated plain types, surface manipulation or
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technigue of manufacture alone. It is of importamcdistinguishing a series from a sequence
that the constituent types of a series occur wighdefinable geographical unit without exact
limitation in time and that these types must bénwita single ware” (Wheat 1958:35).

The type-variety method of identifying, sorting aretording ceramics soon became widely
popular and acknowledged. Many archaeologists irreca adopted the type-variety method
and used its taxonomy to describe their own ceramlections. Over the years it spread
across the borders of U.S.-American archaeology \wad employed in other areas of
archaeology in the Americas. Especially notewosttas James C. Gifford, who created and
propagated a version of the type variety methodetbaon the original from the American
Southwest, for the Maya ceramics of the Maya LodsanGifford’s type-variety version
became very important and influential for cerangsearch in the Maya area and thus also

affected the work at El Pilar.

3.2.1 Methods by Anna O. Shepard

Although the type-variety method created by Colteas a huge success and spread very
quickly, there were scientists who were not conethof the flawlessness of this system. One
of those doubters from early on was Anna O. Shepbrdher bookCeramics for the
archaeologist which became, over the decades, a classic irn@obbgical literature, she
campaigned for other approaches to ceramic cleasdin and took a critical stance towards
the type-variety method.

Unlike many of her contemporary ceramicist colleeggyuShepard did not focus on style and
decoration in order to classify ceramics. Rather approached the whole matter of pottery
analysis and investigation from the angle of natsences. The techniques she applied
made less use of art history and more use of @lenseof geology, physics, and chemistry.
This was surely a unique approach at that time. iBptoved to be groundbreaking work,
propagating methods that are completely acceptddpplied in present archaeology. This is
clearly shown by the circumstance that Shepardik I still considered a “must read” for
every ceramicist today and that a similar book hydEnce Ricé’ottery analysis — A Source
Book,based on the work of Shepard, is in equally higfeem.

“Ceramics for the archaeologist” provides a vityiatomplete overview of all aspects of
ceramics. It starts with the materials for cerammgves on to pottery techniques, devotes
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special extensive space to ceramic analysis anctiggsn, and comes to a close with the
interpretation of the gathered data. While all ¢bepof the book would deserve to be treated
in detail, because of the scope of this thesidb@iaceramic analysis methods only sections

discussing ceramic analysis and description willusther detailed here.

Shepard covers basically every characteristic oéramic piece that can be looked at and
analyzed. Shepard starts out with the physical gntegs of pottery, listing color, hardness,
texture, luster, porosity, and strength. At the efithat section she presents various methods
of the natural sciences on how to measure thospegdres. Included are spectrographic
analysis and x-ray diffraction studies which attthiene were probably foreign to most

archaeologists but are considered common in artbgetoday.

Shepard deals with the identification of ceramidenals like clay, temper, paints and glazes
and includes a study of the evidences of potterkimgatechniques. This study covers how
the materials are prepared and surfaces finist®te also considers decorative techniques,

firing, vessel shape, and in the end design.

Vessel shape deserves a closer look, because alsagalays an important role in the El Pilar

methodology.

Shepard considers references to functionality ofeasel problematic and surface finish
analysis irrelevant (Shepard 1956:225). She suggebting on shape analysis, the strict use
of a geometric approach and offers two avenuesliewge this: 1) the analysis of general

contour and 2) the comparison of specific shap#s gegometric figures.

When viewed from the side, each vessel silhouetted either a straight line or a curve of
some sort. There are different “characteristic {3ialong this line or curve which give each
vessel contour its character. The vessel contaalysis features four different types of such

“characteristic points” which define the flow otvassel form (Shepard 1956:226):

1) Points where the curve or the line of a vesselseat the base or the lip, the so-called
endpoints,

2) Points where the tangent is vertical as, fomgXa, points of maximum diameter on a
spheroidal form and of minimum diameter on a hypkelform, the so-called vertical points,
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3) Points where the curvature changes from contaw®nvex or vice versa, the so-called
inversion points,
4) Points where the direction of the tangent charapuptly and forms a corner, the so-called

corner points.

The presence and frequency of these points deterthendimensions of a vessel and put it in
a certain vessel contour type. These contour tgpesamed simple, inflected, composite, and
complex. Simple vessels have only end points. ¢l vessels possess, as the name implies,
an inflection point. Composite vessels feature comer point. Complex vessels have the
most points. They have at least two corner pointsvo inflection points or a combination
thereof (Rice, 1987:218). End points are not spmtily mentioned since all vessels, no
matter which kind, have them. Concerning verticaings, there is a discrepancy between
Rice and Shepard. Although Rice uses Shepard asestor her elaborations about the vessel
contour system, she does not mention vertical poAktreason might be that vertical points do
not represent any change in direction like infl@atpoints or sharp turns like corner points.
Vertical points can be part of any contour whetthery are simple, inflected, composite or

complex, but at the same time do not explicitiymeiny of them.

According to Shepard the geometric approach is Isimpd convenient (Shepard 1956:233).
In her book, Shepard summarizes this system in awncise manner that it is best to let her

speak in her own words:

“In this system there are three solids — sphergseid and ovaloid — and three
surfaces (forms with open ends and undefined l)mitsylinder, cone and hyperboloid
— that serve for reference. All of these forms mu&thematically defined except the
ovaloid (egg-shape). The ellipsoid can be used whih long axis horizontal or

vertical; the ovaloid, in upright or inverted pamit. | would emphasize that vessel
shapes approximate these forms or are most eadfilyed by reference to them; the
terms do not imply identity” (Shepard 1956:233).

She continues: “Simple shapes with restricted acgsfiare formed by cutting the solids above

their equators; corresponding unrestricted shapesitate at or below the equators of the
solids” (Shepard 1956:233).
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The geometrical approach is also useable for coitgpasd complex vessels, not only simple
ones. As opposed to simple ones, complex and catap@ssels do not fit into one geometric
form. They need to be viewed as composed from ri@e one geometric form. One has to
break down the forms of complex and composite Vess® the basic geometric forms and
identify those. For example, a jar can be definedhasessel with a spherical body and a
frustum for a neck. Depending on the jar form tbheybcan also be called ovaloid instead of
spherical and the neck hyperboloid instead of atéim. Samples from the same kind of
vessel can have quite different descriptions ingbemetric approach, because this approach

looks at different sections of vessel form not dihky overall form.

From the descriptions i@eramics for an Archaeologist, can clearly be seen that Shepard
deemed shape analysis important and most usefudei@mic classification. This becomes
very obvious when looking at Volume Il of Smith'sitactun report (Smith 1955b) for which
Anna O. Shepard did the ceramics and drawings dhefde figures showing the ceramic
sherds are arranged first by time period and themdssel shape so that all similar looking
vessel sherds are grouped together. By doing sofalowed a different path than Colton,
who focused more on color and decoration with ypetvariety method. This difference will
later become even greater. While Colton still degrsleape and form important enough to
exclude it from the type definitions, his successorho picked up type-variety and reused it

for the Maya area, eliminated shape and form afedysosed color and decoration.

3.2.3. Gifford’s Type-variety

Gifford came in contact with the original type-\&tyi method developed by Colton very early
in his academic career. From this exposure, Gifflecame one of type-variety’s followers,
as can be seen from an article by Wheat, Giffod!\&asley in 1958 (Wheat 1958) about the
type-variety of the Southwest, where he was listedne of the authors. Already during his
Ph.D. program he thought about ways and meansaiat éide Southwest type-variety in order
to serve the needs and specialties of Maya cergi@iff®rd 1976: ix).

Gifford had the opportunity to put his ideas intagiice with the Barton Ramie collection in
his dissertation. His method along with the thexyrideas and proposals he had developed in
his research with Barton Ramie were eventuallynporated into the type description volume
of the Barton Ramie project, better knownPashistoric pottery analysis and the ceramics of
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Barton Ramie in the Belize vallepublished posthumously in 1976. His proposed oteth
was, at that time, already published, accepted,kangvn to the archaeological community,

but this volume constitutes the most complete ctble of his approach (Gifford 1976: ix).

For Gifford, chronology was the first step in areblbgy and thus the most important.
According to him ceramics are a very fine tool dating and chronology since they are most
sensitive to changes (Gifford 1976:3). To prove poit, he claims that the characteristics
and aesthetics of people are reflected in the ottey created. He also states that human
nature needs social acceptance and that artispeegsion in form of ceramics can only
happen within this acceptance of a society, nosidatit. Arguing on these two premises he
claims that the styles of ceramics at a given tatways reflect what was accepted by a
society at that point. As a last step, he themdaihat cultural change is required by human
nature. The need for change and the framework ciilsacceptance together create a slow
flow of continual change within ceramics (Giffor@76:3/4). The idea seems to be that this
change can then be picked up by archaeologistaused for chronology. However, it does
not account for radical interruptions within thetilze structure of society like war or

revolution. But those are, of course, exceptiorssrould be treated as such.

As a consequence of this “slow flow” model, it mse although he never openly states so,
that Gifford considers the “Local Phase Sequena@héwork by Willey and Philips the most
rewarding with which to work. But, in my opinionishusage of this model is already enough
covert endorsement by him. According to Gifford,phase in this sequence has three
dimensions. First, there is the cultural dimensighere items share similar features. Second,
there is the temporal dimension, where items shasiilar point of creation. Third, there is
the geographical dimension, where items share dngesarea. A phase is expressed by a
“distinct and definable inventory of specific cultl items linked through common
archaeological associations” (Gifford 1976:4). Tgwnt where these inventories are most
dominant is the high point of a phase. Using tleevdlow model, an inventory of one such
phase usually slowly transforms into the inventofyhe next phase until this new inventory
peaks in a high point and the process starts ankis.mechanic is also known as “battleship
curve attribute distribution”. It can be viewedakng sinus wave going continuously from a
high point to a transition point and back to highinp. The transition points are where the
majority of prior inventory in an assemblage ttger to an assemblage with the succeeding
inventory as majority. These points, according ifo&l (1976:4-5), should be marked by
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archaeologists as the end of one phase and the@fkthe next phase - as closely as possible if

the change is so slow that no clear threshold eashetermined.

This phase sequence framework seems to be corsidgr&ifford to be the environment in
which his proposed type-variety method thrives bdse to the fluid transitions. And, in a
sort of symbiosis, in turn the type-variety augrsetite framework at the same time with
more depth and detail. Again, Gifford never estdids a clear link between his preference of

the phase sequence framework and his type-variethiod.

To explain his method Gifford states that if anlgstacreates by intent theoretical ceramic
units and imposes them on the data, these canbgnthance fit the ancient cultural system
(Gifford 1976:5). If the same person, however, geipes latent patterns and structures within
the ceramics by personally handling them, and dwithose hints into basic units, those units
stand a chance to actually reflect the ancienuaallsystem the ceramic hails from. The units

Gifford is referring to are type, variety and mode.

Despite the fact that Gifford’s type-variety is bdon the original method of Colton and both
are considered the same kind of approach, theréuatdamental differences between them.
Colton considers shape and form an important gastpe-variety, whereas Gifford complete
disregards this aspect. Furthermore, Gifford adus level of modes below the level of
variety, thus adding a third level. In order totiiguish between the original type-variety of
the Southwest and Gifford's version, Gifford's agmh will be henceforth in this thesis be
called type-variety:mode approach in cases wherg iitot directly connected to Gifford’s

name.

According to Gifford, a type is a ceramic unit tietecognizably distinct as to certain visual
or tactile characteristics. A type represents agreggate of distinct ceramic attributes that is
indicative of a particular category of pottery pmodd during a specific time interval within a
specific region (Gifford 1976:9). Attributes thatfthe a type can be of the same range as in
the original type-variety: for example, temperpslpaste, form, size, color or decoration.
Gifford, however, did not draw from the full pletlaoof available attributes but focused

particularly on the attributes of color and deciorain order to establish his types.
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Varieties for Gifford are the same as in the omdditype-variety method. Just as in the type-
variety from the Southwest, the features of a waraee always depended on the original
features of the type it belonged to. Varieties eanstand alone; they are always connected to
a certain type. In Gifford's type-variety:mode aggwh variety also manifests itself in three
aspects: 1) the technological and stylistic vasiatR) the variety of spatial distribution and 3)
the temporal variety. All of them are to be constdieequal in importance. A deviation in one
or more attributes from an established type createwiety (Gifford 1976:10).

The aspect of ceramic “modes” is the new level Giffiord adds to his approach and is what
sets his method essentially apart from the origitygle-variety. Modes come from a
completely different school of ceramic analysis. iM/ltypes and varieties are based on and
even require complete or at least mostly recontddueessels, the mode approach works also
with vessel sherds. By Gifford's definition a motleis a selected attribute or cluster of
attributes that display significance on its own'iff@d 1976:11). In other words modes are
special segments of pottery vessels. To use anmgdnom Gifford: “A mode is based on a
suite of whole segments i.e. a foot mode is asdriteecomplete descriptive body from the
range encompassed by an entire line up of simitelevfeet” (Gifford 1976:8). This means
that the mode approach looks at each attribute \wé#szel in form of modes on a singular

basis, while the type-variety method looks at tebined result of the same attributes.

Gifford writes that successful pottery analysisidb@lways feature a separate mode analysis,
which afterwards should be integrated into a typgety analysis of the same pottery
collection (Gifford 1976:11). Gifford claims thaetsuccessfully amended the type variety
with the mode approach and merged them: thereferecdils his approach the “type-

variety:mode” approach (Gifford 1976:8).

While the type-variety:mode approach applies todhé is, notable , however, that this new
merged method is still essentially based on whelgsgls, not single sherds. Gifford justifies
this with the intention of producing whole vessdie claims that reconstruction should
always be the primary goals, since only completses or special segments can contain any
meaning (Gifford 1976:6).

With complete vessels he first refers to the typgety part of his method, whereas the
special segments are the mode part. He explaimsréiationship to each other as follows:
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“Each type refers to an entire artifact, whereas rtftodes refer to its parts. One type and a
large number of modes can occur in a single attif&ifford 1976:8). He concludes:

“Together these two facets constitute the cultuvhble of pottery typology. They
come together on the level of integration in theagec complex which is the sum
total of modes and varieties (within types) thampoases the full ceramic content of

an archaeological phase” (ibid.)

As already hinted in the previous Gifford quotesréhis another level to the type-variety:
mode approach exceeding the mere description dftarad units. Indeed, as a chart depicting
the method shows (Gifford 1976:7), after the ihidiata level and the following analysis level
(which features the type, variety and mode unadhird one follows, named the integration
level. On this level, the established modes andgyplong with their varieties, are sorted and
resorted into different groups. Each group reprissardifferent aspect under which ceramics
can be viewed. Together, these groups form a wapmélations from which on the level of

synthesis a scientific theory can be extracted.

Gifford defined seven different groups on the inéign level. These are as follows:

Design Style: “[...] is the highly specialized syuaf irreducible motifs, combination of motifs
and whole design patters. The concern is with eisngnodes) of design as they appear in
pottery and a documentation of their intrinsic depenent and spread or flow through time
and space” (Gifford 1976:14).

Pottery Tradition: “[...] is the existence of on@esial peculiar mode throughout time i.e. the
flange and ridge tradition or the monochrome-raditron” (Gifford 1976:14).

Horizon Style: “[...] is characteristically briaf iduration but its elements have spread beyond

its source over a wide geographical range” (Giffb8d6:14).
Ceramic Complex: “The sum of total modes and viasefwithin types) that comprises the

full ceramic content of an archaeological phas@lt pottery utilized by a culture in a certain
area and certain time” (Gifford 1976:11).
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Ceramic System: “[...] is best defined as an essfntorizontal or very shallow diagonal
arrangement of roughly contemporaneous potterystypat range over a wide area and are
related to one another in particular from the stpouht of decorative treatment, design style
and surface manipulation. [... It is] the geographigajection of a single pottery type”
(Gifford 1976:12).

Ceramic Sequence: “[...] is composed of pottergsypimilar to each other in decorative style
or manner of surface treatment which can be showrate developed one to another early to
late times” (Gifford 1976:12).

Ware: “[...] consists of types that are demonstrabiyilar on technological grounds (with
particular reference to paste and surface finista) @ to method of manufacture” (Gifford
1976:14).

As one can see, the predominance for color, deoaraind other surface treatments which
was already visible within the type establishmemtimues in the groups on the integrated
level. One could say Gifford's type-variety:modetimoel focuses almost solely on the aspect
of how a vessel is painted and decorated and alnobstt all on other characteristics a vessel.

3.3. Chronological Standards

Classification itself was one of the first thingsleeologists addressed for ceramics, but the
chronological frameworks of the ceramics was eguatiportant. The question “what is it?”

is always accompanied by “how old is it?” in arcblagy.

Building an all-encompassing chronological framekvtor all Maya ceramics is a task that

has gone on for decades and still is evolving esgmt day. Several sites (Uaxactun, Tikal,
Holmul and Barton Ramie) have been central to thesituction of the framework as we

know it today and archaeologists today still retytbe knowledge of chronology deduced at
those sites. These key works also influenced thation of the El Pilar methodology.

3.3.1. The Preclassic

The excavations at the Maya site of Uaxactun irPEn region of Guatemala was one of the
earliest archaeological projects conducted in treydMarea. It commenced in 1926 (Smith

33



1955a:2). An extensive ceramic collection was uhear and cataloged, mostly from the
famous Group E and a structure named A-V.

Under an unbroken floor of Group E numerous ceramiere found. Based on the
stratigraphy they were deemed to be very earlylisH#tyanalysis showed that these ceramics
possessed the same archaic traits as other cerionit®ther very early sites in Mexico and
Guatemala. This was taken as proof that the Pes&nalready settled in Preclassic times and
not only in the Classic era. Thus, the ceramicsidoin Group E became one of the most
important collections of Preclassic ceramics of Meya Lowlands at that time. Eighty years
later, they are still highly valued amongst archegists today as Preclassic reference

material.

The building, called A-V by Smith, was accordinghion a gigantic structure that virtually
existed throughout the whole occupation of UaxactDaring its long existence it was
extended and built over several times. This way Vertunate for the archaeologists at
Uaxactun, because it enabled them to establishryadegailed stratigraphy associated with
corresponding ceramics. This stratigraphy enableditiS and others to make strong
connections between ceramic and architectural sstyfi@e structure also contained several

burials, which could be safely cross-dated.

All these positive circumstances contributed taeay\solid initial chronology of the site and,
of course, of the ceramics. This chronology hasdtbe test of time and is today considered

one of the (most?) important foundations of Mayeonblogy.

The ceramics of Uaxactun were initially dividedarnhree sets: Uaxactun I, Il and lll. Later
on Uaxactun | was split up into Uaxactun I-A anB.lEventually the Uaxatun chronology

was divided into four phases: Uaxactun I-A was eiséed with Mamom, |-B with Chicanel,

Il with Tzakol and Il with Tepeu. These phasesiagean be tied to the general Maya
periods: Mamom and Chicanel to the Middle and [Rreclassic, Tzakol to the Early Classic
and Tepeu to the Late Classic. Tepeu 3 appearguate to the Terminal Classic, at least
visually, in time period charts. Even so, TermiGédssic is at Uaxactun still only a subset of
the Tepeu period, which covers the whole Late @laasd is not a separately recognized time

period. There are no Postclassic ceramic assensokagevn at Uaxactun (Gifford: 1976:46).

34



According to Smith in his Uaxactun report, the osics of each phase and subsequent
subphase at Uaxactun possess unique diagnostirdsdby which they can be recognized
(Smith 1955a:21). These features are grouped irde worm, decorative techniques, and
design. The ware category deals with the charatiesiof the ceramic body itself, such as
paste. The form looks at the form and shape ot#dmamic vessels. The category decorative
techniques focuses on the methods by which thosselsewere decorated, while the design

centers on the aspect of what artistic forms weeslwhile decorating.

When looking at ware concerning the early Middledhassic Mamom, Smith, with the
guidance of Shepard, notes the most important destgn feature is the waxy slip most

ceramics and the mars orange color some ceramssep®in this period.

For the Late Preclassic Chicanel the rule aboutywsip continues to hold true. The mars

orange, however, is a feature found only in Mamemnamics.

3.3.2. The Early Classic

The ceramic chronology of Uaxactun covers the erdievelopment and flowering of the
Classic Maya civilization. During the excavatiogsyly Classic ceramics were identified and
were found in even greater abundance than thostheofPreclassic (Smith, 1955a: 20).
Therefore, the Uaxactun sequence was able to dafimamental diagnostic characteristics
of Preclassic ceramics, as well as Early Classianoies.

In the Early Classic Tzakol period, the form hallsre diagnostics than the ware. Clear signs
of Tzakol ceramics are considered to be, among®the be the basal flange bowls, small or
medium wide mouth jars and rounded Z-angle bowlgreat assortment of such basal flange
bowls found at Uaxactun can be found in the seamboime of Smith's report (Smith 1955b,
Fig 26).

Compared to Uaxactun, research at Tikal is a |[at@ect, started in the late 1950s. Due to its
size and the extent of the archaeological resedacte amounts of ceramics have been
recovered and classified. The main sources forimmétion about these ceramics are the Tikal
reports. There is one that is especially noteworthial report 25A by T. Patrick Culbert

called “The ceramics of Tikal: Vessels from theials; caches and problematical deposits”
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and dated 1993. This book contains ample drawingspaofiles of ceramics found at Tikal.
Unfortunately, however, the accompanying book, Tikegport 25B, which is expected to
contain the in-depth descriptions and analysishoké¢ ceramics, is as yet unpublished and
therefore unavailable. This complicates mattersashparison. While it would be useful to
fully present the Tikal collection, this is not gdde due to the scarcity of sources. Tikal

ceramics will nevertheless be incorporated, althougy in an auxiliary manner.

The matching Tikal periods for the Early Classie Branik and to an extent Cauac and Cimi.
The Manik complex is undisputedly Early ClassicwBoexcavated in this complex have the
telltale basal flange (Culbert 1993: Fig. 22). Zlanbowls, another primary diagnostic for
Early Classic, are not abundantly present. The $@kbwn in Fig. 22 are labeled by type-
variety as Dos Arroyos Orange Polychrome. This tigogart of the Hermitage ceramic
complex which is dated Early Classic. This shovet tiot only at Uaxactun but also at Tikal

basal flange bowls are a diagnostic for Early Gtasgth reinforcement from type-variety.

Along with the ceramic studies of Uaxactun and Tikizere is a third site which deserves to
be mentioned when discussing Maya ceramic chrogolltgs Holmul, also located in the

same Petén region of Guatemala.

Investigated decades before Uaxactun, Holmul waditst thorough excavation in the Maya
Lowlands that lived up to the standards of a sdienarcheology. R. E. Merwin visited

Holmul for the first time in 1909. During the follong two years he conducted a “careful
excavation” of the ruins, as A.M. Tozzer, who acpamed him, noted in the preface of the

publicationRuins of Holmu(Merwin/Vaillant 1932:V).

There are three great deeds ascribed to Merwinghwhe accomplished while doing his
research there. First, he is said to have seteifirdt architectural and ceramics stratigraphy
of a Maya site. By doing so he set the foundatarttie field archeology in the Petén region.
Second, “he showed the necessity for a materiai@isequence in the Maya area since no
dated monuments survived at Holmul” (Merwin and IMat 1932:4). Third, “he collected
one of the most historically and artistically siggant bodies of material ever found in the

Maya area” (ibid.).

Just as a responsible archaeologist should do, Menat only collected the significant
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ceramics at Holmul, but also described them. It,vaasvever, Vaillant who split the Holmul
ceramics into five Phases which he named Holmul\¥ QWilley/Gifford 1961:152). He
described Holmul | — IV as a solid order of cerastiges. In contrast to this order he placed
Holmul V, which to him looked like a break in camtity and a complete new era of ceramic
style at Holmul (Merwin/Vaillant 1932:85).

Merwin called some of the vessels presented “basalel bowls”. From the detailed
descriptions and drawings done of those vessalsethbasal bevels” can easily be identified
as the Uaxactun style basal flanges, being the s@kes of the Early Classic basal flange
bowls. Merwin considered them as appearing earthenchronology and indeed bevel bowls
appear from Holmul | through Holmul IV. Based om tthronology described in the Holmul
report, which is based on a stela from Uaxacturiimidbl was dated approximately A.D. 328.
This date is rather near the date of A.D. 278 aered to be the start of Tzakol by Smith.
Tzakol is Early Classic and the basal bevel bowisi¢ely into that.

When talking about the Early Classic, there is special, important topic that needs to be
adressed: its beginning. In the general timelihesgarly Classic follows the Preclassic with a
nice, clean cut, which makes it look like a smot#tnsition. There are, however, several
scholars who believe this transition was not aaigitt as it looks. They think a transitional

period should be recognized, something they gegerall the Protoclassic.

One of the first persons who explored with thisaideas R.E. Smith at Uaxactun. He
recognized several ceramic vessels with unusuahcteistics, dated around the verge of the
Early Classic. He put all those pieces into an ficiaf phase and called it Matzanel. This
phase would chronologically fall between Chicamed dzakol, but it was never officially put
there into the Uaxatun chronology (Gifford 1976:46appears Smith was looking for similar
ceramics while pondering about this matter. He ébthem in Holmul. In his report, he notes
that ceramics from the Holmul | phase have charsties similar to the ceramics at
Uaxactun found in stratigraphies and assigned tacabkl and Tzakol periods. This is
interesting because Chicanel is Preclassic andol'zakearly Classic and they are as such,

considered to be two separated periods.

From Holmul itself, Vaillant made a counter inquiayound the same time about ceramics
similar to Holmul | outside Holmul. He noted alrgad his 1932 report that ceramics similar
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to Holmul | were found in Uaxactun under the subaldloors at Group E. This is the
Preclassic ceramic collection found, dated as Marand Chicanel, which contains the
ceramics used by Smith for his proposed MatzangbgeVaillant notes that most similarities

are found within Chicanel ceramics (Merwin/Vailldrg32:62).

In 1961 Willey and Gifford published an article thaorrelated ceramics found at Barton
Ramie, a site in the Belize River Valley, with gaies of the Holmul | phase. Gifford
claimed he had been able to identify an intrusigeamic strain within the chronology of
Barton Ramie. He called this strain Floral Park,olhh and identified the many ways it
differed from what he called the indigenous ceranat Barton Ramie or the Mount Hope
ceramic complex.. In this article he compared Mesem this Floral Park group, found in
certain burials at Barton Ramie, with the vesselsifHolmul | and found they match (Willey
and Gifford 1961:159 -165). He, therefore, dividkd Holmul | phase into Homul I-A and
Holmul I-B. He equates Holmul I-A with late Chicdrend his Mount Hope phase (or Late
Preclassic) and Holmul I-B with early Tzakol 1 damd Hermitage phase (or Early Classic).
Together Holmul I-A and I-B make up the Holmul Igde which equates, according to
Gifford, to the Matzanel phase described by Smithich again makes up the postulated
Protoclassic phase. The Floral Park incursion happlerough out the whole Protoclassic and
continues into the Early Classic, where it is tressimilated over time into the existing
indigenous ceramic assemblages. A graphic reprsamtof these ideas can be found in the
cited essay (Willey/Gifford 1961:166).

In an article from 1998 by James E. Brady, he asdch writers claim that Protoclassic is
neither a seperate time period nor an intrusioadiistates in his article that modes that were
considered key diagnostics for the Protoclassicodersuch as mammiform feet, did not
suddenly appear overnight but actually evolvedheRreclassic over a long period of time. In
his opinion the Protoclassic can only be considexetkrtain kind of ceramic, not a time
period in its own right. At the end of his articlee proposed that the Protoclassic should be

eliminated as a transitional period from the Mayzetine (Brady 1998).

The complexity of the Preclassic-Early Classic ¢rfaon is an important one. Every site
investigated in the greater Petén - Belize areadism®vered and alluded to a continuum of
change at this time. Since the Early Classic iskethby dated monuments, it is likely that the

problem of the ceramic chronology reflects the aloand political changes that occurring at
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this time. Uaxactun, Tikal, and Holmul are majontegs; Barton Ramie is a minor center and
a residential community. The variances might refatthese facts or they might be reflecting
something more, as Willey and Gifford (1961) suggésxamining the case of El Pilar, lying
at the transition between the Petén and the B&izer Valley area, will help to illuminate

this, since Floral Park ceramics have been ideutifinere as well.

3.3.3. The Late Classic

While the ceramics of Holmul phases | — IV are unatedly important for chronology, the
centerpiece of the Holmul collection are the Holuteramics from the Late Classic. Not
only are they different from the earlier phases thty were also the first ceramics in the
Maya Lowlands to be dated. Vaillant recounts tlepstof this process in his report and, as a
result, he arrives at a date of A.D. 1201, a ddiehvhe considers safe to be used and which

is already Postclassic concerning Maya chronold§g2:82).

Working with this date of A.D. 1201 as the basislits dating attempts, Vaillant concludes
that the Holmul V style must be earlier than A.20Q. He cites a stela with the Maya date
10-3-0-0-0 (A.D. 899) with no correlative eviden&arlier in the report, he mentions that the
dating range for architecture ends at Uaxacturhatsame date; however the reader is not
informed whether that determination comes from #hela cited above. Valliant then,
providing extensive reasoning, associates the Holfmype with the stela date of A.D. 889,
using the Thompson correlation and thus placinfirmtly within the Late Classic period
(1932:82).

Except for the lack of provided evidence concerrmgstela date, one has to concur that his
dating work was a significant achievement. He plabtaya ceramics for the first time on a
defined spot of the Maya timeline. As a result led Holmul | — IV correctly as being
earlier, giving a 561 year window, basically sejtmvery close first estimation about the start
of the Early Classic as well by providing the dateA.D. 328. One could claim that thus he

laid the first foundation for both relative and alge dating of Maya ceramics.

Furthermore, one can assume that all other ceramhat could be considered to be
contemporaneous with that ubiquitous Holmul V stgte also, by association, Late Classic
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by association. By noting the characteristics osthother ceramics, first diagnostics for Late
Classic ceramics might have been established. Tims&l diagnostics then might have
assisted others to identify contemporary but presip unidentified ceramics as Late Classic
pieces. One such instance might have been theifidatibn of volcanic ash ceramics as a
diagnostic of Late Classic. Anna O. Shepard catlhesl kind of ceramic “vinacious tawny”
when she identified it in the Uaxactun collectidmith illustrates several volcanic ash
vessels in his report (Smith 1955b: Fig 37). A aondtion of Tikal ceramics having volcanic
ash samples could not have been made. Culbertraesention the presence of specifically
volcanic ash in the descriptions of the ceramicshim report (Culbert 1993). A further
comparison between types mentioned in Culbert'srtegnd types from Barton Ramie with

known presence of volcanic ash remained inconadusiv

Another diagnostic for the Late Classic is the vasssel category. The highly decorated,
often polychrome drinking vessels, called vases,tlfi@ most part only exist in the Late
Classic. Although Early Classic vases appear tstettiey are highly restricted there. Only in
the Late Classic do they start to become more &efjin ceramic collections. Such vases
already have been illustrated in the Holmul coltett They also have been depicted at
Uaxactun for the Tepeu 2 period, which is Late §itagSmith 1955b: Fig. 39) and Culbert’s
Tikal report also shows samples of them (Culbe®&31L%ig 85 ff).

Yet another diagnostic for the Late Classic arespaad pod supported vessels such as the
tripod plates. They are part of the assemblageabindl V ceramics (Merwin/Vaillant 1932:
Plate 27). They are also found at Uaxactun in theel period, which is dated Late Classic,
and several of them are illustrated (Smith 1955 $5). Such plates are also common in the
inventory of the Ik complex at Tikal, which is ddteate Classic (Culbert 1993: Fig. 43).

3.3.4. Terminal and Postclassic.

Not all chronologies list the Terminal Classic aparate time period. | do, since | closely
follow the chronology used at El Pilar and researsithere separate the Terminal Classic
from the Late Classic. The most significant diagitokor Terminal Classic is the pie crust
rim, so-called that because of the wavy, slightigkened rim that lips of the jars form in this
period, resembling the edges of pies. By whom ahénathis diagnostic was established

could not be determined.
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The final period is the Postclassic. This is a vephemeral time period. Many Maya sites
were abandoned during the Terminal Classic. Onimessurvived and continued to be
inhabited and even less survived in a state thatwad significant amounts of ceramics to be
produced. That is why only a few sites feature Baogtclassic collections at all, resulting in a
drastic drop in ceramic frequency for Postclassimgared to Late Classic. Famous sites such
as Uaxactun or Holmul, where much of the groundbngawork in ceramic studies has been
conducted, do not have any Postclassic ceramicshanefore information about Postclassic
diagnostics can not be obtained from those sitesnRhe examples given by Gifford in his
work with the Barton Ramie ceramics (Gifford 197Bpstclassic ceramic seems to have wide
flared, pod supported vessels. But those are fouhdte Classic as well, so that this is not an
exclusive Postclassic diagnostic. The existenc®astclassic ceramic is known, however,
just as the Maya culture is fading into darknessnduthis period, so is the knowledge about
the characteristics and diagnostics of this period.

3.4. Summary

This chapter dealt with the many projects and dgwekents in ceramic studies since the
beginning of Maya archaeology. To a degree, althein played a role when the El Pilar

Method was developed.

Comparing the features Shepard lists in her boolpassible parts of analysis with the
ceramic recording sheets of the El Pilar projeog aotices many shared features. Thus, it
becomes clear that the ceramics research at Bl Wé#a influenced by, and probably even

intentionally modeled after, ideas proposed by AGn&hepard.

Not only those shared features can be recognizethenEl Pilar Method. Other key
diagnostics developed by other ceramicists discussarlier in this paper are also

incorporated in the El Pilar method.

At Uaxactun the mars-orange color for Middle Prssia ceramics and the waxy slip for
Preclassic ceramics in general have been thorouggthblished. The same diagnostics are
used at El Pilar and reused as the basic chakei@mic identification shows (Appendix |,
Fig. 3).
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This congruence between the Uaxaxtun methodology #me EI Pilar methodology
underscores the importance of the early Uaxactaeareh and analysis. Not only has the
Uaxactun work stood the test of time as the bas#l subsequent research in the Maya area;

it has also been adapted to and used in the ElRdthod.

Both, at Uaxactun and at Holmul, the Early ClasBagnostics of basal flange and Z-angle
bowls have been determined. As can be seen inltRédE ceramic primer (Appendix I, Fig.
3), it is precisely these basal flanges and Z-angfat are considered prime indicators for
Early Classic ceramics at El Pilar, too. Againahde seen that the forms identified for the
Early Classic at Uaxactun have been identifiechen El Pilar collection, thus reinforcing my

claim that the work at El Pilar was influenced bagxdctun research.

The same applies to the Late Classic diagnostigppd plates and the volcanic ash have
been identified as diagnostic features in Uaxa&nd Tikal. The El Pilar method utilizes
these diagnostic features as well as can be see iceramic identification chart (Appendix
I, Fig. 3). The vase as a Late Classic featurelas eecognized at El Pilar, although not
depicted in the chart, thus following the footsteptlaxactun and Tikal in this case as well.

This chart firmly shows the foundation of the ElaPimethod in prior works. With the

background of the El Pilar method firmly establidhkecan now turn to the description of the
method itself.

4. El Pilar Ceramics Methodology

4.1 Introduction
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The aim of every archaeological ceramicist is tmdpmeaning to the collection of pottery
fragments or the sherds. But meaning can only fegred if there is sufficient information
available. In the case of ceramics, this occurinduhe data recording procedure, where the
individual characteristics of each sherd are detexthand recorded. This procedure has three
stages: 1) the starting stage, where the unidedtderamics lay ready to be examined, 2) the
diagnostic recording stage where the ceramic igestddl to the scrutiny of the ceramicist,
and 3) the end stage where the ceramic has divulgednherent information, able to be

ascertained by current methods and that informdtaanbeen recorded.

The distinction between the inherent informatiod armat is actually recorded is an important
one. The information provided by the sherds during recording stage is vast, but the
recoded information is not an all-encompassinghanging entity, rather it is the varying

result of an individual selection process by theagecist. From all the possible information

that is contained within a pottery fragment or ghéne information actually recorded is only
a fraction of the potential. During the recordirigge, the bulk of information passes through
a series of filters. Depending on the setting afsthfilters, certain information is allowed

through while other information is discarded. ThéKers are set by the ceramicist him- or
herself. The ceramicist usually makes a consci@asstbn as to what kind of information is

to be considered important to the current project &hat is not in order to keep the amount
of data at a manageable level. These standardshzamge; however, the decision itself is
always made. Any changing of standards generaltyrsconly at the beginning of a project,

when the researchers involved have not yet detexsnihe optimal setting for their needs.
Once a ceramicist has decided on certain filtegdoide the desired information, the system
is adapted and applied to multiple sets of she@dwe such a fixed information gathering
system is used repeatedly to record sherd collestithis “modus operandi” is called a
method.

Each project decides whether it will develop itsnomethod or it will adapt an existing
method from another project. One such methodseigybe-variety:mode method previously

discussed in this paper. It is one of the most @dhperamics methods in the Maya area.

This chapter intends to introduce and present th@ilar Ceramics method, which was

developed in order to address the special charstntsrof the El Pilar ceramics.
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Three different matters will be addressed. 1) dbscription of the method’s style and its
method of quantification of the attributes selecfed analysis will be presented. 2) a
description, including different scenarios, of ttezording and identification process of a
given sherd using the El Pilar Method will be givemd. 3) ways of compiling and archiving
the data provided by this method will be shown.

4.2. The El Pilar Method — General Characteristics

There are different ways to classify and analyztepy and there are studies that classify the
various pottery classifications. One of these waodksategorize pottery classification systems
was executed by Dunnell in 1971, quoted by PruddRioe in her 1987 boolPottery

Analysis — A sourcebook

According to Rice (1987:274-277) in reference tonbDell, there are different types, or
methods, of pottery analysis. These methods arablay however, the two main methods are

“devised classifications” and “folk classificatiahs

“Devised classifications” are artificial classiftean systems devised by the analysts working
on the pottery sherds. They sort the sherds intiquessito groups that have high within-group
homogeneity but are very dissimilar compared tcheatber (Rice 1987:274). The analyst
uses attributes of the pottery, such as shape @lod, @he attributes the analyst decides to
utilize are detached from the cultural or ideolagimeaning the ceramics may have had for

the people who created and used it.

“Folk classifications”, on the other hand, are préded as natural classification systems
provided to the analyst by the people who crealed pottery. Researchers who wish to
establish “folk classifications” of ceramics inteaw the people who create and use the
pottery in question, recording the names and t&iay given vessel, and learning how the

vessels are grouped in the minds of their ownedsugers.

Clearly, the second approach is somewhat problenvalien it comes to ceramics from
archaeological contexts such as the ancient Magag shere is no one to.interview. One
could argue that there are contemporary Maya whidcbe asked, however, the distortion
throughout time and cultural influences over thetgeve centuries and more probably have
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created a divergence between the classificatiotesysof ancient Maya and those of
contemporary Maya. Although there is the existavfcanother source for folk classification,
the epigraphy, and epigraphers indeed have foundtioms of vessel categories in
inscriptions on vessels (personal conversation \WWitbf. Dr. Nikolai Grube 2007), their
findings are not complete enough to create fullgwgr classifications on their own. These
factors inhibit the application of “folk classifitan” systems to a great degree.

Essentially, all classifications dealing with amtidaya ceramics are by necessity “devised
classifications”. The El Pilar method is no exceptiDunnell even goes one step further and
states that classification itself is always arlytran nature and that there are no “natural”
classifications, since this would require a cerfaiadetermined order among things, which
Dunnell believes does not exist (Dunnell 1971.@&0here is really a preset order of things in
existence, he argues, , then man-made classifinsatice rendered nil and void and it is a sole
act of faith, and not science, to either acceptegact the given, perhaps incomprehensible,
classifications. Only if all things are equal withoany preset order, can artificial
classification be applied and later be evaluated pmiged, thus enabling a scientific

approach.

In his book about classification systems, Dunnaibter extensively about the methods by
which things can be ordered and how those methuatagelves can be ordered He refers to
this as “arrangement”. There are three aspectgaogement: 1)group, 2) classification, and
3) identification.

According to Dunnel, one always arranges thingshalltime every day. This might be either
physically in the real world by rearranging one&skl or bookshelf or mentally by ordering
tasks on mental “to do” lists or filing people omeeets into different categories of
relationships. This division between the physicalrlds and the mental world is also the
fundamental division made by Dunnell regarding rageanent. Arrangements which are
applied to physical things he calls “phenomenolaljicArrangements which are applied to
more ethereal, mental things he calls “ideatiorafertaining to the realm of ideas He then
renames phenomenological arrangements to “groupengd ideational arrangements to
“classification”. Therefore grouping and groups afgy his definition always

phenomenological and classification and classeayswdeational (Dunnell 1971:44).
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There has to be however, a connection between grang classes. Groups without classes
are meaningless, while classes without groups setess (Dunnell 1971:44). For example, it
only makes sense to group strawberries, raspbarndscherries together since the class of
“fruit” exists. On the other hand, a group contagithe objects apple, cat and drill probably
does not have any meaning to the reader sincédbigtoup no class exists. The same applies
to classes. The class “book” is only useful becdahsee are novels, comics, dictionaries and
more that all classify as books. On the other h#ntheoretically, one of the ancient Maya
had come up with the class “plane” during the L@l@ssic, this class would have been totally
useless since no objects that would classify aseglaxisted at that time. The connection
between groups and classes are called “identificatby Dunnell. If one sees a group of
poodles, shepherds and terriers one identifies thgrmertaining to the class dog and vice
versa. In daily life the actions of grouping, idéoation and classification run parallel to each
other, thoughts flow constantly between them amdethis no need to conscientiously make a
separation between them (Dunnell 1971:44).

Of the three aspects of arrangement, | will nowewls classification and its importance to the
El Pilar method.

Within the field of classification a multitude offi@érent possible classifications exist, all
having a different level of detail. One extremetbat scale is a classification that creates for
every existing object a separate unique class. Wiaeg to Dunnell, however, uniqueness is
chaos which is indefinable and thus not classi@ighlunnell 1971:48). At the other extreme
there is a classification that unifies all object® one single large class. In single unity, there
are no differences which could be defined and fladsanymore and thus, strictly speaking,
it is not classification either. Everything in be®n those extremes, however, can be
considered a viable classification.

The question that now arises is to which one ottadl possible classifications the El Pilar
methodology belongs to. Dunnell divides classifaainto two subcategories. One of them is
what he calls “paradigmatic” classification. Sucklassification treats all the attributes it is
using equally. Each kind of used attributes is mered to be a separate dimension. The
attributes in each dimension are exclusive andnmarhave multiple states within the same
dimension. For example, in the dimension of cadovessel that is red can not be green at the
same time. A vessel that is now red, however, beagreen at another point in time, but then
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it can only green. The number of dimensions depamdthe amount of types of attributes
being used. If there are three different kinds tfitutes there are three dimensions. A
paradigmatic classification forms its classes duthe total permutations of all dimensions.
For example, if there are three dimensions witkdhattribute states in each there are three by
three by three or twenty seven possible classeh &ass of those twenty seven is considered
peer and equal to the other twenty six. To quotarieil, a “Paradigmatic Classification is to
be understood as dimensional classification in tithe classes are produced by intersection”
(Dunnell 1971:73).

In order to create a true paradigmatic classiticattne needs at least two dimensions with at
least two opposing attribute states, which resaolt®ur classes. There is however a special
kind of paradigmatic classification in existencéhe “Index”. An index can be considered a
one dimensional paradigmatic classification. Duhsigtes that “the necessary and sufficient
conditions for membership in such a class will be mm number; the numbers of features in a
given definition is a reflection of the number oiménsions used in the classification”
(Dunnell 1971:75).

Now, if one compares the El Pilar method to thecdpBon of paradigmatic classification,

one will find several similarities. As the paradigiic classification does the El Pilar method
uses several dimensions of attributes (for examgh@pe and rim diameter). Since these
attributes are recorded alphanumerically, it caratgpied that the requirement of exclusive
states of those attributes within the dimensiomét. Therefore, the El Pilar method can be
considered a paradigmatic classification. Furtheendue to the special focus on the vessel
category list, which will be treated in detail laia this chapter, the El Pilar method could

even be considered to be the index variant of #nagigmatic classification.

4.3. The El Pilar Method — Style and Quantification

The EIl Pilar method employs basic stylistic chagastics. It furthermore employs only those
characteristics that are each connected to a sattgibute. There are no characteristics used
that are connected to multiple attributes. For edamthe color of the slip (in this example
red) is recorded in one entry and the existena®arexistence of surface decoration (such as

impressions or incision), is recorded in anothdre Tesult would be a description of red
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incised pottery. This is a description of equivakerand a description of the hierarchy of red
incised pottery as in the type-variety method.

One specific attribute that has in a way the stafu%primus inter pares” — the first among
equals — in the El Pilar Method is the characterist shape. The shape attribute refers to the
form of the vessel. To be more precise, it referthé curvature and other traits of mainly the
rim and lip of a vessel. It has long been knowiMiya pottery analysis - and likely in other
fields of ceramic analysis, too - that the rim &ipdare the sections of a vessel that exhibit the
most distinct features of its execution. Only thpss paintings and glazes on a vessel's body
can be more diverse, but since Maya ceramics anergly unglazed and most often
unslipped, the most useful distinction when it cerfteMaya ceramics is the appearance of a

vessel rim and the interpreted shape.

Rim shapes, , sometimes in conjunction with netkexistent, can easily be distinguished
from each other. Vessels, therefore, can be samteddifferent categories based simply on
their rim shapes. Gifford in his type-variety apgeb identifies and depicted various rim

shapes and mentions as well as depicts them iwdnis (Gifford et al 1976). While he uses

the general terms of vessel categories (such a&s tasvl, jar and others), he does not gives
these categories a high priority. In the vessédlilpsodepicted of the Barton Ramie collection,
he always shows mixed vessel categories and neeerssthe ceramics sorted by a specific

vessel category.

The EI Pilar method also uses the same generativestegories as Gifford used in his work.
Contrary to Gifford, however, the El Pilar methazhsiders them fundamental and uses them

as the primary and in fact only way to distingwslssels from each other.

Often, when one bases one’s methodology on ansthdere are some modifications to be
made. In the case of the El Pilar method, modificet were made to the vessel categories to
adapt them to the specific needs and requiremédriteecEl Pilar ceramics. For example, the
bowl category was divided into three different gatées: The “incurving bowls” category
that includes, as the name suggests, bowls tha imaurving walls thus having restricted
orifices; the “everted bowls” category that incladbowls that have walls curving out,
resulting in open and wide orifices; and the “bdwdategory that includes of straight sided
bowls and bowls of more general character than fiteither of the other two categories. This
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sub-division enables the tracking of the differshapes and was necessary since the EP
assemblage features a great number of bowl shagesklg, comparable to other collections

from the surrounding Maya area.

Categorizing of the El Pilar ceramics resulted mextensive profile book in which all the
various vessel shapes identified in the El Pilagrds are recorded. This book currently
contains 370 different shapes and is referred tth@sEl Pilar Shape Catalog”. This was a
tremendous undertaking. Sydney Ciener, with DrdFatentified the 370 shapes during her
analysis of the sherds. She then drew those slaygetrmulated the El Pilar Shape Catalog
which has since been digitized. It continues toabeork in progress. During my last field
season with the El Pilar project, | was able tanidg 18 new, previously unrecorded, shapes.
Those have been looked at by Prof. Dr. Anabel owdiDr. Lisa LeCount, who did extensive
work on the ceramic collection of Xunantunich, deenvalid and will be added to the next
version of the shape catalog, bringing the totahiber then to 388. The shape catalog will
never be exhaustively complete. It will continueboupdated as new shapes are identified at
El Pilar.

4.3.1. List of Vessel Categories

The 370 plus shape forms in the El Pilar Shapel@atare grouped into 7 vessel categories,
namely vase, jar, bowl, everted bowl, incurving baecomate and plate. Those 370 shapes
break down into 15 vase shapes, 105 jar shapegei®@al bowl shapes, 40 incurving bowl
shapes, 55 everted bowl shapes, 18 tecomate shape$5 plate shapes. By using these
categories, the El Pilar method closely follows lassificatory scheme that “is rather
commonly used by Mesoamerican archaeologists” (R8&7:216) and which was promoted
by Smith and Sabloff (1975:22—-27). This section wibvide further detail of the categories
used at El Pilar. The mentioned contour and geametassifications are the same as

explained earlier.

4.3.1.1. Vase
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The term “vase” signifies a Late Classic drinkiregsel in the context of Maya ceramics. It is
thought to be used to drink cocoa and other liquidsually the walls of vases are highly

decorated with glyphs and paintings and they aexefore, commonly ascribed to elite uses.

According to inferred use classification “a vaseaisestricted or unrestricted vessel with a
height greater than its maximum diameter. Vases onagay not have restricted orifices, but
their heights must be greater than their diamg®ice 1987:217). While some classifications
have vases as a special subcategory of jars atil&l they constitute a seperate vessel

category equal to jars.

With the vessel contour classification promotedAmna O. Sheppard, a vase can be either
called a simple silhouette vessel or inflected ekddost vases are simple silhouette vessels.
There are, however, more complex subcategorieasd#s/auch as flagon and beaker. While a
flagon is by definition “a vessel with a neck vergrrow in comparison with its height and
girth”, a beaker is defined as “a vessel whose Hieig greater than its rim diameter; and
which is of suitable size and shape for drinkingice 1987:217). In Maya ceramics, the
existence of a neck is a strong indicator of aeldssing a jar. Therefore it is very likely that
flagons have been recorded by Mayanists as smallrgher than vases. However, those

flagons should be recorded as inflected vases (Fi8&:218).

For the geometric or volume classification systaraimple vase is based on a cone (frustum),
making it a conical vessel. The flagon, on the otrend, would be a hyperboloid vessel and

an example of a more complex vase form (Rice 198):2

Lisa Lucero in her dissertation using the BRASSenak (BRASS being the project which
preceded the El Pilar project), writes about vas¥ases are defined as tall vessels with
restricted mouths” (Lucer©994:94).

The vase shapes in the El Pilar method fit thesenwon definitions well. There are, however,
only simple vase forms recorded. More complex foreueh as the flagon kind of vase, if
present at all, seem to have been indeed recosdsahall jars and not as vases.

Therefore, concerning the El Pilar collection, \aksels within the vase category are either

generic vases or beakers.
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4.3.1.2. Jar

Jars are a very facetted vessel category with adospectrum of forms and appearances. The
inferred use classification says “a jar is a neckaud therefore restricted) vessel with its

height greater than its maximum diameter” (Rice7:286).

According to the vessel contour classification, keecvessels (which jars are by definition)
can only be inflected, complex or composite butemesimple. An inflected jar would have an
inflection point where the shoulder changes smgaoititio the neck. A composite jar would
have at least one corner point if the neck is sghe shoulder at an angle and not in a smooth
way as in the case of an inflected jar. Compleg yaould have at least two corner points or

two inflection point or a combination of those.

Judging from the shapes identified as jars in thRilar shape catalog, the El Pilar collection
contains inflected and composite jars. There areepoesentations of complex jars, though
one might be able to imagine such a profile. Onstmemember, however, that only the rims
and lips are recorded and not the whole vessebaomplete vessels, with the one singular
exception of a bowl, were excavated . Thereforeretltould be complex jars ,however, they
could not be identified because vital vessel padm the shoulder, body and base region
where additional corner and inflection points may fresent are missing. Such a design

would turn a composite or inflected jar into a coéexpne (Rice 1987:218).

For the geometric classification jars are compositeomplex vessels, identifying them in a
similar way as the vessel contour classificatioesddn geometric terms, a jar is a vessel of
either spherical, ellipsoid or ovaloid form on whia cylindrical or hyperboloid form is
attached as a neck piece. Complex jars can be csedpof even more than two geometric
forms (Rice 1987:219).

In her dissertation, Lisa Lucero (1994) dividessjamto two vessel subcategories - wide
orifice jars and narrow orifice jars. While this svexplicitly defined in the BRASS Project, in
the El Pilar Project both subcategories are simgdystered under the header “jars”. Certain

shapes , however, have been identified as eithrepwarifice jars or wide-orifice jars.
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For Lisa Lucero “wide orifice jars are defined &sbmilar vessels, with relatively open mouths
(>= 20 cm diameter)” (Lucero 1994:89) and “narrowfice jars are defined as globular
vessels (< 20 cm diameter) and relatively resuligteouths” (Lucero 1994:91). The 20 cm
rim diameter being identified as verge betweenavarand wide orifice jars was determined
by Prof. Dr. Anabel Ford, who has used this vailneesher time on the Yahxa Project and in
Tikal, as well as throughout the BRASS and the iEErRProject (personal conversation with
Prof. Dr. Anabel Ford 2003).

Jars are in general restricted in nature, althotigh degree of restrictiveness can vary
depending on whether it is a wide orifice or a oarorifice jar. Due to this feature, jars are
commonly termed as storage and cooking vesselswide orifice jars are considered to be
dry storage and cooking vessels depending on wizige the narrow orifice jars are seen as

liquid storage vessels (Lucet994:87-89).

4.3.1.3. Bowls — general, incurving and everted

While bowls are varied and are divided into thré&erent bowl categories in the El Pilar
shape catalog, | will consider them together is #@ction due to generic definitions provided

by other classification systems, then, later, agrsihem idependently.

According to the definition applied by the inferrede classification “a bowl may have a
restricted or an unrestricted orifice and is deegpér[than a plate or dish], its height varying
from one-third the maximum diameter of the vesselto equal to the diameter” (Rice
1987:216).

Within the vessel contour classification systenhoavl can be virtually everything from a
simple vessel to a complex vessel, with the pdgyilmf being an inflected or a composite

vessel as well.

The geometric or volume classification indicatesikir range. A bowl can have the form of a

sphere, an ellipsoid or an ovaloid, both in theistricted and unrestricted versions. Some
more complex bowls may also feature necks, addirilje above mentioned shapes the forms
of the hyperboloid and the cone (frustum). Althoygts and necked bowls are comprised of

the same geometric forms, the difference betweemtis the different degree of restriction of
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the necks. This is, of course, hard to describsitmply using geometric forms. Therefore, for
the geometric classification, jars and bowls ae shme kind of vessel, the difference lies
only in their proportions. In general jars are magstricted at the necks than bowls but it
could occur in the case of certain vessel forms dhaide orifice jar might display the same
restrictiveness as a very restricted bowl. In thisiation, there is no clearly drawn line

between bowls and jars and each ceramicist mugleladether a piece is a bowl or a jar.

Lisa Lucero (1994), in her dissertation about BRA®Emics, divides the bowls into three
categories: General, incurving and everted. Theessyatem has been adopted by the El Pilar
Project.

According to Lucero “general bowls are defined psmg shallow vessels” (Lucero 1994:82),
while “incurving bowls are defined as shallow védsseith incurving rim” (Lucero 1994:84)
and “everted bowls are defined as open, shallowdaxth everted rim” (Lucero 1994:83).

This diversity in the form and shape of bowls Ied BRASS project and later on the EIl Pilar

project to decide to split the bowls into threetses. The El Pilar shape catalog assigns
shapes to general bowls that are mostly straigleidsor feature rims that are hard to classify
either as restricted or open, to incurving bowkst #re more restricted and that tend to have
characteristics closer to jars, and to everted ®dhdt are open and unrestricted and tend in

their features to be similar to dishes and platgdaiters.

4.3.1.4. Tecomate

This vessel category is rather exotic and not pathe original vessel categories used by
Gifford, Smith or Sabloff.

There is no definition for it in the inferred udassification system, at least in the parts of it
presented by Rice. To present a definition analsgmuthe definitions provided by that
system for the other vessel categories, | woulbdacedcomate “a neckless jar which possesses
a vessel diameter roughly the same as the vedseight”. This is the objective of the
tecomate as it is modeled after a gourd that i usethis day in Mesoamerica as a
multipurpose vessel, and is one of the earliestn$oused in the Maya area and found
throughout Mesoamerica.
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As well, there is no definition provided by the tmur classification system. Using the
system’s general parameters, | would define a tateras a simple vessel; they may have

inflection points but never corner points.

The same applies to the geometric classificatiogelometric terms | would call a tecomate a

spherical or globular vessel.

Only Lucero (1994:93) gives a definition of a Te@im “Tecomates are defined as globular

vessels without necks”.

To give Tecomates a separate category is anotethat the El Pilar project adopted from
the BRASS project. It is based on the fact thaseheessels date to the Middle Preclassic and
are a unique feature of the development of ceramaditions in Mesoamerica.

Although tecomates are commonly called “neckless’ jdhis is not completely correct. The

samples in the El Pilar shape catalog in fact @éufe diminutive necks on a frequent basis.
They do not have, however, the same pronouncedaagd necks the normal jars do, but
rather may possess only rather small and “atraihiecks, sometimes no larger than an

average lip.

Their use is usually referred to as serving vessmisfood but also as urns in burials.
Although they are rare and only make up a smalluarhof the El Pilar collection, they have
been considered distinct enough from real jarsigtify their own category.

4.3.1.5. Plate

The vessel category of plates or platters is thiedategory in the El Pilar shape catalog.

“A plate has a height less than one-fifth its maximdiameter” according to the inferred use
classification (Rice 1987:216). This makes theny&trallow vessels.

For the contour classification, plates or plattenr® basically simple vessels. Due to

appendages (such as notches, flanges or supp@}, pduich are added to Maya plates on a
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frequent basis particularly in the Late Classiclioth artistic as well as utilitarian purposes,
they also can be inflected, composed or even compéssels. This assumes that the

appendages and the vessel itself are counted hsla.w

In terms of the geometric classification, plates t& spherical, ellipsoid conical or even
cylindrical. In any case they are always the umieted version of those forms.

Lucero defines plates as follows: “Plates are @efias open, very shallow vessels” (Lucero
1994:86)

In the original vessel category system introduced ased by Smith, Gifford and Sabloff
(Sabloff 1975:22-27), the term dish frequently aopen lieu of plate or platter. According to
the inferred use classification, “a dish is slighdlieeper [than a plate], having a height more
than one-fifth but less than one-third of its maximdiameter”. This places a dish between a

plate and an everted bowl.

Plates are commonly perceived as serving vessel®éd. There can be small ones used
within a family or large ones that are used forsteawith many participants (LeCount
1996:75). Some platters used for feasts are uswatigte and adorned with polychrome

paintings since they are considered prestige abjedhis context.

The EI Pilar project does not recognize the digbgay as a separate category Judging from
the shapes in the plates section of the El Pilapsttatalog the shapes that could be called

dishes are subsumed into the plate category witlioyspecial notice.

4.3.2. The gathering of objective data

When recording the characteristics of sherds, nbt is the amount of information recorded
important but also important, is the manner in \Whikat information is recorded. Simply
looking at a sherd and recording what can be semy lead to difficulties. Perception can
alter the information recorded and is key. Everypeeceives one’s surroundings slightly
differently from another. This is because the infation presented to our mind by our senses

Is interpreted by us through our experiences andopas, and can be considered unique.
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Even if two people are talking about one and theesthing, it is for each of them different

from the version their counterpart has.

This holds true for the description of pottery stserTwo people can look at the same sherd
and describe it in different ways. When workinghwitrof. Dr. Anabel Ford in Belize, | noted
the same thing. We both looked at the same shatdreea to determine how to describe it.
We noted that we each put the emphasis on diffefesrtacteristics of that sherd. This shows
that personal impressions of a sherd by an indalidan lead to a different record, even if

only slightly.

Therefore, in order to create an objective setatédone has to identify sherd attributes that
can be recorded in a non subjective way using tisgemeans that will result in records and
results that are replicable for everybody. Shetibates that can be expressed in numbers are
the best choice for this. A number, in its basiaggs of quantification, means the same to
everyone. A diameter of 13cm will always mean 13oranyone who looks at the value. One
person might associate the number “13” with badk l[because that person might be

superstitious, but that does not change anythiogtalbs basic meaning.

In the following, | will describe the different atiutes of sherds that the El Pilar method has

identified can be recorded in an objective, scienthanner.

4.3.2.1. Paste

The term “paste” is used for “a clay or mixture @@y and added materials, often used
synonymously withfabric, body or ware. Technically, paste differs frorfabric because it
does not includgoresand differs fromware because it excludes surface treatment” (Rice
1987:479). In other words, paste is a term for ¢ty body of the vessel itself or its
remaining sherd fragments. When looking at pasteadteristics one tries to determine the
attributes of the clay with which the vessel isateel with. Two of those attributes shall be
presented here as examples: texture and temper.
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4.3.2.1.1 Texture

The general, characteristics of a cross sectidirexd clay are referred to as “texture” (Rice

1987:482). There are several factors that deterthimguality of texture.

Concerning the deposition of clay, there are twaidgypes. “Primary clay” is clay that is still
in situ where it was created by the rock and gaocdgrocesses and inputs that transformed
it from stone to clay. “Sedimentary clay” is cldyat was transported by nature from its
creation place and deposited in another place.ngadary clays tend to be much finer in
particle size than primary clays, which often sshhow remnants of their original rock
structure (Rice 1987).

Another major factor impacting texture is, of cayrshe preparation of the clays prior to
usage. Some potters use the clays just as they.cbhuse clays usually show a larger
particle size and a have a more heterogeneousctear®ther potters, however, go through
an elaborate process of preparation that includes,is not limited to, soaking, sieving,

decanting, and crushing. During these procedunesglay becomes finer, the average particle
size shrinks, and the composition grows more homeggas. The size of clay particles can
easily be determined under a microscope and threralso tables available that sort particles

of different sizes into groups and categories.

Another factor of texture is the friability of tliday piece. Some clays, when fired, break very
easily and are very friable, others are very had sturdy. The strength of clay depends on
the type of clay used and the firing temperaturdéfei2nt types of clay have different
chemical and physical structures which influenarthbility to resist breaking. The ability to
fracture is nothing more than the breakdown of ghgsical cohesion of the clay structure.
There are elaborate ways to test the breakagespoirtlay under different stresses such as
compression, tension, shear, torsion, transverseimpact (Rice 1987:359). These tests,
however, require an extensive setup, which usuigllyavailable only in laboratories for
material sciences and not at an excavation inighe. in the field, only rudimentary tests that
are susceptible to subjective interpretation argside, and, therefore, breakage of ceramics

or its resistance to fracture is not recorded enEhPilar project.
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The third factor influencing texture is densityrddl clay is known to have pores. The density
of fired clay is determined by the amount and sizthose pores relative to the solid mass of
the clay surrounding them. The size and frequeh@pres are determined by the particle size
and their arrangement within the clay and the arhotiwater or organic material burned out
during firing (Rice 1987:350). The amount of pomes clay piece is referred to as porosity.
A vessel with high porosity contains a great numiiiepores, while one with low porosity
does not. Porosity is counter proportional to dgng\ clay that has high porosity has low
density and vice versa. The porosity of clay hairact influence on its characteristics. A
porous vessel, for example, has a high resistantteetmal shock on the one hand, but water
can easily seep through its walls given enough ,tiame it is also rather susceptible to

breakage since the wall structure is weakened dyntiiny holes in it.

In order to analyze porosity, pores can be categdricounted or their size measured. These
numbers can then used to establish a relative tyeofsthe vessel which can be compared

with other vessels.

The question that must be asked now is: Why lookerture? What information can be

gained from it?

Texture contains ample information about the clagrpo becoming a vessel. Particle size
and composition may indicate whether the clay watseated. Mineralogical research could

be done in order to determine its source. If ihisommonly used, readily available type of
clay, there might not be much in determining whethe clay was treated or what its source
is; however, if it is imported or rare clay a peovence might yield interesting information. If

the clay is treated and the original clay sourcknswn, a comparison of those clays may
provide new insights into the way the potter of Wiessel prepared the clay for production. It
could also give insights into trading patterns &ordvhom the vessel was made, i.e. elite, and

therefore be another way of identifying the impode/hierarchy of the site.
Both density and friability can be used to infeg thsage of the vessel. Both factors influence

the strengths and weaknesses of a vessel andniiusdlvantages and disadvantages when it

comes to their intended usage.
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To summarize, texture can provide much informatbout both the provenience of a vessel

and the possible use of that vessel.

4.3.2.1.2 Temper

Commonly, materials that are added to clay by peiteorder to alter and if possibly enhance

the production properties are referred to as temparording to Rice, however, “temper’ is
perhaps the most used, abused and imprecise terployed in archaeological and
technological description of pottery” (Rice 198340 This is due to major differences
concerning the terminology of temper among arclagsis, namely, there are three major

problems:

1) There are many kinds of temper, especially amames that, although they had an

influence on the vessel properties and clay chariatics during the creation of the vessel and
the possibly during the firing stage, do not lasbugh the firing process, and are therefore no
longer measurable. This can cause vessels thatobed tempered to be considered not
tempered. On the other hand, some scientists camsitl ceramic vessels to be tempered
since even water can be considered a tempering égee 1987: 408).

2) Some archaeologists focus more on the quesfidrow the temper came into the clay.
Some say temper is always an added substance,cassdiously by potters to change the
clay. Others argue that temper can occur natumallyertain clays. This natural temper can
cause potters to choose clay based on the speopénies gained by the existing temper
(Rice 1987:408). Rice raises the concern that aalbgists might indiscriminately call too

many materials in clay temper. After all, clay itse a heterogenic compound made up from
an amalgam of various minerals and rocks. So tlesteqpn must be asked, what is part of the

original clay matrix and what can be consideredpenor addition to the actual clay?

3) There is disagreement concerning the quantityeafper. The question relates to the
percentage of temper in the clay and at which pibiactually begins to start altering and
influencing the clay characteristics. Sometimesesmall amounts of a tempering agent can
cause changes. On the other hand, there can bean@ints of temper present which only
accidentally entered the clay during the manufacaurd do not have any effect because the
percentage is too small (Rice 1987: 408).
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Although archaeologists have not reached a conseyetuabout the presence, origin, and
quantity of temper, there is no doubt among thertodke types of temper in ceramics. This
information comes partly from the archaeologicatord and partly from research of
contemporary ceramics around the globe. This datviges the ethnographic and
ethnohistorical basis for understanding ceramidpection.

There are three different types of temper: Orgamiceral and human-made. Organic temper
includes but is not limited to grass, plant fibetsng, shell and bone. Mineral temper includes
among other things limestone, basalt, granite, selist. Human-made temper includes
ground potsherds or fired bricks, also referredgd'grog” by ceramicists. In modern times,
human-made temper has even included fiberglass.aFmiore complete list of tempering
agents, see Rice (1987:407).

Looking at temper in ceramics is similar to lookiagtexture, just from the opposite side.
While texture studies focus on the components efdbtual clay and what was originally

there, temper studies focus on the materials tlea¢ \@dded to the original clay in whatever
manner during the production process. As in texstraglies, temper studies can provide
interesting insights into the source of a vessalufacture as well as the craftsmanship of the

potter.

The existence of temper added by the potter taltheof a vessel shows a factor that usually
can not be found within the archaeological recopdeference. Tempering clay infers that the
quality of the original clay was not completelyttee liking of the potter. By tempering the
clay he or she reached the composition he or sferped.

Another interesting aspect of temper studies ictmnection between certain types of temper
and different categories of vessels. Once a cetéamper has been identified in the clay, the
temper can be investigated as to what kinds of claracteristics it propagates as well as
subdues. After this has been determined, vessefs the same vessel category can be
compared to assess whether they feature similgsdeng. If that is the case, one can assume
that the characteristics provided by the tempehdovessel are the ones that might be sought

after in that specific vessel category.
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4.3.2.2. Color

Next to shape, color is the most distinctive featarvessel may have. Therefore, it is not
surprising that color has been important in cerantassification from the earliest times.

Some methods of classification, like the type-ugirmaode method, make color one of the
lynchpins of sorting and grouping the ceramics.

The sense of vision is one of the more dominargesea human possesses. Humans can see a
broad color spectrum. This predisposition leadgh&recognition of subtle changes within a
color. One could think that this would greatly hétpthe determination of the color of a
ceramic vessel, however, on the contrary, it makaglifficult endeavor. At the beginning of
this chapter | discussed perception and how peaareptan vary depending on the eye of the
beholder. This also applies to the matter of cditwery person perceives color in a different
way. The differences might be ever so slight betthre there and sometimes even small

variations can mean a completely different result.

For a long time in ceramic studies, color discrepss in color determination were not
scientifically defined. Colors have been referrednt the vernacular style as yellow, orange,
red, brown, black, etc. Everyone knows what thecephof, say, red is; but everyone has his

or her own idea of red. So what is the color red?

In semiotics, this matter is referred to as theceph of the sign. A sign consists of a
“signifier” (Barthes 1983:37) and a “signified” (Bhes 1983:40). A good example of this is
“dog”. The signifier of the sign “dog” refers todlsequence of letters or sounds of a word, in
this cased o g. While someone is talking to someone else in amgéneay about dogs both
individuals know what the concept “dog” means, ldtile doing so they have different
associations with it. One, while thinking about gomight imagine a poodle while the other

at the same time thinks about a dachshund. Thdsadnal dogs are the “signified”

The same principle as seen in the example of “égpglies to color. We all know what red is.
But for each of us there exists a different “ref¥ one it might be a bright red while for
someone else it might be more of an orange redryBweividual has in his or her mind a
collection of colors that classify as red and mafsit will be congruent with what other

people will consider to be red. Those collectidrmyever, tend to be “frayed at the edges”; a
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color called red by one person, might be for thet q@eerson something else, for example
orange. When | discussed this matter with Prof. Ababel Ford, she remembered such a case
at the 1985 ceramic workshop. One person askedt @oed jar shown on a slide and the

speaker replied that they had no red jars, onlggeanes.

Over time, the general colors were determined tmbefficient for an exact description of a
vessel’'s coloring. In order to augment the way leere described, new terms were added,
(such as reddish brown or brownish red). But sititee concept of true colors between
individuals may differ, the concept of mixed colonsly differ as well. Where is the border
between reddish brown and brownish red?

As well, ambient lighting plays a role when determg color. There is a difference between
natural light and artificial light. Natural lighsiday- or sunlight, and even then it makes a
difference whether one looks at the color of a &kss bright sunlight, in the shadow of a
bright day, during an overcast day, or in the ghti of dawn or dusk. Artificial lighting
usually means electrical light bulbs. However, atoins exist in artificial light as well. While
traditional light bulbs with tungsten wire emitigHt that usually tends toward the yellow or
red spectrum, halogen lamps can tend towards tleedgectrum. Only the recently developed
LED (light emitting diode) lamps can reliably pradutrue white and thus neutral light. As a
result of lighting, a vessel that has been deemsel apnlor while being assessed at the
excavation site might look a completely differeatar the next time it is looked at in the lab.
In short, giving the color of vessels in generahea and applying individual impressions is

flawed.

In order to compensate for these impressionistiegd names for color determination color
systems have been devised. Shepard used the Rylggstem. Today, the Munsell color

system, named after its inventor, has become abledted means of reference for color. The
Munsell system splits every color into three déferr axes: Hue, chroma, and value. Using
these in a three-dimensional grid, with each asaxme every color can be exactly defined by
a unique set of values. In a Munsell color chdmse values are displayed umerically and in
words together with a sample of the color theyraefiTo use this chart, one holds it next to
the sherd or vessel and compares the color toitieeesht color samples on the chart until the
perfect, or at least the nearest match, has baerdfdAfterwards, the appropriate value is

recorded. Now, if another individual wants to loog a color of a vessel without having
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access to the vessel, he or she just goes theseewsty: By taking a Munsell color chart and
matching the values recorded to the values sehdbe chart, the individual can see the color
sample that was assigned to the vessel. Thisgeeva direct means of understanding the

color without having to deal with nebulous descops like reddish brown.

The assignment of a Munsell color eliminates thaesttive or personal influence that color
assignments may have in the determination of cdlloere might still be minimal variances in
the assignment within the magnitude of one undghroma, hue, or value, but the units are so
narrowly spaced such that each step from one aitiitet next is sometimes hard to distinguish
with the naked eye. For a more detailed descriptibthe Munsell color system see Rice
(1987:339).

Due to the effectiveness, exactness and unambigpalgy of the Munsell color system, it is
used for all sherd color determinations at theit&rBroject. The color of each of two aspects

of sherds were recorded by the El Pilar projecstgpand surface.

4.3.2.2.1. Paste Color

Paste color is taken from a cross-section i.eirtbiele of a sherd. For assessment of the paste
color, a small edge, preferable at a point whe@oés not damage an important diagnostic
part of the sherd is broken off with a pair of gieThe newly exposed edge is immediately
subjected to a comparison with a Munsell chartrdeoto determine its color. The exact color
match is noted and also the possible presencearft@n core. A carbon core is a signifier of
an incomplete firing of the sherd in question. Thedps to determine the possible firing

temperature later on.

There are several reasons for taking a color safnphe a fresh break. The vessel could be
slipped even if it is not immediately noticeabl@ldhus the paste color on the inside could be
distinct from the outside. Furthermore, if the \etswas slipped or painted at one point
although weathered, this could have altered thiasaircolor below it to an extent. Finally,

sherds have been lying in archaeological depositsdveral hundred years or more; deposits
in the ground and the surrounding soil could hakanged the color of the sherd on the

surface quite extensively both by physical and chahmeans.
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Paste color is a valuable piece of informationtasan signify certain characteristics of the
clay or temper used in the vessel as well as thgyfenvironment used for the vessel.

4.3.2.2.2. Surface Color

As the name suggests, the surface color is the aolessel exhibits on the surface. There are
different types of surface color — the clay surfabe slipped surface, and the painted surface.

Clay surface is the color of the clay, unadorneeitiyer slip or paint.

A slip is monochrome and provides an unadornedumifcolor to a vessel. Following Rice, a
slip is “a fluid suspension of fine clay and watesed to coat a body before firing or poured
into a mold to cast a piece; a nonvitreous coabimgx pottery vessel; see alsngobé (Rice
1987: 482). Engobe is “a slip coating applied toesamic body before glazing to impart a
desired color or smooth texture to the surface;etomnes used synonymously wihp” (Rice
1987: 475). A slip can cover the whole surfacenefviessel or only parts. When it only partly
covers a vessel, it may be for utilitarian purposesor artistic reasons. The parts with slip
might portray figures with unslipped parts and rbayapplied with resist techniques, such as
the Usulatan style. Slip can be used for coatiegptbres in the body of a vessel, thus making
it less permeable to water. It can also serve asvas” by smoothing the surface of a vessel

in preparation for the application of paint.

A painted surface is at least bichrome, consisbingvo colors. The painting can occur before
or after the firing process. Elaborate paintings cansist of three or more different colors, at

which point they are referred to as polychromenaiticolored.

Adding a painting to the surface of a vessel isr@aginvestment in time and material,

especially given that some colors may require exatimponents that are either expensive or
hard to get, most of the time both. An examplehed ts the famous Maya blue. Therefore, a
vessel featuring a painting is. a distinctive vessel may be indicative of the status of the
owner of the vessel. The more elaborate the pgntlre more outstanding the piece. Such
vessels are considered prestige vessels, sincantingaexceeds the requirements of simple

usefulness. Because of this, documentation of @tgs$ of painting is vital to record.
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4.4. The Process of recording the diagnostic CasriThe El Pilar Decision Making Chart”

Selecting good and useful attributes for recordiata is vital. Only if one has selected the
right attributes for the analysic process can thia ¢field the desired results and information.
Not only is the selection itself crucial but alée trecording process of the selected attributes.
One can have really useful attributes selecteddoording, but if the recording process is
flawed somehow, it will not produce the desiredad&taving a consistent method and style to

record the selected attributes is as importanelessng the attributes.

To assist in maintaining consistency in the regaydprocess, | developed a guideline for
recording the data for the sherds of the El Pilajdget. We refer to this guideline as “decision
making chart” since it outlines the flow of datdlection for each ceramic sherd (Appendix
[ll Table 3). It shows the sequence of steps inddia recording phase, identifies the different
eventualities during the recording process, andildethe paths that can be taken if certain

scenarios arise. This section presents charaateresid usage of this recording tool.

4.4.1. Purpose

Consistency in recording information gleaned frdma sherds is very important in working
with ancient ceramics. In an optimal case of reicgydone well-versed person would do the
recording of all sherds. This would ensure the &éggltonsistency, since it would be the style
of one person only, and the great experience tison possesses with the recorded sherd
material would help minimize mistakes and doubtsisTis, however, not always possible.
Either the length of an excavation project leadh&osituation that one and the same person is
not available all the time or the extent of an e&t@n leads to such a huge pile of sherds
that one single person cannot handle it alone. d&stnexcavations, including the EIl Pilar
Project, both factors play a role. Although Sydi&gner was the sole ceramicist for many
years, there were others before her and, as thextioh grew, others working with her on the
collection in the later years. As a result seveeple usually work on sherd recording and
quite a few of them might be new to the task, mstl myself was when | started in the

project.

Depending on the amount of guidance and guidelamgsoject has, different individuals
working on the task of recording might develop atejulifferent modus operandi. While

65



working with the ceramic recording sheets from piaest 10 years of the El Pilar Project |
noticed, there were basically 3 distinct styleseabrding. During discussions with the Project
Director, Prof. Dr. Anabel Ford, about this, shesamsated each style with a specific
individual. My own style was started without my iecotg as | recorded sherds at El Pilar

(Personal conversation 2005).

The differences in recordings “styles” can rangerfrminor ones, rather cosmetic in nature,
to major ones, affecting the information conteselit \While minor differences can readily be

addressed, major ones can have a big impact iooimgstency of the recordings.

In order to help people new to the task of recaydiherds, in this case specifically within the
El Pilar Project, to adapt and in the future mintie El Pilar recording style, | designed the
decision making chart to provide a visual meanshafracterizing the analysis process. The
chart shows the process of sherd recording, gultesinalysts through it and prompts them
after enough repetitions through the cycle to imehejently and subconsciously go through the
process on their own while recording sherds. & vésualized version of the recording process
which will be followed by the new analyst, resudfim aconsistency in recording sherds at El

Pilar in the same way as previous analysts.

To summarize, the purpose of the decision makirggtas twofold. Purpose one is to help
new analyst get acquainted with the task of sheedrding. Purpose two is to make sure all

analysts use the same style while recording, ttraarslining the recording process.

4.4.2. Mechanics

A decision making chart is a visual representatifjras the name suggests, a decision making
process. It shows the various options an analystwerters during his or her evaluation. The
decision making chart gives multiple choices ahestep with simple consequences based on
previously selected options. In other words, itl#es the making of decisions during a
complex task. While sharing a similar approacis ot to be confused with a flow chart. The

purposes of each are different.

The decision making chart is comprised of boxes lamebs, with the lines connecting the
boxes. The boxes represent either decision pomtssailt points. At decision points a choice
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by the user is required. This may be two or moraiagds. At result points, an intermediate
result or the final result is revealed. If it is imtermediate result, a line starts from that point
leading to the next consequences and other resultsis the final result, the end of the

decision making chart is reached and the proceszmplete.

The decision making chart intends to simplify teality of a process to its essence. A choice
given in the chart can be of a simple yes / no typgomething more complex. The display of
the full complexity of choices is limited by theagie available to the chart’s display and the
information on the process that it is intended twtqay. My objective was to increase

accessibility of the ceramic analysis process. Uggach charts are intended to help the user
in his or her way through a task. There can be,dvew the combined intention of such a
chart to show the complex nature of a certain magach a case would call for a chart to
intentionally represent the complexity of the psxat hand and consequently may result in

an extensive chart.

The decision making chart | created for the El iPdaramics recording process is clearly
meant to be a guide through the recording prodess.therefore, designed to be as simple as
possible. It also does not cover the entire recgrgrocess, but the key decisions concerning
rim shape and time period. The reason for this Kiicgition is that other areas of recording,
such as the determination of Munsell color or theasurement of rim diameter as discussed
above, are straightforward with a very small amméypossible outcomes circumscribed by the
objective. The only parts of the recording procebgre a greater amount of outcomes and
scenarios are possible are the rim shape and emedpassessments. Since this is not only the
most complex part of the decision-making and reogrdut also considered the most vital
one, the chart was created in order to ensuredireat execution of these assessments or at
least alleviate them as much as possible. Theidaaisaking chart has served as an effective
guide for the ceramic analysts on the El Pilar &band is a valuable chart in this discussion

of method and process.

4.4.3. Usage

The reading order of the decision making charbismlvards, starting at the top and ending at
the bottom. The process begins with an initial lcatka sherd in question. Once this

assessment is complete and all the informationesorded that can be gleaned from
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observation without any deeper probing is compited,chart is consulted. Was it possible to
determine both types of information, rim shape &nte period? One of the two? None?
Depending on how this question can be answeregbdkie on the decision making chart is
selected. If rim shape and time period could berdghed the outer left path is taken (see
Appendix Il Table 3). If the time period could bstablished but not the rim shape, the inner
left path is selected. If the rim shape, but nettime period, were found, the inner right path
is the correct one. If neither the rim shape nerttme period could be determined the outer

right path provides guidance on the next steps.

After selecting the path that best fits the scenamne follows it, heeding the steps indicated
in the chart. In some cases the path is straigh#fat; in other cases it is a bit more complex,

requiring more steps and consequences.

Eventually all four paths will run together in thiep determining color and rim diameter.

4.4.4. Scenarios

The decision making chart covers four differentording scenarios: 1) rim shape and time
period known, 2) rim shape unknown but time pekodwn, 3) rim shape known but time
period unknown, and 4) neither rim shape nor tirega known. This section covers all four

scenarios and will show what to record in each.case

The first scenario, where both rim shape and tierop are known, is the optimal one. The
sherd gets assigned to a certain vessel categdrisassigned the appropriate shape number
from the shape catalog. The time period conneaétat specific shape number in the shape
catalog is then recorded for that sherd. Followihgt, the rim diameter and the color is

recorded and the process is done.

The second scenario, where the rim shape is unkiavthe time period is known, is more
difficult. Once it has been confirmed that thereasmatch for the sherd in the shape catalog,
a general rim analysis is to be made. A generalamalysis consists of a closer look at the
curvature of the rim sherd and at whether the fiphe sherd is incurving straight or everted.
From this the general affiliation of the sherdhe wessel categories can be determined. If the
general rim analysis was successful, the sherdaggéneral shape number, such as 200 if the
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sherd is considered to be a jar but an exact matich jar shape was not possible. In the
unlikely event that the general rim analysis faifgdl no association with a vessel category
could be established, the sherd gets a 00 to denat@identifiable rim shape. Once the shape
of the sherd is determined, the time period isgassl and the usual rim diameter and color

investigation performed

The third scenario, where the rim shape is knowntlhe time period is unknown, is more
challenging than the first two scenarios. Sinceriimeshape could be matched, the sherd gets
the correct vessel category tag and the right shap#er from the shape catalog. In order to
find the correct time period some more inquiriee awreeded. First there is a stylistic
comparison with sherds from other known time pegidéor example “pie-crust” rim on a
wide orifice jar is known to be a Terminal Classignifier. So, if the sherd does not have a
time period label from the sherd catalog but fezdysie crust it is safe to infer that it is dated
from the Terminal Classic. This is of course a v@mplified example; usually the clues for a

time period on a sherd with unknown time periodraseas obvious.

If the stylistic comparison leads to a successatithe period can be established the case is
closed and one can move on to the rim and coldr [farot, another even closer look at the
sherd must be conducted by applying a slip/pasaéysis. There are several features of a slip
or paste that facilitates the determination ofttivee period of a sherd. Among others, “waxy
slip” and “ash temper” provide clues. If such atidist feature can be identified in a sherd,
then it may be associated with a time period labfehot, the sherd remains unidentified
concerning its chronology and is labeled as suwilgwed by the obligatory rim diameter and

color measurement.

The fourth scenario is the most extensive andatlilfiof the four possible scenarios, the one
where neither time period nor rim shape is knowrisTs basically a merger of scenarios two
and three, where either rim shape or time periodevi@own. First a general rim shape
analysis has to be conducted in order to find bahiassociation to a vessel category can be
determined. Depending on the outcome the sherd gyayeneral shape number or none.
Following this, a time period study is made comsgstof the stylistic comparison and, if
necessary, the slip / paste analysis. Dependinth@mesults, the sherd is either assigned a

time period label or not. If the rim shape analysswell as the time period analysis both fail
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the sherd might be considered non diagnostic aft@nd may be separated, unless it features
anything unusual and worth preserving like someispedecoration.

4.4.5. Advantages

The decision making chart as resulted in three avgiments to the recording of data from the

El Pilar collection:

1) Recordings can be done faster. Being shown lgxattat to do, a person recording data
can go from one step to the next at a high spetttbuti having to ponder what to do next.

2) Recordings can be done more efficiently. Witheason doing all the sherds in the same
method of recording, a custom is developed. Centaitor habits and thought patterns are
created which leads to an overall decrease ofithe needed for a sherd to be recorded. In

other words, more sherds can be recorded in the samount of time.

3) Recordings are more consistent. With the reogsibeing entered in the same way and the
same style, any differences are very minimal. Timdkes it easy to merge different recording
sections from different people into larger fileglatata batches, without the possible collision

of different styles and recording habits.

To summarize, the decision making chart improvespitocess of sherd recording making it
less susceptible for individual deviation. Thisofshelp for collection comparisons within a

year and in between years, since they all sharsaihme style and layout.

4.5. Compiling and archiving the Data

After the actual recording of each of the sherdsommplete there is one final step to be taken.
In order to secure the accumulated data for laterpretation and analysis the data needs to
be archived. To archive data entails two essetitiags: 1) to safely store it so it will be kept

safe for posterity and 2) to make it, at the same,t accessible for later use and analyses.

Usually, the initial data is recorded on paper. sThiata storage method has several
disadvantages. For one, field conditions at an&t@an are usually less than optimal for
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paper, meaning paper can easily get dirty, bentcrompled among other things. The
unstable situation in the field can deterioratedberall status of the data sheets. As well, if it
is an extensive excavation, as is the case foril&t, Rhe recording entries accumulate over
years and go into the thousands, resulting in dscof many hundred and even thousands of
sheets. Such a great number of records would peoduarge stack of paper and would raise
problems with accessibility. A large stack of dakeeets is not portable without implications
and if it remains stationary, researchers wouldehi@mvaccess the data in that one location,

such as the materials for Barton Ramie which aratéd at the Peabody Museum of Harvard.

For many years, paper was the best and only meastere such amounts of data. However,
within the past 20 years we have entered the agkgaél information. Archaeological data,
like ceramic data recordings, does not have tatdred on paper and by other analog means
any more. Now data can be stored digitally by eteit means. El Pilar project director Prof.
Dr. Anabel Ford embraced the new possibilities igital media early on. | remember her
showing me old punch cards from the beginning efdighties where she gathered data for
the storage of BRASS information. These were redaol the computer and the final media
storage was on a main frame computer system. Rdr€amputers have developed since and

we now have the means to store digital media whitae field

4.5.1. Excel as the main Software of digital Daar&ye

Over the years, while working with digital datarsige, the El Pilar Project developed its
digital data collections in spreadsheet prograifise latest of these is called Microsoft Office
Excel, or in short just Excel. This system is wydetcognized and used and can be adapted to
various formats that may be required in the futdrkis program and its file format are
currently still used to create, store, and manigeuiables with data from the El Pilar site.

The entire El Pilar sherd data records from 1998 th0O05 where converted from the
traditional “pen and paper” sheets into digital &xdes. My tasks in this procedure were: 1)
digitalizing the last years of the sherd data rdsanyself, namely the ones from the 2005
field season, and 2) streamlining all the digitadards of the previous years digitized by other
team members. Many of these records were digitgedanice Gower, who participated in
the ceramic sherd analyses and did the major pdhniedinal excel data entry. Since record-

keeping criteria had changed over the years mywaskto unify layout styles among the files
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to be able to describe the entire collection asalev This is called streamlining and it was a
critical component of establishing a comparabledst for the El Pilar ceramic sherds, of
providing a foundation for archiving the data, daging the foundation for all future work

with these data.

Accumulated, the dozen years of the El Pilar cecashierd data records, when printed on
paper, would cover 2,595 A4 pages in panorama forimaligital format as an Excel file the
same data amounts to the size of approximately 6 & is an almost infinitesimal file size
within the movable storage devices available tluzges. A standard recordable compact disc
(CD) offers 700 MB, the more advanced digital vaksadisc (DVD) stores up to 4GB,
external hard drives the size of a lunch box hgvéou300 GB storage capacity and finally so
called “USB — Sticks,” no larger in size than amal cigarette lighter, come in the range of
up to 2 GB. All of these devices are very portadd provide instant access through a fitting
laptop or a desktop system.

With the rapid growth of the internet in recent nggea new type of accessibility for data has
become available. Now, with the right equipments ipossible to access data “online.” This
means that the data accessed and used needs metardg to be on-site with the person
accessing and using it but can be physically elsesvin the world. When referring to the
“physical” location of digital data, one means #tual location of the hard drive or other
storage device where said data is stored. For eeartie archives of the El Pilar project
could be stored on a server at the University dif@aia at Santa Barbara (UCSB) that is
connected to the internet. The project base alssgsses internet access. Now, if necessary,
members of the project can access data storedeosettver at UCSB, look at it and even
download a copy of it for further use. It also weik reverse. A data file updated with new
information in the field can be uploaded to theveeiin order to replace and update the old

file.

The advantages of online access are clear. Foritosea secure way to handle data. Even if
something should happen to the data in the fietatesit is stored on the remote server it can
simply be copied from the remote server and redto@ne does not even have to take the
movable storage devices with the right data whewrimgofrom one place to another; data

travels from A to B via the internet from the servehere the data is available. Of course,
there are also disadvantages. The most notablésafecourse the question of access to the
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internet. One needs an internet access point immtlethod to work. Industrialized countries
have an almost complete coverage of internet acgghlsvirtually no gaps; other countries
may not have the same sophisticated infrastrugteiebut this is rapidly changing. Also, in
remote areas like the jungle of the Petén in Gual@nmternet access becomes a technical
difficulty, but not impossible. The San Bartolo [ is one such example

(www.sanbartolo.org).

Apart from the overall access advantages to hadatg in a digital format, there are other
upsides to the digital storage of data. One of tieethe ability to integrate smaller pieces of
data into larger ones, forming new complete dats 3dis is especially useful on big projects
which run for a long time and where data from dédfea field seasons and from different
aspects of the project come together. If differesgearchers work on a project they can
provide a digital copy of their results to the j@aijdirector, who can then add it to the project
database. With a paper version this can be archinvaghysical location but access would be

limited by the restricted location.

Closely related to the integration advantage isrtiaageability of digital data. It can be
stored, copied, and distributed more easily thap&p” data. Digital data also offers a better
overview over the total extent of the data coll@ttiAs well, the possibility of using folder
trees in the visual representation of files faais searching, sorting, and grouping data into
different categories, making it easier to see hlogv\tarious files relate to each other. Such
repetitive tasks would be very difficult in papeata sets. This improved manageability is

very important when it comes to the actual procegsi the data further down the line.

4.5.2. Access as a main Means for objective Datci#ion

For the integration of the varied data sets, indgdhe ceramics data base, El Pilar Project
has selected Microsoft Office Access, a progrant tzen be used to create and manage
relational databases. This system allows the datkffarent levels to be related so that the
ceramic records will connect to the excavated pimrece, and the provenience will connect

with the descriptions of the site, and so on.

In Access, the Excel files can be brought togetrat interconnected with each other. For
example, the El Pilar provenience catalog can beected to the El Pilar sherd records,
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forming a relationship between the location a shesthes from and its kind, the catalog
number providing the key link. This way, data fradifferent sources can be connected into a

dense web of correlations, forming data clusterghviater can be used for interpretation.

Each defined type of data can be queried. A defdead type concerning the El Pilar project

ceramic sherds data includes, but is not limited¢atalog number, shape, time period, rim

diameter and vessel category. For example, byngettp a shape query, all vessels with a
certain shape can be displayed. Due to the inteexdiion of the different data tables, one can
learn where vessels of a certain shape have beavaed, what time period they usually are
assigned to or their median rim diameter. Thisitgbib look at such a data collection from

different angles virtually instantaneously or efi@m several angles at the same time makes
Access a great tool for data description. Furtheemsince the computer does not make errors
the conversion and manipulation of the data fofed#int views (once the data basis was
properly cleaned and cross checked) and the quamgsonnections between the data tables

are programmed without a flaw. Moreover, they capldy the problem areas for review.

4.5.3 Summary for digital Archives

Once properly set up, a computer is the most Helialay to handle vast amounts of data. A
computer lacks any individual preferences. A hurbamg, no matter how hard he or she
tries, can never be fully objective. There is alsvaytrace of individualism and subjectivity in
any work a human accomplishes When creating tratedde and replicable queries of data,
the computer data search and recovery is precideohjective. A computer unreflectively
hashes the data and twists and manipulates it tne the user requests. Computers just
display numbers as they are with no opinions atid¢b them. This makes computers a great
tool for the objective display of data.

Another advantage of using digital means to procksa is the fact that additions can be
easily made later. In an ongoing archaeologicgkeptpnew data is constantly created. But to
wait until the completion of a project before cregta comprehensive database would be il
advised and could possibly prevent the identifaratbf important results that might influence
the project in its course while still running. Agdal database can be initiated at the very start
of a project and then be constantly expanded upoingithe course of the project by simply
appending new data tables and making the rightexdions to the existing core.
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The creation of such an all encompassing datalsaseder way at the El Pilar project, albeit
at an early stage. The foundation has been laid thes recent years by digitalizing the
records and streamlining them across the yearshtbrassembly in Access. We are in the

conceptual stage of this integration project.

4.6. Summary

In this chapter the details of the El Pilar metlhade been covered. This coverage has been
threefold:

1) The El Pilar method style and quantificatiors lh@en addressed. The El Pilar method has
been identified as a paradigmatic classificatidryst putting it in opposition to the type-
variety, a taxonomic classification. Furthermoriee tbasic classification units have been
presented based on shape and form. Again, thiblisstas a difference to the type-variety,
which uses type-classes as a basic classificatiin The inner workings of the El Pilar
method have also been laid open by presentingiffexetht catalogs used. The purpose and
functionality of these catalogs have been explaidettlitionally, the way data is recorded in
the El Pilar method has been described. It has Iskemwn what types of attributes are
recorded and how they are treated and weighte@llf;ira selection of those attributes has

been discussed in detail, showing why they are napband worth recording.

2) The process of recording diagnostic ceramicshe®en addressed. The process employed
by the El Pilar method has been made visible orddeesion making chart. With the help of
this chart different scenarios and matching reastibave been presented. This enables us
(one) to establish the El Pilar method as a cl@@ambiguous and easily accessible method,
where every step in the process is understanddhis. open approach to processing the
diagnostic sherds enables multiple persons to partbe recording process independently,

duplicate it as often as necessary and come uprestlits that are on par with each other.

3) The means of storing the gained data have hddressed. It has been shown that the El
Pilar method not only employs traditional paperage devices, but also increasingly more
modern digital archives. These new types of archinerease the accessibility of the stored
data, resulting in a faster and more flexible wayvbrk with. Digital storage also enables an
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archeologist to view, manipulate, enhance and ekphe data with more possibilities than
paper. Different sets of data can be merged anpbio@d forming new sets that can provide
new context. Since archaeology is a very contexdoi@nce, context is vital and new context

is always sought after.
With the El Pilar method thoroughly explained, wsrkings presented and its treatment of

data shown, one can now look at the basic numbddhe @eramic collection, the fundamental

figures of distribution and frequency.
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5. Description of the El Pilar ceramic Collection

5.1. Introduction

Archaeology today is a comparative science; thigasticularly noticeable in the field.
Whenever archaeologists meet or visit each othirest sites, they inevitably start comparing
their collections and assemblage inventories. Wheaveled with Prof. Dr. Anabel Ford to
different active archaeological sites or when weeneed visitors at our laboratory base, |
always heard the same questions: What was found?riklech? Where was it found? What is
its quality? These questions are not asked be@uabaeologists want to find out who has the
bigger or better site, but in order to be ableubtpe sites in relation to each other. This way
they can determine whether sites can be considengithr to each other in nature or if the
sites in questions are different in their assen®lauaracteristics. This is a first and informal
way to form inter-site connections on the archagiokd level.

A full, official and formal investigation comparingites is best accomplished through
publication. Only then can other archaeologists theeinformation gathered at one site to
draw new conclusions and insights that may applyth@r own work. This is how the
unearthed knowledge from a site is added to enhtreceool of existing information. Prof.
Dr. Ford once told me that as an archaeologistcanenot only excavate and analyze, but one
has an obligation to publish the findings in ordermake them available to the scientific
community, adding to the concerted effort that nshaeology. This applies to the El Pilar

Project as well.

Now, after a decade of extensive work has generasduiable information, the El Pilar

ceramic assemblage can be assessed and publishedh@pter initiates a presentation and
description of the ceramics of El Pilar, providiadirst glance at the significant part of the
site’s materials and collections. This presentasets the stage for the more in-depth work

that must follow.

This chapter will describe the ceramics data oPHAr based on three specific aspects: 1)
provenience within the site, 2) time period of tesamics, and 3) ceramic categories within
the collection. With the foundation laid out, exaenattributes of the ceramic assemblage
will be evaluated which, in turn, will provide amdow into the potential applications of the
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computer database.

5.2. Total ceramic Collection

The total ceramic collection encompasses, as theersuggests, all ceramics collected in the
archaeological endeavors at El Pilar. Every aittifacovered, including every ceramic piece
recovered, was recorded in the El Pilar proveniaratalog. This catalog provides the basis
for the summary of frequencies, distributions, grefcentages which will follow in the
“provenience” section below. In large excavationshsas El Pilar it is common not to count
every single sherd recovered, since time and peedas usually not available to do so. For
example, at El Pilar, only those sherds which veangght in the ¥4 inch screening process and
were larger than a United States of America quartén were counted and those numbers
entered in the provenience catalog. Therefore sivalutechnique is to estimate sherd counts.
A detailed explanation of this technique can bentbin Appendix Ill. These estimated sherd
counts are the basis for all numbers given conegrprovenience. The estimated ceramic

count of the provenience catalog is 123,563 sherds.

For all other aspects presented the sherd recoatbgas used. This catalog is a derivate of
the provenience catalog. It contains all sherd$ thawere considered diagnostic and 2)
passed the recording process later. The sherddreatalog is, therefore, a condensed version
of the ceramic portion of the provenience catalath wnly the sherds that contain useful
information being recorded. The smaller amount loérds and the minute recording of
attributes allows for exact sherd numbers. Thisltesn the provenience catalog having exact
sherd counts for those sherds larger than a cesta@ while the sherd record catalog has

exact sherd counts for those sherds recorded.

Though both catalogs share the catalog numbersaesobne,. the full gamut of potential
links for extrapolating data has not been yet dstadd. This is one of the future aims of the
database project. With it, it will be possible tonpin the provenience gained from one
catalog with time period assessment from the other.

In order to provide an indication of the magnituafethe possible inter-relationships, two
examples shall be given. First, the ceramics dasaghwith the catalog number 17776 whose
provenience is a specific unit opened at EP 7 i@ thonumental. According to the
provenience catalog, 44 ceramic pieces were foOfidhose 44 pieces, 15 were recorded in
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the sherd record catalog. Of those 15 recordedishérwas possible to assign a time period
tag to 5 of them. Second, the ceramics designaidd the catalog number 18500 whose
provenience is a specific unit opened at Struclufiem the Tzunu'un elite residential unit.
According to the provenience catalog, 992 sherd® wecovered, 63 of which were recorded
in the sherd recording catalog. From those 63 shé&r®l could be tagged with a time period
label.

These two examples show that there is not onlgaifgiant difference between the amount
of sherds in the provenience catalog and the sterord catalog, but there is also some
difference between the amount of sherds usable wisenssing ceramic categories and time

period.

One should bear that when looking at the numbersgmted. Although they may look alike
and there may be correlations, the reality is thase two catalogs are worlds apart and are

only connected with the cord that is the catalogber.

5.3. Ceramics by Provenience

The provenience tells the researcher where a neatdifact was found at the site. Sorting
items by provenience allows the creation of a gaplgical map indiating where excavations
were conducted and how many artifacts were founéaich excavation unit Such a map
would enable archaeologists to devise a priordydf future excavations to close any existing
gaps or to expand certain points of interest. Ptesgthe El Pilar ceramics by provenience is

the foundation of current knowledge of the ceramicEl Pilar.

Excavations at El Pilar focused on defining thattrehships of plazas and access ways and to
determine the site’s construction chronology. Tooaeplish this goal, certain plazas and lines
of communication were targeted and investigatedelbas specific structures. In addition to
the questions posed by the monumental core, thegbrattempted to understand aspects of
the areas surrounding the site core. This incluslexiresidential areas, one large and one

small, as well as two quarries, one limestone araahert.
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5.3.1. Site 272-005 - The Monumental Core of EhPil

The El Pilar monumental core is the centerpiecthefEl Pilar site. The collection for the El
Pilar core contains entries from 38 different exateon areas. These areas can be grouped by
plaza. Each plaza has one or more structures attaohit, with the plaza itself at the center,
all forming subsections. These subsections togettee up the monumental core. The 26
structures where excavations have been done, caasdmriated with 10 different plazas.
There are 4 plazas where excavations on the piselh have been conducted but not in any
structures around it. The total amount of estimatleerds recovered from the monumental
core is 52,688 sherds.

Of the structures excavated, EP 7 in Pl@npal yielded the most sherds. The reason for this
extraordinary amount of sherds is the excavatioma ¢finnel beneath the structure. Unlike
most tunnels at El Pilar, this was not a modernelio® tunnel but a tunnel that was dug
during the time of the ancient Maya and then fillgdthem with heavily fragmented ceramic
sherds with mixed time periods, amongst other rateiThis tunnel was completely
investigated and all its contents removed. Thihésreason for large amount of sherds being
recorded and also for the very low amount of shaedsng actually a time period tag.

The plaza with the greatest number of sherds waflapal primarily due to the presence of
EP 7 and its tunnel. It is also the largest plakeElaPilar with the largest structures
surrounding it. Almost 50% of all sherds excavagdhe El Pilar monumental corewere

excavated there.

Plazalmix also yielded a large number of ceramics. Zb&z Natunnel, previously discussed
and located below EP 19, was also thoroughly inyastd and yielded large amount of

sherds.

The third place where extensive excavations haen lbone idH’meng the acropolis of El
Pilar. As mentioned, this is an area with many $mlaizas leading from one into the next
with restricted access and many structures rimrthegopen spaces. Plazdatz, Jobo, Kibix
and Manax as well as EP 21 through EP 26 and EP 53 are demesi to be part of that

acropolis. Excavations there also resulted in & higmber of ceramics.
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There have been other excavations through out ttreumental core, all contributing to the
ceramic collection. They, however, are too smatl B0 widespread to be dealt with here in
detail. For more in-depth information and more detnumbers, please refer to Table 4 in

Appendix Il of this paper.

5.3.2. Site 272-025 — Tzunu'un: Elite Residence

The elite residential complex of Tzunu'un, is |l@zhteast of the monumental core and is
considered a separate site due to its size andriampe. Ten different areas in Tzunu’un have
been excavated, the 5 structures that make upotin@aund, the central plazuela, a looter’s
trench (LT X), and three surrounding activity aré@S, TN 5 and CHT (the collapsed

chultun)). An excavation plan is provided in AppenidFigure 5.

The estimated sherd count for Tzunu’un is 62,668&wimakes this collection by estimation
larger than the monumental core collection. Thesarais the extent of excavation. While
Tzunu’'un was completely excavated, the monumeraad was only partially excavated and

large areas await investigation.

The largest contributor to the Tzunu’un sherd abiten is Structure 1, the largest structure in
the compound, where almost 40% of the sherds vee@vered. The other four structures and
central plazuela are also areas that yielded divela high amount of ceramics. The

surrounding areas of Tzunu'un that were investdjatentained relatively small amounts of

sherds.

For more detailed numbers and percentages pletseaehe table provided in Appendix Il
under Table 5.

5.3.3. Site 272-232 - Chiik Nah: Common residence

This single structure residential unit was excaydite insights into simple occupations in the
El Pilar area. The largest part of the sherds sfeons an area called STR1 TT4. Three other
areas (TT1 through TT3) all contributed in varialegrees to the collection. There are also
some sherds recorded that do not have any furdéterled provenience listed. These | called
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“General Chiik Nah” in the table listing all entsiérom this unit. Those sherds might have
been collected from the platform or on the outskmftthe excavation area. A table with a full

breakdown of the numbers and percentages is pmbwuda&ppendix Il Table 6.

5.3.4. Larry de Forrest (LDF) Chert site - CahakTo

Cahal Tok is another name for a chert flake depgtstand an adjacent working platform,
more commonly referred to as the LDF chert sitdleCtons from this excavation pertain to
a platform above the debitage area and relateetgithduction location. All ceramics found
there were labeled with the same general proveai€fte only indications of a more detailed
provenience are excavation unit tags. An estimd#aD sherds were recovered at the Chert
site, which are included with those from all theadlar, satellite units excavated at El Pilar in
the EIl Pilar surroundings table. It is the saméetam which Chiik Nah is recorded, located in
Appendix Il Table 6.

5.3.5. Site 272-022 - The Limestone Quarry

The Quarry area with the designations Q and QUA wassidered for excavation as the
project wished to utilize the area for the Tzunutonsolidation efforts. Excavations were
conducted to understand the activities of theseoitapt construction stone areas better.
Approximately 1000 ceramics have were found. Trst waajority comes from the QUA BOT
unit with only a minor addition is provided by tearea. A list with detailed numbers can be
found in Appendix Il Table 6.

5.4. Ceramics by Time Period

A major goal of the excavations at El Pilar wasitolerstand the construction sequence at El
Pilar. The ceramics are considered from a compargterspective. Comparative collections
from the Belize River Area and the wider Maya regwere the foundation of the El Pilar

chronological assessments.

Considering the ceramics of El Pilar by time pelimdn essential means of understanding the
overall prehistoric chronology. The basis of tmguiry is the detailed sherd record catalog.
In case of the data on time periods, the totaldskbeunt of the record catalog can be used.
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The sherd count for the complete record catalofi2i921 sherds. Those assessed by time
period were 59.16 % or 7644 sherds and form thes lohshe chronological assessment for El
Pilar. The percentages given in the following aakewalated from the sherds for which a time
period identification was possible, not from theesnn the whole sherd record catalog. All

numbers and percentages mentioned here can beifodethil in Appendix Il Table 7.

Sorting the sherds by time period results in a wmmapmap of proportions and numbers of
collections in each time period. These frequenc&s be used to generally establish the
occupation and construction at El Pilar. Givendassumption that the relative frequency and
the percentages of sherds reflect the intensigctbity, frequency can also provide the first
indications of activity at the site. The time pei$ will be presented from earliest Preclassic
period to most recent occupation in the TerminasSic. Interestingly, there is no excavated

data reflecting the Postclassic period.

The Early Preclassic period is known for the Bekdeer area (Garber 2004); however, there
were no sherds for that period recovered at ElrPilais suggests that, unlike the Belize
Valley sites of Cahal Pech (Garber 2004:105) aratiBhan Eddy (Garber 2004:25), where
Early Preclassic materials have been identifiedgBland sites, such as El Pilar, in a location
aligned with interior sites such as Tikal, were mially occupied and experienced no
construction at this time. This led to the genasdumption that the Belize River Valley with

its numerous sites was not settled before Middéelassic.

The time period of the Middle Preclassic is welpresented in the excavations at El Pilar.
This is a strong indication that there were ocdopaand construction in this period. The
Middle Preclassic sherds make up 5.97% of the sheagling a time period assessment. Not

voluminous, but clearly representative of a phdsmostruction in the monumental core.

The Late Preclassic is represented with 672 shietds which makes up 8.79% of the sherds
to which a time period has been assigned. Wherdwtts of a sherd could possibly be
assigned to either Middle or Late Preclassic, eeggrassignment to Preclassic was given.
Those sherds were attributed to the Preclassicoufitidistinguishing Middle or Late

Preclassic. There are 792 sherds recorded in #iesgory and those, combined with the
Middle Preclassic and Late Preclassic tags, stnemgtthe importance of the Preclassic at El
Pilar. The general Preclassic sherds make up 10@8%e collection carrying a time period
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tag. If these were included in the Late Preclassimponents, we have a total of 19.15% of
the time period collection representing a large ponent of construction activity at the site of
El Pilar. Adding to that amount the Middle Preclassherds we find a total of 25.12% of all

sherds with a time period assigned are labeled avRineclassic tag.

The Early Classic time period in the Maya areaesents a time when Tikal and Uaxactun
were consolidating their power. El Pilar, within &t of Tikal, does not appear to have a
strong Early Classic component, with only 332 sheretorded, representing 4.34% of the
time period collection. This reduction in entries troubling in light of the significant

collection from the Preclassic. It is importantriote, however, that the strong reliance on
only a few diagnostics may skew our appreciatiothefBelize River Area collections for the

period (LeCount 1996). The forms that are consilldlee most diagnostic of the Early

Classic, such as the “Basal Flange Bowl”, are spatecorated vessel forms and co-occur
with Preclassic period utility vessels. Consequertie data at hand may only provide us
with an idea of participation in the greater Mayshere of ceramic traditions rather than

indicate the proportional activity at El Pilar.

The Late Classic period is known as the apex ofMiaga civilization. All major centers
identified in the central Maya lowlands evince ddegable activity in this period. At El Pilar,
this is the period that dominates the collectiomeziorded sherds, with 3,975 sherds dating to
the Late Classic period representing 52.00% afealbrded ceramic sherds with a time period
tag from El Pilar. The Late Classic is by far taggest component of the ceramic catalog and

by inference the most active construction periothatsite.

The Terminal Classic has been considered a tinflenofind abandonment at the major Maya
centers. For Barton Ramie, not more than 20 km awafford considered the Terminal
Classic as just a small appendix to the Late Glagsir the El Pilar excavations, the presence
of Terminal Classic as defined by the Tikal and &t@Mn projects, where it is a significant
component of the last construction phases. Therehmwever, only 217 sherds identified as
Terminal Classic, representing of 2.84% of the ildrRime period collections.

The final time period of the Maya occupation is Bwstclassic, a period that encompasses the
500 years before the Spanish conquest. At El Rilare are no sherds have been identified as
Postclassic in the sherd record catalog. This mspdi noticeable change in construction and
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occupation at El Pilar. Given the drop from LateasSic to Terminal Classic along with the
absence of Postclassic evidence at El Pilar, tbistec too suffered the same fate of

abandonment that so many other Maya sites in e suffered.

Assigning time period to sherds is an ambiguouk, tsieace one never feels 100% certain of
the period to which a sherd belongs. As discussethapter 4.4, the decision making chart
provides a series of points where alternatives iayselected. Those alternatives include
assignments of ambiguous, multiple, tentative amtime period assignable. There are 1,227
or 9.49% of the total collections. They may be heslole once the full context is investigated.
There are 1,200 sherds in the catalog where mellppisibilities of time period have been
noted. These include sherds that fall into Preidassd Early Classic as well as those that are,
for example, Early Classic and Late Classic. Whtiikese sherds make up 15.70% of the time
period collection, this does not impact the intetation of the El Pilar chronology. In
addition, a few sherds (34 of 12000) were assignddntative period. These sherds with
tentative periods , however, have been includdtieir period records. Finally, in the case of
El Pilar, two-fifths of the analyzed sherds havetinoe period assignment. These issues, as
well as the other ambiguous cases, may be dedtamidl reduced in future comparisons when
research on context and associated materials gviidme.

With the time period distribution at El Pilar presed, one can now turn to other sites and
compare the percentages to them. One such sitarisrBRamie. While the total amount of
sherds recorded at both sites differs, pure peagestcan nevertheless be compared since
both sites base those percentages on the volursengpletely identified sherds. The ratio
between the amount of El Pilar sherds and Bartani®aherds usable for this comparison is
approximately 1:25 in favor of Barton Ramie. Comueg the Preclassic it is notable that El
Pilar has a slightly higher percentage of Preatassramic than Barton Ramie does. For Early
Classic, this situation is reversed with Barton Raitmaving approximately three times as

much Early Classic ceramic percentage as El Pilar.

The rather small amount of Early Classic ceramticEl&Pilar is noteworthy. There are two
possible scenarios for this: Either there is a igant reduction in settlement size and
activity, or the Early Classic ceramic diagnostes set too tightly. The first scenario can be
quickly dismissed since investigations of architeetshow a continual remodeling of sites
and compounds. Therefore, it must rather be atetto the way Early Classic ceramics have
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been identified at El Pilar. Basal flange bowlsdimaéflange bowls and Z-angle bowls are big
markers for Early Classic and, as such, are alvidgstified, when encountered, as Early
Classic. This, however, does not apply to otheseksategories that are not bowls, and does
not apply to rims. Rim styles change and transformifferent ways and can be continuous.
Other than with pie-crust that is a specificallymaal Classic rim style, such obvious rim
styles do not exist in Early Classic. Studying @iffs pictures of the Barton Ramie
collection, one will see that there are a lot of Bhapes that also exist in similar ways in both
Late Preclassic and Late Classic. Therefore, aly Edassic piece can not always be clearly
identified by simply looking at a rim sherd. Thi c¢learly shown by the high number of
pieces that have Early Classic as part of theitiplaltime period labels. This elusiveness of
Early Classic markers could be the reason why tier@ rather small amount of clearly

identified Early Classic pieces present at El Pilar

Both sites show an almost identical percentage aterral for the Late Classic. Both have
slightly over 50% Late Classic ceramics in theillesziions. This allows the assumption that

both sites were flourishing during the same time.

The first major divergence is presented by the TreahClassic. While El Pilar has Terminal
Classic sherds recorded, Barton Ramie has noné&fasdGlid not record Terminal Classic as
a separate time period, but as part of Late Clagsis means that at Barton Ramie the
ceramics labeled as Late Classic include both Céassic and Terminal Classic sherds. As a
result, it is not possible to discern how many Tieah Classic ceramics may have been

recovered at Barton Ramie and, therefore, no casgars possible for that time period.

The Postclassic is the second major divergencedagtwwhe two collections. While Barton
Ramie has Postclassic sherds recorded, there aee necorded for El Pilar. It seems that
unlike in Barton Ramie, which still continued todarcupied after the Maya collapse, all lights

went out at El Pilar during the Terminal Classic.

5.5. Ceramic Sherds by Vessel Categories.

The EI Pilar ceramics recording method includes uanlmer of attributes that can be
considered. One of the temporally discrete aspsatsssel form. Deduced from fragmentary
potions of vessels (the sherds), the vessel shageeneral categories used here include a
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standard set of vessel categories that make upetanic assemblage. Based on rim shape
and the relationship of the rim to the vessel wdifinguishable shapes are identified in the

most specific way possible.

First, the shape catalog reflects categories thatbe clearly distinguished through certain
rim shapes and assigned to a specific type of yeesace called vessel categories. For
example, a body sherd may be identified as atjanpwever, may not be assigned to the jar
category since it can not be matched with a smegfirim shape in the catalog. Only sherds
that can clearly be matched to a rim shape carsbigreed a vessel category. The analyzed
sherds that do not fulfill this requirement wiltlathe vessel category.

Second, as already stated, sometimes sherds caleriidied only in a general way. While
this is not a specific identification based on #t@pe catalog, it still is a viable way to
identify sherd form. Although a basal flange shemdnot be matched to a rim shape, it can be
identified as a bowl sherd by other means and tiramther markers. Importantly, in the case
of the basal flange, it can provide a chronologicarker as well. Therefore there is an
indirect way to match sherds to the establishedgoaies of the shape catalog. In order to
make a differentiation between the direct iderdificn with the shape catalog and the indirect
identification based on diagnostic markers, shends labeled differently. The rim sherds
identified through the shape catalog are labeledraling to the vessel categories to which
they are assigned. All ceramic pieces identified amy other means are simply labeled
generically as, for example, body or base. The amynpoint of distinction is the presence or

absence of a rim on the ceramic piece.

Given the total number of sherds (12,921), only 8B8rds, or 1.66% of the total, have an
unspecified ceramic category. This means therenig @ small proportion of the collection

that was not attributed to general or specific gesategories.

Another small ceramic category is body sherds. Thtegory is small because not all found
body sherds have actually been recorded. Most lsbddyds are sorted out for not being
diagnostic. Only if a body sherd shows some speoi@thble feature of some sort will it be
kept and recorded. The largest part of the recobiety sherds are the general body sherds.
Following are body sherds having flanges. These lmareither medial flanges or basal
flanges. Flanges are among the more important d&gs and by their presence both time
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period as well as vessel category can be infemdddctly. The third kind of body sherds
present are those with handles or other appendddesy are rather rare and therefore

constitute the smallest group of body sherds #tilar.

Another ceramic category is bases. General bases @32 sherds recorded. A special sort
of base is the so-called drum base, which is r@b#dse of a standard vessel but rather, as the
name implies, of a musical instrument. They havatlaer low frequency, at El Pilar only 16
have been recorded. They are a diagnostic of tie Chassic to Terminal Classic. Another
specific type of base assigned to a unique cateigoppds. At El Pilar these include but are
not limited to flat pods, round pods and mammifgrads. Pods are also a diagnostic feature
primarily for the Late Classic since they form paftthe tripod plates and other ceramics

from the. Late Classic

There are three other categories of ceramics wéuielrecognized at El Pilar: lid, miniature
and incensario. All three categories are only &ingut due to their unusual characteristics all

of them are important.

Lids are special ceramic pieces that are used wercather vessels. They range from very
ornate to very plain. While the ornate ones arallgeasily identified and also most often
have an accompanying vessel with them that mattiees in style and decoration, plain lids
are harder to identify. Plain lids can easily betaken for bowls because they have similar
curvature and some lids just look like bowls turnepside down. Only a thorough
investigation of the rim can sometimes give hirggawhether a sherd is a lid or not. Due to
this elusiveness and their general low frequenays lare always noted down when

encountered. Only a few of such lids have beertiidksh at El Pilar.

The second of the exotic ceramic categories atil&t Bonsists of the incensarios. Incensario
is the Spanish word for incense burner commonlyl useMaya archeology. Those burners
appear in many forms. The largest and most orna¢s are made of stone and are executed
as effigies. Alongside the stone ones, burners nmadeof ceramic exist. Those ceramic
burners also show a wide variety of ornamentatioth @xecution. Due to their special use
they have a very low frequency and thus only vesw fsherds identified as parts of

incensarios have been found at El Pilar.
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The third special category is miniature. Sometim@sll figurines or small scale models of
other objects are found at a Maya site. They arg kere and always the center of special

attention when found. At El Pilar, a singular fiong has been found.

The bulk of the catalog reflects the establisheskgkcategories of the shape catalog. The
vase category is one of the smallest with only pg@es and 1.46% of the sherd catalog. In
contrast, jar category has 3,910 sherds and 30.B6/tg with that the largest category in the

catalog.

Bowls are threefold in the sherd catalog, like tlaeg in the shape catalog. General bowls
number 2,100 sherds or 16.25%. Incurving bowlstlagesmallest of the bowl category and
are represented with 942 sherds or 7.29% of tbidbetween are everted bowls with 1,166
sherds or 9.02%. Plates are the second largegjorgtef vessels with 2,281 sherds. They
form 17.65% of all catalog entries.

The smallest category of the vessels in the shataog is the Tecomate. Eighty-four sherds
are labeled as such, resulting in 0.65% of thelagtd hese have their own category as they

are temporally sensitive.

Concerning the frequency distribution of the cerarmategories, there is nothing really
unusual to be noted. Vases as prestige drinkingel@grom the Late Classic have a low
frequency, as would be expected of such specigigsear vessels. On the other hand, storage
vessels such as jars dominate the collections staage and cooking of food and other
items was always important and necessary every Tagt bowls as serving vessels have a
high frequency is related to the high frequencythef aforementioned activities and lends
support to the daily activities of the Maya in périods of occupation. The same applies to
plates as serving vessel as well. For all numbedspercentages please refer to Appendix |l
Table 8.

5.6. Additional Aspects provided by the El PilarcRels.

The three aspects treated so far are rather taditways to look at a ceramic collection.
Almost any collection can and will be subject t@lsunvestigations. For the El Pilar records
this is just the beginning. Due to the detailecbrdmg of a great variety of attributes, the El
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Pilar collection can be viewed under many more @éspespects which are probably not

commonly available in other collections.

One of those other aspects is the quantificationslgfped vs. unslipped sherds. This
distinction is quite important. From a slipped sherhich can also feature paint a greater
amount of information can be expected than fromippsd sherds where the gathering of
attributes has to skip the part of surface colal decoration. One should, however, not
consider unslipped sherds less important than edfipgherds, due to the lower amount of
possible data. Despite the lack of surface colat dacoration, unslipped sherd can still
provide vital data and any collection would be diisined not only in size but also in diversity

by not making use of them.

One such collection where unslipped sherds wereadied is the Barton Ramie collection.
Gifford in his type-variety method only makes u$slpped sherds.

The philosophy of the El Pilar project is differeffhey recognize the unslipped sherds as
having the same status as their slipped countsrpad add their data to the data pool of the
El Pilar collection. The importance of unslippecests for the El Pilar records will become
clear when looking at the numbers. In the El Pdaltection the majority of the sherds are
unslipped. This means they would be unusable fpragehes focusing on slipped sherds like
the type-variety. As a result only a minority oetkl Pilar collection could be assessed by
such a method. A very narrow and skewed view upengathered ceramics would be the
result. With the El Pilar method a broader moreabe¢d view on the same ceramics is
possible. This makes the El Pilar method valuatieahy collection, but especially for those
collections that have a high percentage of unstipf@ctured sherds. Utilizing the El Pilar

methid, such sherds can be added to and improzelata pool of a collection.

Another aspect available with the El Pilar datdhes frequency of color, using the Munsell
system. By doing so one can determine the exactarmm@fsherds with a specific color. The
difference between red and black colored vessgiseity obvious and differences in the ratio
between red and black vessels have been notedgtiootiMaya sites in the Belize River
Area (Gifford 1976, LeCount 1996). With the Munsadlor recorded, it is easy to determine
the amount of red and black colored ceramics acititédes putting El Pilar into context.
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5.7. Summary

This chapter provides an overview of the El Pilaltertions as well as their quantification by
provenience, shape and other significant attribut®g establishing an initial, general
overview of the spatial, temporal and compositictaracteristics of the El Pilar collection,
we now have an objective and proportional basis dppreciating the ceramic sherd

assemblage.

First, it was shown that presenting the ceramitectbn with the help of the El Pilar records
Is very versatile. It not only includes the stamdaoints of view like provenience, time
periods and vessel assemblage, but also more Urarsemlike slipped versus unslipped, and

any other for which data has been recorded.

Not only is its versatility noteworthy, though, also the ability to keep a high level of data
in all steps. In other methods, like the type-wgrienuch of what is considered “background”
data is dropped at one point. One most likely badig very deeply if one wants to find out
the provenience of some of the ceramic pieces ptedeand illustrated in Gifford’s book.
While he presents the types there is ho mentiorrevtiee ceramic pieces making up a type
originated, whether they are from the same moutdtoor whether they come from different

places throughout the site. This surely would beresting in certain investigations.

The same applies to the vessel categories. Whifer@isorted his types all by time period,
he did not sort the sherds by vessel category nvithe types. This makes it difficult to
appreciate complete ceramic assemblages unlikeeitJaxactun reports where the ceramics
are sorted not only by chronology but also assetnievessel category, making the ceramics
accessible to anyone who wants to look at simitgsels from the same time period. This
feature can be recreated with the El Pilar recottss achieving the same degree of

accessibility.

This level of detail is kept consistently throughdhe presentation of any part of the
collection. While it might be considered a minot gkdata by some, even an attribute such
as diameter is recorded and available for perusalwell, while some may say that the
designations of color such as red, orange andwedlee sufficient, a record with Munsell
color allows a finer tuned presentation of colothwi a collection.

91



Furthermore, together with the wide variety of alale attributes the El Pilar records offer,
detailed quantities of the sherds are recordedsd lggiantities allow for a thorough look at
frequencies and percentages, which again allove&sy comparison with other collections
that feature the same level of quantification, as Wemonstrated through the comparison of

percentages of time periods between El Pilar anmtbB&kamie.

This high level of detail might, by some people,domsidered too tedious and unnecessary.
Granted, less detail might suffice and as it hasprevious, viable methods such as type-
variety. However, methods by which to record and tiss high level is currently readily
available and the more details that can be coreidgre sharper the picture gets. To use an
example from the information technology realm, anitay with 1280 x 960 pixels has twice
the resolution a monitor has with 640 x 480 pix&lse overall gain of pixels, if the resolution
Is doubled, is not simply doubled, it is four tinteg old resolution. It is an exponential gain
rather than a linear one. This same idea also eppli archeological ceramic records. By
increasing the amount of details available one @&®oeases the amount of mosaic tiles

forming the picture of the ancient Maya to the amstiogist.

Second, this chapter has shown that even rath@lesimethods, such as sorting and resorting
data sorted systematically in computer files sughEacel tables, can provide a significant
appreciation for the nature of a ceramic sherdectthn. The systematic organization makes
it possible to organize the data and sum the ssiltgghputationally. The ability to sort by
attributes and characteristics allows for an adeupacture of the distributions of materials by

the objective variables gathered.

In this chapter, a review of the proportions andheggal distributions of the ceramic
proveniences has been readily accomplished witlctingputer based data catalog. We can
consider aspects of the overall collections andvem@nces as well as the types and
chronological assignments of the collections simpiyusing a spread sheet format. There is
greater potential regarding this data which coukll realized with more sophisticated
organization. Future efforts, using Microsoft O#fiéccess, will focus on the development of
a relational database building on the essentiahdation established here. Such a relational
database would powerfully address provenience,nderahape categories, and temporal
considerations together. This will make it possiolgprovide even more and deeper insights
into the ceramic collection of El Pilar in the frgu
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6. Comparison of the El Pilar and Gifford’s Typedety Methods

6.1. Introduction

During the course of this thesis, two differentssification systems and methods adhering to
those systems have been introduced and presertiedhalure of those systems is complex.
On the one side there is the taxonomic classiboagystem; on the other side, is the
paradigmatic classification system. One could $&y ttvo create rather conflicting views,
because they start out from different foundatiohbese systems have been presented
alongside each other, each in their own contextv,Ndter presenting and characterizing both

systems, it is time to compare and evaluate thikiamtages and disadvantages.

The problem is due to their opposed nature in ottt methods do not share much common
ground. Therefore a direct comparison is diffi¢altachieve. A comparison can, however, be
made indirectly through a mediator. This mediatoowd be a theoretical, perfect method,
and used as a standard for which both methodstawng for. Both methods would be
measured against this standard to determine wiiitttedwo comes closer to it. By looking at
their advancement towards that standard, it woelgdrssible to create a comparison of their

sophistication.

The perfect scenario for ceramic studies would Hee eéxistence of a totally objective and
unambiguous classification method. Every aspectthis method would be perfectly
retraceable, every part would be perfectly judtigaand all workings would be perfectly
reasonable. For such a perfect system, one negumsfect environment and the field of
ceramic studies can hardly be called that. Whiléhihe aid and capabilities of computers,
which are in a sense truly objective, archaeologgomes more and more based on
mathematics and thus arguably more objective, thaee still some factors in every
classification that are decidedly human. Thesetheelimits and thresholds within every
classification. Potential thresholds are, for exlEnwhen is a vessel still a jar and when it is
a bowl, or when does a narrow orifice jar beconwide orifice jar?These are borders that
can not be determined by numbers and totals aloddtat are not clear-cut but gradual in
most cases. Decisions regarding these threshokt$ toebe made by a singular person or a
team. As soon as this occurs, the subjective hutoanh is inevitably in the system,
removing it from its theoretical, perfectly objeaistate. Yet kept to a necessary minimum,
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and bearing in mind clear descriptions, such aesysitill can deliver a good performance.
Only when such individual decisions are made unkdgcwill the cohesion of a system

suffer.

I will now compare the two methods presented to stendard of a totally objective and
unambiguous classification method. This comparwdhfocus on how decisions are made,
how consistent the realization of each method @ \@here the bases of each approach are

located in the field between subjectivity and objety.

6.2. Taxonomy — Gifford's Type-variety

The first aspect to be looked at in Gifford’s tyypariety method is the basis on which the
method is founded and where it fits into the suljég-objectivity field. The basic building
block used by Gifford (1976:16) is what he calls ttype-class”. He says it “includes all
pottery on which a particular kind of surface treant appears” and states that it is “based
solely and objectively on the attributes of surfaeatment” (Gifford 1976:17). This implies
that shape, one of the most constant and obvioasacteristics of ceramics, is largely
ignored. When looking at the illustrations Giffohds in his book (1976:76 and 135 for
instance), one will notice that the figures do disiplay any ordering by shape. Jars, bowls,
plates and all the other shapes are mixed toge@itfard presents his ceramics data by the
types he created, sorting his collection by colud decoration rather than shape as it is done

for example in Uaxactun.

This focus on surface treatment is problematicsieveral reasons. Decoration is the most
fleeting characteristics of pottery. Giving a vedssecomplete new form represents a big
change.. Using new clay and mixtures is one, tdee Greation of a different stroke when
painting or decorating a vessel is not on the sawed as a change in form and paste. Gifford
says that the characteristics of a vessel are gedeby the aesthetics and concepts of the
society in which the vessel was created (Gifford@9/4). The domain of decoration is,
arguably, the one with the most freedom to indigidiic expression by the potter. Changing
the shape of a vessel might reduce its practi¢plabti might not be condoned by society, but
painting or decorating a vessel in a slightly diéf@ way or using a different range of colors

might still be within the accepted limits. Besidese should never forget that potters were
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human individuals like everyone else with differpetrceptions and also different commands
of craftsmanship.

These results of individual execution of each pgtpece and a naturally occurring deviation
from the theoretical master concept may or mayraptesent a major shift. Contemporary
archaeologists should not be influenced by todensistry norms and automatic assembly
lines, where one type of plate has the exact sawleds its thousand clones from the same
production. Therefore, what someone in the® Zdentury might consider different
characteristics and, therefore, different typeshiizave been for the creators of the vessel
still the same. This means a range of vessels whight be, by the standards of an analyst,
divided into two or more types, could have belongedhe same category for the creators.
How can we know? Types based on color and decaragem likely to result in an artificial
set of groups unrelated to the original, ancieougs. All this places the basis of the type-
variety very far on the subjective side, involviagot of assumptions and judgments by a

human individual.

With the basis of the type-variety:mode being dekrteebe quite subjective, the question
about another aspect, namely the way decisionsnatke in type-variety, arises. One of the
most important matters in any classification is W@y the units of said classification are
created. In type-variety:mode the units are thesypnd they are primarily defined by color
and decorations. The question now is how thosestgpe differentiated. Colors are not really
clear-cut in most cases so there might be a problgimclear distinctions. Anna O. Sheppard,
who already considered the problems with the tylasscconcept in her book (1956:306),
gives a good example. She writes that in the Araari8outhwest Jeddito Black-on-orange
turns into the type Jeddito Black-on-yellow with @most continuous blend (Sheppard 1956:
312). If there is really a continuous gradual clemgtween orange and yellow, then the
question must be asked what is still yellow and twharange and vice versa. Where should

the line be drawn?

The perception of color is different among indivaki and therefore, any decision by a
ceramicist to make distinction is also individu@lfford basically confirms this in his writing
when he says: “Type-classes often informally (obcsmsciously as far as the analyst is
concerned) provide the fine but ever-present lofesemarcation guiding the recognition [...]

of type units” (1976:16). A subconscious impressiennot a conscious effort to make
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decisions on a reflective basis. One could sayo@lfsuggests that type-class decisions are
often made by being lead by ones hunches and glimdge Hunches and gut feelings are very
subjective, individualistic and not very reliabl&ifford writes that his type-variety is
“objectively” based on color and decoration (1979:1 believe this claim is questionable
taking into consideration what he wrote just a tamtences prior to that, the statement about
the subconscious. Apart from that, there cannot Homeyever, any real objectiveness
concerning color and decoration in the first pldeeen with the usage of advanced methods
to determine color like Munsell does, there remainsoticeable discrepancy between the
color perceptions of individuals. This discrepameyy far greater in the case of the general

color references the type-variety:mode is using.

Concerning the decision making process there ishan@spect that demands attention: It is
the process creating the taxa, or in other wordstyphes and varieties, used. When Gifford
made a concordance in 1966 between the UaxactuBamoh Ramie ceramic collections and
gave the Uaxactun ceramics type-variety tags, Iseribed 157 types(Smith 1955c). In his
own Barton Ramie collection he identified 158 tyg€sfford 1976:55-57). Of the 158 types
identified in the Uaxactun collection 94 are exolasto Uaxactun. Sixty-three types can be
both found in the Barton Ramie volume as well &sllaxactun concordance, while 95 types
only exist within the Barton Ramie collection. Thmeans that altogether he described 252
types in those two collections. Gifford, howeveoged not explain how he established those
types. Granted, at least in his Barton Ramie wGiKpord lists identifying attributes for each
type and varieties, but he never shows why thasbuwtes are in any way special or different
from each other and noteworthy in these constehiati For example he identifies two
different types of Orange-polychrome in the Herggtacomplex. Those are Actuncan
Orange-polychrome: Actuncan Variety (Gifford 1978) and Dos Arroyos Orange-
Polychrome: Dos Arroyos Variety (Gifford 1976:178)e describes both their characteristics
but never refers to the other type in order to &ixpivhat the exact difference between the two
types is or why they should exist in the first glakle pulls types, like a magician, out of his

hat and shows them to the world like the provenahbit.

As a result it can be safely stated that not oméyliasis of the type-variety is quite subjective,

but that its decision making process is also ors#ime level of subjectivity.
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One could see two ambiguities emerging within ty@etvariety method of Gifford. First,

there is the ambiguity of real differences in pgttand perceived differences in decoration
and execution of vessels. Second, there is theirgiambiguity of perception of color and
decoration on an individual level. Their existerwes easily lead to excessive “splitting” or,
in other words, the creation of many types basethemminuscule differences perceived in
the collection. The same would apply to varietidgem this splitting is done on both the type

and variety level.

This foray into how units of classification aredd with content in the type-variety shall at
the same time serve as a probe into the consistehdiie type-variety. As part of the

preparations for this thesis, | created the coraued between EIl Pilar and Barton Ramie
ceramic data.2 As a first step, | compiled a coeptpiantitative list of all types and varieties
established by Gifford since in the original puétion of 1976 no such list was provided.
This compilation assembles the sherds counted ttsveach type, towards each variety of
each type and also lists sums of sherds for evergnac group and ceramic complex. With
the help of this list, it is easy to determine WieetGifford really was susceptible to excessive

splitting.

The well-known ceramic groups appear solid. Theclessic Sierra Ceramic Group, which
contains the Sierra Red type (Gifford 1976:85), B@82 sherds and 9 restorable vessels and
the Belize Ceramic Group, of which the Belize Rgdetis a part (Gifford 1976:255),
possesses 23,240 sherds and 39 restorable veSgadsd not only established those major

groups, but also many smaller ceramic groups.

Considering some of Gifford’s smaller groups thiesefor example, the Sarteneja Ceramic
Group (Gifford 1976:116), with 56 sherds and 5aoestle vessels or the Escobal Ceramic
Group (Gifford 1976:118), with only 31 sherds amlrestorable vessels. While the point of
establishing a whole ceramic group based on 5 leeasel 56 sherds may be argued if they
are really distinct, it seems less comprehensilol the creation of ceramic group based
solely on 31 sherds can be justified. The questhust be asked, why there are not more
sherds of this kind. Why are there not any vesdeisally, there is the question whether this
really represents a separate group or whethehtrels might better be determined to be type
or variety of another group. What are the perceiddterences that prompted Gifford to
create the Escobal group?
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The type-variety:mode method claims to be baseélysain restorable vessels (Gifford
1976:6), thus establishing a whole ceramic grouth wio restorable vessel at all appears
questionable. This loose stance towards numbergjaadtities does not only manifest itself
in those micro groups but also in the quantitate@rd of the whole collection. A recreation
of the frequencies and sherd amounts by Gifford ma@goossible since there are many gaps
in the sherd totals. There is inconsistency in Huwhe ceramic groups are listed with exact
sherd numbers and other ceramic groups are lisitwbut any sherd totals. Furthermore, it
happens that there are summed types and varidtegup that contain more sherds than
the group is listed as having; the Aguila Ceramioup is one such case (Gifford 1976:182).
There are also examples of groups with no shemlstosuch as Hillbank ceramic group
(Gifford 1976: 101).

The proportion between some ceramic groups, typdsvarieties is noteworthy as well. In
theory a ceramic group contains several types aygeacontains several varieties related to
the type. When one looks at the actual distribuiod relations between groups, types and
varieties a different picture comes into light (Gl 1976:50-54). Some types live up to the
theoretical concept, such as the Aguacate Orangee ttyat contains five different varieties.
But many types contain only one variety, such asntiajor Belize Red type of which only a
Belize Variety exists. In a number of one-varieagses, the listed variety is simply called
“variety unspecified”. According to Gifford (Giffdr 1976:10), this term is used whenly
one variety could be established but no connedtioknown varieties could be made. This
definition is cryptic, but no further elaboratioautd be found in the book. Another example
is the Corozal type, which is only listed as Cotdrmised: Variety unspecified (Gifford
1976: 253). There are also several ceramic groupshwonly have one type, like the Asote
ceramic group with only the type Torres Incisedjohhagain only possesses one variety of
unspecified nature (Gifford 1976:253). These groangsgiven the same hierarchical space as

the robust groups of Sierra Red and Belize Red.

The situation of ceramic groups containing only type and in turn containing one variety
named unspecified violates the basic principlesadnomic classification, where one needs
to have at least two different states to make sstiaatory distinction. It appears Gifford split
his ceramics into smaller and smaller units untilyoone state was left. This could be

interpreted as a sign that the classification aéiert too far and too many units were created.
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As Dunnell pointed out in his work (Dunnell 1971348 classification that only contains a
single object in each unit is no classification bhaos. While the utility of type-variety is
nowhere near that stage, Gifford’s application shdive first signs of it by employing single

variety types and single type groups.

These examples show that the type-variety:modasisass with consistency, at least when it
comes to numbers and quantities. Both the verylsshard counts in some of the ceramic
groups and the inconsistent treatment of sherdstaiake it hard to retrace Gifford’s chain of
thought when he created his descriptions of theéoBaRamie collection. Especially the

sometimes minuscule amounts of sherds in someeo§tbups lead one to wonder whether
Gifford at times has not lost track of the big pret and got entangled a bit too much in

microscopic details.

We know that the type-variety:mode has its meltilsas been influential in the understanding
of Maya ceramic chronology. The ceramic phasestél#ished really are the foundations for
today's application of Maya chronology. The broaagdostic changes identified with the
type-variety:mode system are essential for the wafrkany Maya ceramicist still today.
Gifford’s development of the type-variety:mode ayguh established the basis for subsequent

work in the region... Gifford's problem, in my opn is his style of explanation.

When studying Gifford, a quote taken from a compgame named World of WarCratft,
comes to mind. There is a character who says: Hale it all figured out: Step 1: Land the
ship. Step 3: Defeat the Legion and go home...tleemnly one detail missing...”. | believe
this applies to Gifford. He had a good purposeép 4 and later presents his results in step 3.
These are his extensive amounts of different tyged varieties and ceramic groups. He,
however, appears to have missed step 2 where He kbauve explained his procedures and
logic clearly. An interpreter of Gifford’s work caot know what the logic really was.
Guessing the creator's intentions might be accepfabarts like painting and poetry, but it is
not for a science like archeology. But to give é&dy where leniency is due, the
circumstances under which at least Gifford’s pripnélication of 1976 was published have to
be considered. It was released posthumously byifesCarol A. Gifford and several scholars
from that time helped in the task by making conitikns. Gifford himself might not have
been able to put into writing some important panist might have shed some light on the
more murky parts of the type-variety:mode before éarly death. Furthermore, while the
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involvement and help of other scholars to finisk\Wwbrk is commendable, it might have been
at this stage that some of the noticeable incarsigts arose. This is, however, all conjecture
on my part and one might never know definitelyahy case, | find it only fair to point out

these circumstances

Additionally one must keep in mind that when typeigty:mode was created, the primary
aim of ceramic analysis was to develop a chronoldgequence of sites and collections. This
aim was undoubtedly achieved by Gifford’s type-gtrj as can be witnessed through its
numerous important contributions to the understaydif Maya chronology. However, in the
past fifty years, expectations of archaeologistgehehanged and new questions based on
chronology are being asked. These new questionst gieste composition, petrographic
analyses, neutron activation, and geological seui@not be sufficiently answered by
methods that are created solely for chronology.yTieguire new and different methods. In
light of this new development, type-variety:modedeto be reevaluated. A consideration of

the paradigmatic method can help in this reassegsme

6.3. Paradigm — The El Pilar Method

The concept of a paradigmatic classification systeam be briefly summarized as
“paradigmatic classifications treat all its unitgually”. As a result no one needs to watch
carefully the delicate order of units created itaxonomic classification, but could arrange
the units of a paradigmatic classification in aekation to each other as he or she sees fit.

Just as with taxonomic classification the first exgpcovered shall be the one of the basic
building blocks of the method. The basis of thPlEAr method is vessel form. Based on the
knowledge of whole vessels from the research orMaya of the past century, the rim shape
of a sherd determines its membership in one olvssel categories, which are the units of
the classification. Seven paradigmatic units ofseé$orm are used in the El Pilar method.
This compares to some 200 taxonomic units for tlaetdd Ramie collection. This is a

difference not only in absolute numbers but alsdhiem handling of analysis. A researcher
using the El Pilar method faces only seven equist @s opposed to the entry into the type-
variety:mode method that has over two hundred ualequits of classification. Time that

could be spent in the analysis must be spent infaheliarization of the nomenclature of

hundreds of units with the type-variety:mode. ltilcobe argued that the type-variety:mode is
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more sophisticated than the method of El Pilaoflsstication is equated with complexity.
But this is not obviously the case. The basicaunit classification need to conform to the
objectives. For the taxonomic method of the typaefgmode, the objective was to separate
discrete color and décor used for surface treagndrite aim of the El Pilar method is to

classify vessels.

Clearly, the forms of vessels, as well as color dédor, do not have a clear-cut distinction.
As with many things it is a continuous flow fromeoform into the next. Vases “flow” into
jars, jars morph into bowls and so on. It is impottto determine and define the correct
thresholds where, say, a vase becomes a jar andwans into a bowl or vice versa.

Vessel transition points are more important tharatwk in between. The creation of three
units for jars: jar-jars, vase-jars and bowl-jamuld be one way to accommodate those
transition points. Or a wide definition would ptete three forms into one generic “jar” unit
with the same result when it comes to general Vesdegory. The primary question is how
many units are required for the research as opptmsédw many units one can devise. A
classification system should be clear and coneisd,this means only the necessary amount
of units are to be introducebh the case of the El Pilar method, seven basiu fanits do the
job adequately. Naturally, the amount of units iy alassification should be subject to
reevaluation. If deemed necessary, new units shbalcadded or excess units should be
removed. While it is understandable that a scientisnts his or her material to be very

diverse and faceted, more units do not necessaake it any more sophisticated.

The seven vessel categories used in the El Pilénadeare roughly based on the categories
proposed by Smith and Sabloff (Rice 1987:216). Tawgories there are defined through
height and width and the proportions to each otbDespite the fact that a certain degree of
mathematics is involved, it must be admitted that thresholds between the vessels are still
somewhat arbitrary from the start. Someone decidatia certain proportion is still a bowl
and a slightly different one is a dish. In a wdattmakes the creation of the vessel categories
as subjective as the types in Gifford’s type-varidthere is one important difference between
the categories and the types though. The vesse@mats are easier to retrace, the number
and proportions providing at least some insight itte reasoning, while, in the case of the

types, the reasons for the instance of their aeadre frequently obscure. This results in a

101



greater transparency of the El Pilar method overtype-variety:mode method and thus the El
Pilar method has an advantage in this aspect.

The second aspect is the level of precision withclvithe El Pilar method is applied. For
comparability of ceramic records, the recordindrefjuencies and measurements are used to
arrive at the descriptive terms for the ceramichil®\terms like red-incised are a main staple
of the type-variety, they are supplementary datkecied objectively within the main unit of
form in the El Pilar method. As a result, surfaatment plays a minor role in the method.
One could say that in terms of description that ElePilar Method data is gathered
objectively for each sherd, the data is preciselims of the record and more easily replicable

when compared to the type-variety:mode method.

As discussed in the previous section, the typeet\amode seems to employ subjective
means to record ceramics. The division into typass#s depends on an individual's
recognition of color and decoration. The El Pilathod uses codes to record the attributes of
the sherds. For the vessel form, the 200s arejarsfand the code 263 is a certain kind of jar
shape while the 600s embrace bowls and 648 istaircéind of bowl shape. If one considers
a shape to be a 250, it can be looked up and e@rifihere is not much room for ambiguity,

only the individual’s perception of the match.

When considering the color of a sherd, for exantple El Pilar method uses the Munsell Soil
Color Chart as the standard. Unlike Gifford desagha color simply as red or orange, in the
El Pilar method colors are noted down by Munselbicoodes. As an example. a vessel is not
simply red but designated as 5Y5/7, which is a vepgcific kind of red that can be

independently observed by others. There is, of smuthe challenge of selecting the right
comparison color. If different people are taskethvassigning a Munsell color to the same
sherd, there could be different results within gtep of chroma, hue or value. Even taking
into consideration this potential discrepancy kensell color code still provides a better

basis for a comparison because it is more prebee & description by common color terms.
When discussing color if a certain ceramic, onermake precise reference to Munsell colors

and can prevent ambiguity in the range of red émge

As a result one can clearly see that the El Pilathod is more precise than Gifford’s type-

variety when it comes to its expressions. Someoma the outside can gain better access to
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the descriptions of the El Pilar method as sooheasr she possesses the right tables and lists
in order to translate the information than possibien type-variety:mode data where next to
no material exists on how and on what basis diffedescriptions are created and, therefore,
what determinants to apply. The different possisés of descriptions that can be used to
describe a ceramic piece are clearly defined astddj providing the individual recording a
sherd a preset selection of possibilities. Thigne of the largest differences between El Pilar
method and Gifford’s type-variety since the typeiety:mode method relies to a great part on

the intuition and perception of the recording indial.

The third aspect is the consistency maintainedutiitout the El Pilar method. Concerning
frequencies of units, it was shown in the previgestion that Gifford's type-variety has
weaknesses in that there is an unequal reportinguwibers. The type-variety:mode method
was instituted when data management was done lgritiyehand by sorting data with catalog
cards with manual systems of retrieval that argane The El Pilar method was developed in
the age of computers, and records are stored ipetndatabases. Consequently, quantities
and frequencies are among the strengths of theil&t method. Sherd frequencies are
recorded from the point of the excavation catathe point of sherd analysis and recording.
Easily, percentages and total sherd counts camdaged from those recorded frequencies as
has been demonstrated. These simple computatiometidns helgo grasp the extent and the
nature of a collection in a more comprehensive wen any description alone. Gifford
describes at length every single variety of eagie tyn detail, but the big picture remains
unclear. To do a comparative study using typeetamode groups, one must sit down and
tabulate the numbers and the calculations by hitrecself to discover the relative weight of

each analytic unit, thereby creating a possibditgrror.

It is no wonder that the El Pilar method scoresval@ifford’s type-variety here. The El Pilar
method has the advantage of being able to utiheetéchnological advances in computers
over the past thirty years. The new possibilitieacerning consistency, precision and also
level of detail granted by modern electronic deviogake a vast difference compared to the
traditional devices Gifford had to use.

The overall result is that the El Pilar method &ssification system is a step in the right
direction, striving for objectiveness and complet®n By minimizing ambiguities in records
and descriptions, the method aims at being parsousnwith its usage of units and
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framework in order to make it as accessible anctisenas possible. Every system can be
improved, no doubt, and working with EIl Pilar ceresnis a work in progress. The El Pilar
method was developed on the basis of the strongnological foundation set by the type-
variety:mode method. The objective data collectieaords would not have been possible
without the groundwork of Gifford and others. Inmgavays, it is an outgrowth of the type-

variety:mode system, providing a basis for futweeamic analysis work in the Maya area.

6.4. The future of the El Pilar and type-varietytioels.

A comparison of the taxonomic method of type-varirabde and the paradigmatic method of
El Pilar it at first seems to indicate that the taelassification systems are adversary to each
other with no common ground. This is not true. @a tontrary, the future of both lies in a
merger of methods into an advanced version, brgngpgether the best of both worlds. In the
following | will give a basic proposal outlining hothis could be done and present initial

work | have already done concerning an El Pilamxt®& Ramie ceramic concordahce

In the discussion above it has become apparentbibtht methods have strengths but also
weaknesses. Dunnell (1971) writes that a taxonastassification is only useful to order

something a posteriori when the relationships betwthe various objects in question are
already known. In his opinion a taxonomic classifien is only viable for didactic purposes

and not for new, unknown matters (Dunnell 1971:8(.says a paradigmatic classification is
the right choice for new matters in which the rielaships still need to be discovered. Since
every new site and every new ceramic collectiorsgmées such new and unknown matters, a

paradigmatic approach seems to be preferable Irealagy.

But Dunnell does not completely disallow the taxmomno classification. He rather suggests
that: “...without paradigmatically defined classesaabase, taxonomy remains an intuitive,
unparsimonous device more often suspicious in ckarghan not, and relatively useless
without blind faith of the user” (Dunnell 1971:84)his is quite a critique of taxonomy but at
the same time it opens new doors. In the staterhenbasically has the same idea of
conjoining a taxonomic classification with a pagadatic classification, like the type-variety
method with the El Pilar method.

2 For the list see the data CD supplied with thesis
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Joining these two classifications can indeed reisulimprovements. Dunnell states that a
paradigmatic classification is the most parsimosibut at the same time not a very elegant
classification (1971:84). In this context, the leweé classificatory parsimony refers to the
amount of assumptions a classification requiresrder to work When confronted with the
units of a classification from an unknown mattée la new archeological site, one has to
make assumptions on their possible relationshigh @@ach other, test them and thereafter
accept or discard them. The more parsimonioussaifization, the less assumption it makes.
The paradigmatic classification is the most parsiimes, because it only displays attribute
dimensions and states, treats all units equally #retefore, does not make any assumptions
about the order and level of its units at all. Trawback is that it is not elegant. Elegant,
according to Dunnel (1971:84), in this context ref the ability of a classification to create
only the necessary and useful units. Since thedmaratic classification is based on the
permutations of the attribute states and dimensibrtan create units that will have no
physical objects in them. Take, for example, aemibn in which both red jars and white
bowls have been found. A paradigmatic classificagplits these up into the attributes red,
white, jar and bowl. After permutation one has simamed white jar, red jar, white bowl and
red bowl. As stated only red jars and white bowlste so the units of white jars and red
bowls will remain empty and be excess units. Thaans in this example the paradigmatic

classification has identified the potential of faurits when only 2 actually exist. .

The taxonomic classification is not parsimonioust, élegant in the sense that each group is
composed of observed objects. The problem witkxantamy Isuch as the type-variety:mode
method arises when a lot of assumptions, that e ¢eft undefined, are made in order to
create its various levels and relationships. Tigh lhevel of assumptions, especially when left
undisclosed, leads to the impression that the sysehighly subjective. This is fundamental
to taxonomy: one has to assume a certain relatipristtween two units and to prove it
afterwards, even if those assumptions may be obvémd easily proven. At the same time
taxonomy is very elegant because the creator avenglassification will only create a new
unit when there is reason. Gifford surely did naate a new type for sherds he did not have.
This means that only units with content and releeacan, at least in theory, be found in a

taxonomic classification. In reality, however, @as$t the matter of relevance can be disputed.
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Looking at the two classifications from this persjpee one surely can see the possibilities.
Should the attempt to merge the two classificatibassuccessful there are basically three

outcomes:

1) a new kind of classification that is less pasnious than paradigm and less elegant than
taxonomy,

2) a classification that is more parsimonious ttesonomy but less than paradigm and more

elegant than paradigm but less than taxonomy,

3) a new classification that is as parsimonioupaadigm and at the same time as elegant as

taxonomy.

Outcome one would be very unfortunate and wouldigedess in application. Outcome two
would be an improvement but the extent of its usefs would need to be determined in
testing and application. Outcome three would bepdsect result and the reason why the
attempt of merging would be fruitful. This would thee advanced method that would contain
the best of both methods. The achievement to pmmpatsimony and elegance is an import

goal and should be promoted in the world of Mayairecs.

| have made the first step towards a merger otdakenomic type-variety:mode method and
the paradigmatic El Pilar method. To understand tektionship between the type-
variety:mode and the El Pilar methods, | have dgesd a concordance between them. This
Is in some ways similar to the concordance develdpe Gifford (Smith 1955c) with the
Uaxactun collection. Where Gifford took a shapessifécation and created the groups, types
and varieties, | followed the reverse (route?)jngkthe units of vessel forms that are the

foundation of the El Pilar method and relating therthe Barton Ramie descriptions.

This concordance between EIl Pilar shape forms gpé-variety:mode types and varieties
from Barton Ramie is a means of creating the coatlon of the two methods. | matched the
vessel shape in the EP shape catalog with illestratpes of Gifford's classification. Since
the types created by Gifford are broader than geeific shape entries of El Pilar catalog,
there was not always a perfect match. Therefodecided to introduce a four-tiered rating
system to show the degree with which a El Pilapshaatched a Barton Ramie type. The
highest tier is “Perfect Match” where the El Pd&iape and the Barton Ramie type match well
in their basic characteristics. The next lower t&efClose Match”, where more than 50% of
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the characteristics matched. Third in line is “VagMatch”, where less than 50% of the
characteristics matched. The lowest tier is “No datwhere an El Pilar shape could not be

sufficiently matched with a Barton Ramie countetpar

The results present a challenge. In the end there W93 No Matches, 107 Vague Matches,
61 Close Matches, and 9 Prefect Matches. This Pligelatively successful matches against
193 failed attempts. In other words, 47.84 % ofahtre El Pilar vessel shapes matched those
illustrated in the Barton Ramie report, while 524.@id not match any illustration. While a
better success rating would have been desiraldélliproves that a matching of El Pilar and
Barton Ramie material is not impossible and theeefthe merger of paradigmatic and

taxonomic classification is a viable objective.

6.4. Summary

This chapter provided a detailed review of bothtrods. Both were scrutinized to determine
the strengths and the shortcomings in their systine result was that although the El Pilar
method had an advantage over the type:variety:mmadéhod concerning precision and
consistency due to modern technology, both wer@@eledged for having each their own

merits.

The chapter also showed that it is important fa& fiture of ceramic studies that the two
methods are joined together. The taxonomy bringgagice to the table. Elegance is vital for
any method in order to prevent an unneeded amdumits and to keep the method on the
level of complexity that is actually needed by thsk at hand and not artificially created by

the method itself.

On the other side parsimony is also needed in aetyhod. The less assumptions one has to
make while creating any network of relations betw#e created units the better that network
will be.. Assumptions, as necessary as they mighhlsome cases, always have the aura of
subjectivity. Therefore it is important to restressumptions to the absolute minimum and

make any method as parsimonious as possible.

A method that can be elegant and parsimoniouseasdme time would be a huge step for
ceramic studies of any kind. Such a method wouldffeetive and objective at the same time,
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exactly what is needed to address the new expaasaiirchaeologists have in ceramic studies

today.

A first step toward such a new method could beptmposed merger of type-variety:mode
and El Pilar method since they represent the tweeblaof elegance and parsimony. At this
point it is imaginable to use the shapes identifie&! Pilar as a basis and a main attribute for
the creations of types and varieties. This woula fiest step to remove the type-variety.mode
from the disputable sole focus on color and deamratAnd with the extensive data pool
available from the El Pilar method the type-varigiyde method would regain the aspects of
data it has dropped. At the same time such a sishiwould enable a paradigmatic
classification like the El Pilar one to make useh# large connection network a taxonomy

like type-variety;mode can create.

It is evident that pitting different methods aga&ieach other to determine the better one is not
very effective and hurts ceramic studies more thaelps. While the winning method might
indeed be superior to the other, no method is cetalyl without merit. If a method
considered to be inferior were to completely sceapphe field of ceramic studies would lose
some useful ideas. Therefore it is the logical stefpy to merge different methods instead, in
order to gain the maximum benefit from all the dffput into the creation of all those

different methods.
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7. Results of the Thesis

This thesis set out to address four aims in desgrithe importance of the Maya ceramic
collection from El Pilar and putting it into conte)irst, this thesis presented the El Pilar
project and the site of El Pilar itself. Seconds thesis introduced the El Pilar method. Third,
this thesis has taken a first look into the basimpgosition of El Pilar ceramics collection.

Fourth, this thesis compared the El Pilar methoth wihe type-variety:mode method by

Gifford in order to display differences and simitigs. With the accomplishment of these four
aims, the thesis was able to present as a respib@osed merger of the described and
compared El Pilar and type-variety:mode methodss Tésult provides a road map for the

development of a more comprehensive analyticalegjyafor Maya ceramics.

7.1 Aim One — The Presentation of the El Pilar Site

The first aim was achieved by the detailed dedoripbf the Maya site of El Pilar. The
location of the site was exactly pinpointed by ciiwates. The extent of the site and its
different parts was thoroughly presented. A plagglaza description was set out fdohol
Pilar, Xaman Pilaras well as Pilar Poniente. This description inetlich detailed record of
the presence and characteristics of structuresohlgtwere architectural features covered but
also projections of purpose and evaluations of ssibéity. This resulted in a detailed
presentation of the characteristics of the diffeseas at the monumental core of El Pilar. In
addition to the monumental core, its various siéeBtructures were also described. This
representation (at the same time) also providedbdekground to understand the El Pilar

ceramic method.

7.2. Aim Two — The Introduction of the El Pilar Netd

The second aim was the introduction of the El Rif@thod. Since the introduction of such a

method is a large undertaking, six steps were redqun order to achieve this aim.

In order introduce the El Pilar method, a solidkgeround on Maya ceramics had to be built
in a first step. In this way, the nature and thigiorof the El Pilar method itself could be
understood. This was achieved by looking at twal&ionf backgrounds that influenced the

creation of the El Pilar method.
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The first kind of background that needed to bel#istaed focused on geographical factors.
These included a description of the two borderaegjiwhere El Pilar is located, the greater
Petén of Guatemala and the Belize River Area oizBelThis location conditioned the

sources of influence on the site in two eras, ti@eamt as well as modern. Furthermore, sites

relevant to the El Pilar site itself were introddde a short overview.

The second kind of background that needed to kablestied focused on temporal factors.
These included a thorough examination of importmrtk including the early research at the
Maya sites of Uaxactun, Holmul, and Tikal. This maation highlights certain patterns in

ceramic studies. These patterns were tracked throlg decades and to other important
works, eventually also making their way into theFar method. The discussion resulted in
the ability to connect the El Pilar method to agatanding and high-quality tradition of

ceramic studies in the Maya area.

The presentation of different established methodthé context of El Pilar gave rise to the
opportunity to introduce James C. Gifford’s typeiety method, which follows a specific

perspective of ceramic studies. The thesis shoatsttis important to identify what a specific

method is like, but it is equally important to poaut what it is not like. This was achieved by
introducing Gifford’s type-variety:mode method agpr@ceding counter-approach to the El
Pilar method. The detailed description of the typeety:mode showed its inner workings
and characteristics, opening it up to a direct camspn to the El Pilar method. This set the

stage for the achievement of the fourth aim, themarison of the two methods, in this thesis.

After both backgrounds were established, the fafube thesis shifted to the method itself.
As a second step towards achieving of the secomq thie general characteristics of the

method were presented, again in order to set it &joen the type-variety:mode method.

As a third step towards introducing the El Pilartinoel, the El Pilar record keeping system
and resulting provenience, sherd record, and sbataogs were introduced. This illustrated
the raw data output created through the applicaifamethod. With this data, it was possible
to show the El Pilar method’s workings first haWd.method can be a rather ephemeral
subject; it is an extraction and sorting procesd tan be repetitive and a matter of routine.
The changes and results a method prompts duringrdoess exist only as representations of
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different steps. The final results form the differeelated data sheets. Through these data
sheets, one can look in retrospect on what the adediccomplished. This led to a thorough
look at the El Pilar catalogs as an important badighe status ante quanthrough the
provenience catalog and tiséatus post quarthrough the sherd record catalog. The shape
catalog served a double purpose. It was the guieleround the process evolved from
provenience to sherd record catalog and also saseardering factor for the results. This
pivotal moment for any ceramic method, in which sibgl ceramic sherds are turned into

theoretical information, was exactly pinpointed deid out.

As a fourth step towards introducing the El Pilagthod, after the basic procedures of the
method were established, other factors were intredin order to enhance the understanding
of the El Pilar model. Effort was made to bring teePilar method from the level of core
functionalities to the level of sophistication. $hwas done by adding extra features to the
basic shape recording functionality. These featurelside but are not limited to time period,
rim diameter, color and decoration. This was anartgnt step in order to illuminate different

facets of the method and show that it handled & watiety of different data.

A fifth step towards the aim of understanding thd>lEar ceramic method was to subject the
method to four theoretical scenarios involving tiperiod and shape. These four scenarios
include presence of both time period and shapetifaerion, presence of time period and

absence of shape identification, absence of timegeand presence of shape identification,
and absence of both time period and shape ideatidic. For each scenario a detailed
description was given on how the method was appdied what measures were taken to
ensure a satisfactory record of attributes. Thimatestrated the method’s behavior and
viability when applied to actual ceramic sherdsisTalso showed the El Pilar method’s

flexibility and ability to function in the imperfécircumstances of the individual analyst, the

bar against which all ceramic methods must be miedsu

As a sixth and final step in the description of #ePilar method, the storage of the data
generated by the El Pilar method was discussedethaad can only be as good as its potential
if the results it creates are properly stored awkd for posterity. Due to the massive amount
of data produced by the application of the El Pit@ramic method, a transition from
traditional paper storage to modern digital medas wequired. This transition results not only
in an adequate storage for the data but also eabatscworkability and accessibility. With
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the improvement of the storage-quality of the ai#ld data, the possibilities for later analysis
on the different levels of integration will also baproved, since the data collection is the
basis for the analysis. The better the qualityathdasis is, the higher the chance to achieve a
top notch analysis. The ultimate goal for ceranici®s will be a reexamination and review
in order to create detailed and precise as wdlligis quality data available for others to use.
With the completion of this sixth and final stepetintroduction to the El Pilar method is

complete.

7.3. Aim Three — The Description of the El Pilararaic Collection

The third aim was the presentation of a basic caitipa of the El Pilar ceramic collection.

With the method established, it was only logicdlowk at the results the method created. The
initial view covered the three basic angles of Magaamics. These are provenience, time
period, and ceramic categories. Those angles shasece the ceramic pieces came from in
the site, how they fit into Maya chronology, andawkind of vessel pieces they were. This
was done to give an overview of the collection émahow that the data created by the El
Pilar method can easily be examined. These wereminenum requirements the El Pilar

method had to pass in order to prove its viabditg it did so with ease.

But after that other available possibilities of ewaations were demonstrated, in order to
show the method’s abilities, which go beyond theatyeexpectable, These examinations and
possible perspectives are by default unavailabletraglitional ceramic methods. This
demonstration presented the chance to show thatettiermance of the El Pilar method goes
beyond the abilities of traditional methods whendines to the detail and versatility of data
output. By being able to present the ceramic ctdlacin a more than satisfactory way,
viability of the El Pilar method as an excellensc#ptive strategy was achieved.

7.4. Aim Four — The comparison of the El Pilar &ypk-variety methods
The fourth aim was to compare the El Pilar mettwthe type-variety. This was prepared by
introducing Gifford’s type-variety and giving a dééd view on the classification of the El

Pilar method. With the two methods introduced aetdapart, it was possible to approach a

comparison directly. During the thesis, the El Piteethod and the type-variety method were
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presented alongside each other, always as twaatesystems. It was the intention of the
comparison to emphasize their different charadtesigs well as their complements.

The type-variety:mode and El Pilar ceramic methars like different tools. One needs to
know what the objectives of the methods are and Wsamethods are used for to understand
the direct comparison. Since the methods are diffethowever, a direct comparison would
not be the optimal approach because there needse toommon ground. Therefore, an

approach where the two methods were comparedhiocetheoretical method was chosen.

In science, all endeavors are striving for improeaim Any project that does not have that
objective is obsolete from the start. Perfectiomiigially impossible to achieve, so basically
only theoretically prefect scenarios are possiBleh a scenario for a perfect ceramic method
was envisioned and the two methods at hand weresuresh against it. By using the
hypothetical scenario as a link and a measurea# possible to gauge the relative closeness
of both methods towards this ideal scenario. Whitht,tit was possible to determine where
each of the two methods stood regarding the idedt.sThe advancement of both towards

this theoretical ideal standard could be assess&dhais the two methods could be compared.

7.5. The overall result of the research

The findings in the comparison of the El Pilar ahd type-variety methods prompted the
final result of this thesis, which is the propogaimerge the established type-variety with the
newly developed EIl Pilar method. Developing newhuds, such as the El Pilar method, is
important and each new methodological developmer@n® up new ways to approach
ceramic studies. But even new methods can be pwshadfurther if old established methods
are integrated. This proposed integrated method beagble to advance challenges Maya
archaeology is posing to ceramic studies in thegreday by bringing metric and objective
observations of a paradigmatic method together thighnetworking abilities of a taxonomic
method This proposed method draws from the wedibdisthed findings embedded in the
traditional methods and from the advantages osthedardized data of computer digitization.
New innovative approaches meet the experienceeoétisting ones. The advantages of both,
new and old methods, are used to help to bringhueratudies to the next, much needed for

level.
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There are not only different ceramic traditionst &go different traditions of ceramic studies.
Only if the identified advantages of those varieatlitions are joined together, the field of
ceramic studies can advance and reach its ultigwk The omnibus understanding of Maya

ceramics and thus the gaining of a deep insigbttim¢ entire Maya civilization.
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El Pilar Master Plaza List

Plaza Location Size
Axcanan S Plaza at EP 35 x 20m
Ballcourt SE of Plaza C, ballcourts 23 x 40m
Copal Between Plazas A and D 55 x 115m
Duende N of Plaza C 50 x 70m
Escoba E of Plaza D and F 40 X 75m
Faisan S of Plaza G 70 X 57m
Gumbo Limbo Between Plazas F and | 30 x 15m
Hatz Plaza between K and | 25 x 20m
Imix S of the acropolis (H'menNa) 30 x 18m
Jobo SW Plaza on the H'menNa 18 x 7m
Kibix E Plaza on the H'menNa 4 X 24m
Lec Northernmost EP Plaza 32 X 29m
Manax N Plaza on the H’'menNa 14 x 55m
Naba-cuc W of EP, between Q and O 35 x 13m
Ok-pich Westernmost Plaza in EP 22 X 22m
Pom N of Plazas N and O 25 x 35m
Quelite W of H’'menNa 50 x 13m
Rosa E of structures EP45 and 46 50 x 75m
Subin Plaza on E edge of H’'menNa 17 x 40m
Tzin Plaza between F and R 33 x 55m

rom document dated June 13, 1994, page 8, Draft

Table 1: Monumental Core Master Plaza List (By tesy of Prof. Dr. Anabel Ford)

Table 2.1: El Pilar Master Structure List (Part 1)
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Structure Type

Location

1 Pyramid SE corner of Plaza A

2 Range Building SW corner of Plaza A

3 Range Building N side of Plaza A

4 Pyramid NE corner of Plaza A

5 Ball Court W structure, SE corner of Plaza C
6 Ball Court E structure, SE corner of Plaza C
7 Pyramid E side of Plaza C

8 Pyramid NE corner of Plaza C

9 Pyramid NW corner of Plaza C

10 Pyramid W side of Plaza C

11 Pyramid NE corner Plaza D

12 Pyramid S side of Plaza F

13 Platform W side of Plaza F

14 Range building W side of Plaza F

15 Platform Pyramid W side of Plaza G

16 Platform Pyramid E side of Plaza G

17 Platform NE corner of Plaza F

18 Platform E side of Plaza F

19 Pyramid E side of Plaza |

20 Pyramid W side of H'menNa

21 Range building S side of Plaza J

22 Range building Between Plazas J and M

23 Range building Between Plazas J and K

24 Range building E side of Plaza K

25 Pyramid E side of Plaza L

26 Range building Between Plazas G and |

27 Range building SE corner of Plaza G

28 Range building SW corner of Plaza G

29 Range building W side of Plaza |

30 Range building W side of Plaza A

31 Stone pile S of EP10, SW corner of Plaza C
32 Platform SW corner of Plaza F

33 Platform SE corner of Plaza F

34 Range building NE corner of Plaza M

35 Range building NE Plaza G

36 Range building NW corner of Plaza F

37 Range building E side of Plaza N, between N and Q
38 Platform E side of Plaza P

39 Range building E side of Plaza O, between N and O
40 Platform NW corner of Plaza N

41 Range building W side of Plaza O

42 Range building N side of Plaza O

43 Platform S side of Plaza E

44 Pyramid E side of Plaza E

45 Pyramid W side of Plaza R

46 Pyramid W side of Plaza R, N of EP45

47 Platform S side of Plaza E, between EP43 and 44
48 Balustrade N side of Plaza M
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49 Pyramid E side of Plaza F

50 Pyramid E of EP7, small triadic structure
51 Platform SW corner of Plaza F

52 Platform W of EP1, S of EP2

53 Range building N Plaza J

BRASS/EI Pilar on file MARC/UCSB

Table 2.2: Monumental Core Master Structure Listr{R)
(By courtesy of Prof. Dr. Anabel Ford)
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# of

El Pilar Monumental Core sherds percentage
Plaza Axcanan

PLZ A: 933 1.77%
EP1: 83 0.16%
EP3: 1843 3.55%
EP4: 1286 2.44%
Ball Court (Plaza B)

PLZ B: 383 0.73%
Plaza Copal

PLZ C: 1727 3.28%
EP7: 17211 32.67%
EPS: 707 1.34%
EPO: 2722 5.17%
EP10: 3687 7.00%
Plaza C-D Transition:

PLZ CD: 609 1.16%
Plaza Duende

PLZ D: 676 1.28%
EP11: 3 0.006%
Plaza Faisan

EP15: 237 0.45%
EP32: 779 1.48%
EP34: 391 0.74%
EP37: 2 0.004%
EP41: 3 0.006%
EP43: 12 0.02%
EPA48: 27 0.05%
AGU: 164 0.31%
Plaza Imix

EP19: 8048 15.27%

Table 4.1: El Pilar Monumental Core Proveniencer@®and Percentages (Part 1)
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# of
El Pilar Monumental Core:(Cont'd) sherds percentage

H'mena (Hatz, Jobo, Kibix, and Manax)

JOBO (Plaza J) 217 0.41%
EP21: (Jobo) 104 0.20%
EP22: (Jobo) 3419 6.49%
EP23: (Jobo) 488 0.93%
EP24: (Jobo) 237 0.45%
EP53: (Jobo) 149 0.28%
EP25: 4081 7.75%
EP26: 495 0.94%

Plaza Gumbolimbo

EP27: 518 0.98%

EP29: 1012 1.92%

Plaza Nabacuc:

PLZ N: 97 0.18%

Plaza Okpich:

PLZ O: 15 0.03%

Plaza Pom:

PLZ P: 7 0.013%
EPSS: 316 0.60%

Total : 52688 100.00%

Table 4.2: El Pilar Monumental Core Provieniencen@s and Percentages (Part 2)
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Tzunu'un - Elite Residential Unit # of sherds Percent ages:
Structure 1 23962 38.24%
Structure 2 10880 17.36%
Structure 3 2464 3.93%
Structure 4 4121 6.58%
Structure 5 7146 11.40%
Plaza 11859 18.92%
OPS 779 1.24%
TN5 820 1.31%
Chultun 75 0.12%
Looter's Trench 563 0.90%
Total: 62669 100.00%

Table 5: Tzunu’un Provenience Counts and Percesitage
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Domestic Units # of sherds

Chiik Nah

STR 1:

TT3 795
T4 1805
TT1 174
TT2 73
General Chiik Nah 32
Total: 2883
Cahal Tok - LDF - Chert site 4200

Limestone Quarry

Q 32
QUA 1091
Total: 1123
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Table 6: El Pilar Domestic Units Provenience Camd Percentages

Time Periods:

Total recorded Sherds: El Pilar Numbers El Pilar %

Unidentified Time Period 5,277 40.84%

Identified Time Period: 7,644 59.16%

Total: 12,921 100%

Identified Time Period Barton Ramie

Sherds: Numbers BR %
Middle Preclassic 456 5.97% 6,527 3.53%
Late Preclassic 672 8.79% 33,931.1 18.37%
General Preclassic 792 10.36% - -
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Early Classic
Late Classic
Terminal Classic:

Postclassic

Multiple Time Period Sherds

Total:

332

3,975

217

1,200

7,644

4.34%

52.00%

2.84%

0%

15.70%

100%

23,957

95,880.6

24,4155

184,710.8

12.97%

51.91%

13.22%

100%

Table 7:

Time Period Counts and Percentages
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EP

Ceramic Categories: EP Numbers: Subtotal EP %
uniD 233 - 1.80%
Body Sherds with Flanges 148

Generic Body Sherds 57 | |- 710 5.49%
Body: Handle: 105

Generic Base Sherds: 1032

Drum Base Sherds 6 || 1247 9.65%
Pod base sherds 199

General Bowl Sherds: 2100 - 16.25%
Everted Bowl Sherds 1166 - 9.02%
Incurving Bowl Sherds 942 - 7.29%
Jar Sherds 3910 - 30.26%
Plate Sherds 2281 - 17.65%
Tecomate sherds: 84 - 0.65%
Vase Sherds 189 - 1.46%
Incencario Sherds 9 - 0.07%
Lid Sherds: 49 - 0.38%
Miniature 1 - 0.008%
Total: 12921 - 100%
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Table 8: Ceramic Category Counts and Percentages

Appendix Il

Notes
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Sherd — Weight Assessment

The El Pilar provenience catalog is the place wiadreollected objects excavated at the El
Pilar site are recorded. This includes lithics, dmrceramics and other more exotic
complexes. Every entry gets classified by a clasie @s well as two specific and hierarchical
object codes. These tags exactly describe theddinthterial recorded and give additional
details in a hierarchical manner starting with gJasoving to objectl and object2.
Importantly, the provenience catalog, as the namegests, also records the exact location
where the recorded material comes from and meaits i@&covery. In the laboratory the
material is washed, weighted and counted and ¢n@z&tion is catalogued in a computer file.

In the catalog record keeping, many of the vergdarollections were processed in bulk; this
is especially true for the general ceramic bodydtand the unmodified chert flakes. Often
considered insignificant and relegated to the pitdjash, these were carefully catalogued in
the El Pilar Field Lab. In addition, the body stewere subjected to a routine bulk analyses
in a separate phase considering general attrilofitdsape and paste before they were
discarded. While the latter data are not consilbeze, we are interested in the collections as
a whole.

We can consider the El Pilar collections form tveogpectives: by weight and by frequency.
Here we calculate the total weight of the colleasio We consider the weight of the ceramics
and the potentially diagnostic ceramics as a ptapoof the total. As well we consider
Chert stone data and the shapes tools as a papoftihe total. We also consider the weight
and numbers for the obsidian collections from HEfiThese data provide a basis for
understanding the virtuosity of the collectionsanhd and the complexity and diversity of the
collections as a whole.

Given that there are some data where we only haighivor frequency, we can develop a
basis for estimating the average weight form the ddnere weight and frequency are given.
We can solve this problem as long as one of thevlalwes, weight or count, are present and
recorded. Itis based on a statistical concdfga#he median value. Using this method it is
possible to extrapolate the most likely value fitiner the weight of the sherds if the count is
given or vice versa.

In order to get a connection between the sherdtaohthe sherd weight one needs to first
determine the average weight of a sherd in theciidin. For that all entries that have both,
the count as well as the weight recorded, are usledther entries which are either weight or
count missing are disregarded at that point. Assadtep the total weights of all eligible
sherds in complete entries are summed up. Thédkligherds were all sherds called 1-90-xx
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through 1-95-xx, or in other words the unidentifteatly sherds that were only processed in
bulk and not on a singular basis. In the caseetihPilar project this was a fairly easy task
with the weights all recorded in an excel file thigh the “sum” function can be easily
applied to and the computer does the rest. Thdt rgas that all sherds from eligible entries
weighted together 568065.5 g or roughly 568 kg.

The next step is to get the total count of all deefhis is also easy since the same “sum”
function could be applied and the result was 5086H4e case of the El Pilar records. That
means 42079 excavated sherds weighted roughly .68 k

Now the total weight needs to be divided by thaltobunt to get the median or average
weight of a single sherd. This value was determindak 13.5g. One excavated sherd at El
Pilar had the weight of 13.5g on average. The gl amount of sherds used for these
calculations makes the result fairly accurate.
What remains is simple arithmetic.
When the weight is given the formula reads:

Weight / 13.5 = Count
When the count is given the formula reads:

Count x 13.5 = Weight
For example there is an entry that reads the wésght2.1 g. In order to determine the count
one simply divides 412.1g by 13.5. The result i$36 sherds. Of course there can not be
fraction of sherds, therefore it is rounded todbmplete number in this case 31. That means
the weight of 412.1g roughly equals the amountlo$i3erds.
This system allows for an estimated the deternonadif counts and weights extrapolating

based on known counts and weight form the existatg form archaeological collections.
This provides a thoughtful estimation for the recor
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Deutsche Zusammenfassung der Magister Arbeit inditigie / Altamerikanistik
mit dem Titel:
“The ancient Maya Ceramics of El Pilar — Charasters and Comparison”

Kapitel 1 - Einleitung

Die Arbeit beginnt im ersten Kapitel mit einer Hihfung zum Thema, in der die Wichtigkeit
von Keramik fur die Archaologie hervorgehoben wiltes weiteren wird der Zustand der
archaologischen Keramikstudien angesprochen, deth nder Meinung des Autors
verbesserungswiurdig ist. Es wurden zwar in denzéainten seit Beginn der modernen
Archaologie grof3e Fortschritte erzielt, aber diezdeé verwendeten Methoden sind in die
Jahre gekommen und bedirfen einer grundlegendenhblbag um wieder zeitgemal zu
werden. AulRerdem kdmpfen unterschiedliche AnsatzeMethoden eher gegeneinander als
miteinander an einem Strang zu ziehen, und diesnttett das Vorankommen der
Forschungen auf diesem Feld.

In diesem Umfeld kam ich, Christian Egerer, mit dehPilar Projekt in Bertihrung, das mir

einen direkten Zugang zu dem Feld der Keramikuantdnsng ermdglichte. Wahrend meiner
Arbeit wurde ich in die El Pilar-Methode eingefghrarbeitete ausfihrlich mit der

Keramiksammlung und hatte Teil an wichtigen Arbeign den Katalogen, in denen die
Daten gesammelt wurden. Meine Zusammenarbeit be2@0® mit einer Grabungskampagne
in Belize, setze sich 2004 mit einem AustauschiarJdiversity of California, Santa Barbara
fort, wurde von einem weiteren Aufenthalt in Belire2006 aufrecht erhalten und kommt
jetzt zu ihrem derzeitigen Hohepunkt, dem Schreitieser Magister Arbeit.

Die Arbeit umfasst vier Ziele, die der Reihe nangegangen werden:
1. Die Vorstellung des El Pilar Projekts und der Bi&tatte von El Pilar selbst.

6. Die Vorstellung, Erklarung und Beschreibung deiPiar Keramik-Methode

selbst.
6. Die Vorstellung der Keramiksammlung von El Pilar
6. Der Vergleich der El Pilar-Methode mit einer iardMaya Archaologie sehr

weit verbreiteten Methode Keramik zu untersuchddie-Type-Variety Methode von
James C. Gifford.

In der Folge wird kurz der Inhalt der einzelnen Kelpbehandelt, wie sie in der Arbeit
nacheinander folgen. Dabei ist zu beachten, daieser Zusammenfassung einzelne Aspekte
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der Arbeit Gberhoht herausgestellt sind , um damidierende Thema der Arbeit deutlich zu
machen und andere starker zurtckgestellt sindeslsn Wirklichkeit bei den einzelnen
Themata in der Arbeit selbst der Fall ist, um deargében fir den Umfang dieser
Zusammenfassung gerecht zu werden,

Kapitel 2 — Geographischer Hintergrund

Das zweite Kapitel widmet sich bereits dem erstesi der Arbeit — der Beschreibung der
Geographie in der die Arbeit angesiedelt ist inkleieiner ausfihrlichen Vorstellung der El
Pilar Maya-Statte.

El Pilar liegt auf einem Grat am Nordhang des ausladen Belize River Valleys. Es liegt
nicht nur in der Ubergangszone zwischen Belize Rivalley und den Central Maya
Lowlands, sondern auch direkt auf der politischeen@e der beiden Staaten Belize und
Guatemala. Der Ostteil von El Pilar — Pilar Sakentliegt auf belizianischem Territorium,
wahrend sich der wesentlich kleinere westliche Fd#lilar Poniente — auf guatemaltekischem
Hoheitsgebiet befindet.

Der Ostteil beinhaltet den Hauptteil des grol3en Woentalkerns, das architektonische
Zentrum der Statte. Der Monumentalkern wiederuth $&ih in zwei Teile, den stdlichen der
Nohol Pilar genannt wird und den ndrdlichen, derdman Pilar bezeichnet wird.

Der Sudteil wird von grof3en Platzen, gelaufig dé&z&s bezeichnet, dem spanischen Wort fir
Platz, beherrscht. Dort findet sich auch die ge$daza von El Pilar, Plaza Copal, mit einer
GrofR3e von 8525 m2. Zusammen mit Plaza Duende lsldeden Kern von Nohol Pilar. Plaza
Copal wird von den beiden gréf3ten Strukturen iPdr flankiert, den Pyramiden EP10 und
EP7. Dies gibt dem ganzen sudlichen Teil einen m@amialen Eindruck. Kleinere Plazas
sind um die beiden groRen herum gebaut inklusiveerei Ballspielplatz. Trotz dieser
kleineren, mehr abgeschotteten Teile ist der Gesadruck von Nohol Pilar der von
Offenheit, Zusammenkunft und Versammlungen. Eswail friiher das offentliche Zentrum
El Pilars.

Der Nordteil dagegen, Xaman Pilar, ist sehr verwinkind unzuganglich,also das genaue
Gegenteil von Nohol Pilar. Die dort vorgefundendazBs sind eher klein und &hneln mehr
Hofen als echten Platzen. Sie sind aufl3erdem - suadieiim Sudteil - meistens komplett von
Steinarchitektur umgeben. Das Zentrum von Xamaar B8t die sogenannte H'men Na, die
Akropolis von El Pilar. Diese Anlage wird als Palas die damaligen Herrscher von El Pilar
gedeutet. Allerdings ist der Begriff ,Palast hieslativ zu sehen, denn die Anlage besteht
gerademal aus drei Hofen und einer groRen Pyrar&iB@0, deren Plattform zugleich den
hdchsten Punkt von El Pilar markiert. Von einemaBaim europaischen Verstandnis kann
hier also keine Rede sein.

Der kleine Westteil des Monumentalkerns der miseine wahrend der Maya Zeit durch eine
erhoht gebaute Stral3e verbunden war, ist weitgeteadorscht. Man weil3, dal es dort eine
Plaza gibt, die von mehreren Strukturen umgebemnst dal3 sich dort auch ein weiterer
Ballspielplatz befindet. Allerdings werden weiteténtersuchungen und vor allem eine
Sicherung der Gebaude nach einer Ausgrabung duechndLage in Guatemala sehr
erschwert und somit bis auf weiteres nicht in Bettaezogen.

Neben dem Monumentalkern gibt es in El Pilar nothge weitere Strukturen in dessen
Umfeld. Die wichtigste davon ist der Wohnkomplexumg'un, in Maya der ,Kolibri“. Der
Komplex besteht aus 5 Geb&uden, die sich um eieettaten Platz anordnen. Gebaude 1 ist
das grof3te und diente als Empfangsort fir GastBesdcher. Gebaude 2 war ein nach Osten
ausgerichteter Tempel oder Schrein, in dem melBestattungen gefunden wurden. Gebaude
3 — 5 waren Plattformen aus Stein auf denen vetgéeg Hauser aus Holz und
Pflanzenmaterialen gebaut waren. Diese werdeniaés A&t Kiche oder Vorratshaus, als
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Schlafplatz der Bewohner und als eine mdgliche @mbgete Unterkunft fir den Herrn der

Anlage gedeutet..

Ein anderer sehr viel kleinerer Wohnkomplex wurtlerdalls gefunden und mit dem Namen
Chiik Nah versehen.

Die beiden restlichen Areale, denen besondere Blintbung zukam, sind die sogenannte
Larry DeForest Chert Site, kurz LDF, und ein K&dks-Steinbruch. Bei LDF handelt sich

um eine Grube, die mit Feuersteinsplittern gefétiund eine angrenzende Arbeitsplattform.
In der Grube wurden eine Million Splitter pro m3ngessen. Der Kalkstein Steinbruch

befindet sich in der Nahe von Tzunu'un und wurdeBrschaffung von Baumaterialien fur

diesen Wohnkomplex und fir den Rest von El Pilaweadet.

AulRer der El Pilar Statte werden noch weitere &dbehandelt. Dies umfaldt die Statten von
Uaxactun, Tikal und Holmul im Petén, Guatemala diedStatte von Barton Ramie im Belize
River Valley in Belize.

Kapitel 3 — Wissenschaftliche Einflufl3e

Das dritte Kapitel ist der Beginn der Behandlung deeiten Ziels der Arbeit, das zugleich
auch das umfal3endste der Arbeit ist — Der Vorsigllerklarung und Beschreibung der El
Pilar Keramik-Methode.

Eine wissenschaftliche Methode, wie sie hier vgtli@ntsteht nicht einfach aus dem Nichts,
sondern basiert immer auf friiheren Arbeiten uneénliegt auch Einflissen von diesen. Es ist
wichtig, diese Einflisse und den Hintergrund zurniem um eine solche Methode besser zu
verstehen. Daher werden genau solche zuerst ierdié&pitel untersucht und dargestellt,

bevor die El Pilar Methode selbst vorgestellt wird.

Der erste Teil des Kapitels widmet sich frihereeMen von Keramikstudien. Den Anfang
macht Harold S. Colton, der in den dreil8iger Jahdes 20. Jahrhunderts die sogenannte
Type-Variety Methode fur Keramik aus dem SudweskenUSA entwickelte. Diese Methode
basiert darauf, dal3 eine gewisse Anzahl von Atteibuzum Beispiel Farbe, Durchmesser
oder Dekoration zusammengefasst und als ein bestimhyp definiert werden Wenn, zum
Beispiel, ein Typ durch die Farbe rot, groRe Offpumd Dreiecksverzierung festgelegt ist,
dann gehoren alles Gefal3e die diese Eigenschadt@tzén zu eben diesem Typ. Ausnahme
bildet hier die Form von Keramikgefafl3en, die Colads Sonderattribut betrachtet hat. Die
Variety, zu deutsch Variante, entsteht dadurch, daf@ oder mehrere der vorgegeben
Attribute sich in manchen Gefalen andern; so zumpB# ist ein Gefass zwar rot und hat
eine groRe Offnung, allerdings ist es mit Kreiserziert statt mit Dreiecken. Dies stellt eine
Abweichung zum bestehenden Typ dar und wird alsaviee bezeichnet. Das bedeutet, daf3
die Charakteristiken einer Variante immer abharsyigl von dem jeweiligen Typ, dem sie
angehoren oder anders gesagt: sie sind dem Tyeotenet.

Diese Existenz mehrerer Ebenen in einer Klassibkamethode bezeichnet man als
taxonomisch. Eine taxonomische Klassifikation verdet mindestens zwei Ebenen, um in
mehreren Schritten die vorhandenen Gegenstéande Udéersuchung, in diesem Fall
Keramiken, zu sortieren und einzuteilen. Jedeitdfakler eine Aufteilung des Materials in
weitere Gruppen bewirkt, wird Taxon genannt. Diesiffan eines jeden Taxons im Geflige
des Systems ist einzigartig kann und nicht nachieBeh verschoben werden. Das
Verschieben eines Taxons bewirkt in den allermeigtéllen die Veranderung von dessen
Eigenschaften und somit eine Veranderung in dehafarissen des ganzen Systems.
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Eine Zeitgenossin von Colton war Anna O. Shepaeduditer anderem in Uaxactun Keramik
untersucht und klassifiziert hat. Sie geht einempiett anderen Weg. Sie lehnt die Type-
Variety ab und schlagt eigene Vorgehensweisen vbBiese sind wesentlich
naturwissenschatftlicher gepragt als die Type-Vrigie eher einen kunsthistorischen Ansatz
hat. Schon in den flinfziger Jahren des 20. Jahdrtsdat sie Untersuchungsmethoden wie
Petrographie und Rontgenrefraktur-Analyse vorgesmn. Aul3erdem legt sie groRen Wert
auf Formuntersuchung der Keramiken. Fur sie istrFeine der , wenn nicht sogar die
wichtigste Basis um Keramiken zu klassifizieren. tdpnechend basieren die zwei
Klassifikationsmethoden, die sie am meisten hetallissauf Form. Die eine heil3t Gefal3-
Kontur-Untersuchung, in der die Silhouette einedaGes betrachtet wird. Anhand von
Préasenz oder Absenz sogenannter Start- oder Entipuilendepunkte, Eckpunkten und
anderer Punkte werden die Gefalie in verschiedenpp@n eingeteilt. Die andere Methode
bedient sich der Geometrie und setzt die Formen KeramikgefalRen mit einfachen
geometrischen Formen wie Kugel, Quader , Zylinded anderen gleich, beziehungsweise
bildet zusammengesetzte Formen um komplexer ge¢o@etalle beschreiben zu kénnen.

Wahrend Anna O. Shepard ihre Forschungen in Mesaleemietrieb, forschte ein gewisser
James C. Gifford im selben Teil der Welt an seiegenen Methode um Keramik zu
beschreiben. Diese Methode basiert auf der Typéetyadie Colton eingefihrt hat, verandert
sie aber, um sie auf die Besonderheiten der Mayarii& einzustellen. Die Verdnderungen
sind so umfassend, dal} bei dieser Type-Varietyideim allgemeinen von ,Giffords Type-
Variety* geredet wird um sie von der urspringlicihdaethode von Colton fir den Stidwesten
der USA zu unterscheiden. Gifford richtete den Fog&einer Type-Variety wesentlich starker
auf Farbe und Dekoration der Gefal3e. Diese beidditoFen werden seine Basispunkte, auf
denen er seine Methode aufbaut. Aspekte wie Foembdi Colton noch wichtig waren,
werden nicht weiter verfolgt. Er verwendet aul3erdean wiederherstellbare Gefal3e als
Grundlage fur seine Klassifikation. Die Grundstwktder Typen als Bausteine der
Klassifikation und die Abhéngigkeit der Variantaron den Typen behalt er bei. Allerdings
fugt er eine weitere Ebene unterhalb der Variame die der ,Modes”. Ein ,Mode" ist ein
bestimmter Aspekt des Gefalles der sehr auffalligSis wird zum Beispiel eine bestimmte
Art von Gefal3fulRen als ,Mode" angesehen. Weitehant er oberhalb der Typen ein grol3es
Geflecht aus verschiedenen Gruppen, in denen $gpen unterschiedlich einsortiert werden
konnen.

Der zweite Teil des Kapitels widmet sich dem Ertitsteder Maya-Chronologie im Lauf der
Jahrzehnte. Begonnen wird mit Uaxactun, einer destén archaologischen Projekte im
Maya Gebiet. Es wird gezeigt wie die Fundumstaretekeeramik waren, die einen so grol3en
Einfluld auf das Verstandnis der Vorklassik der Magden sollten. Dartberhinaus werden
die Erkenntnisse von Anna O. Shepard und Robe®riith betrachtet, welche die ersten
diagnostischen Eigenschaften von vorklassischeraidée beinhalten. Als diagnostische
Eigenschaften werden spezielle Charakteristika Keramik bezeichnet, die sich dadurch
auszeichnen, dal3 sie einzigartig sind und dadureh genaue Zuordnung einer Keramik zu
einem bestimmten Zeitabschnitt ermoéglichen. Saust Beispiel bekannt, dal3 Keramik, die
sich bei Beriihrung wéchsern anfiihlt, nur in derk&ssik vorkommt. Dies bedeutet, jede
Keramik die diese Eigenschaft besitzt, stammt agrs\trklassik, wodurch sie eindeutig
zugeordnet werden kann. Solche diagnostischen &ipaften existieren faktisch fur jeden
Zeitabschnitt von der Vorklassik bis zur Nachkles@usammen mit Stelae, die zusammen
mit Keramik gefunden worden sind, samt der architelscher Datierung ist diese eine der
drei Pfeiler gewesen auf denen die Maya Chronojogie man sie heute kennt, basiert.
Andere wichtige Fundstétten die Chronologie betredfsind Tikal und Holmul.
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AbschlieRend in diesem Kapitel wird der Einflusss dengesprochenen auf das El Pilar-
Projekt und dadurch auf die El Pilar Methode selbetrachtet. Wer El Pilar Unterlagen
anschaut, die einen ersten Blick auf die Methodeatpeen, kann mit ziemlicher Deutlichkeit
feststellen, dal’ in Sachen Methodik Anna O. Shepaalvohl ihre Methoden wie auch ihre
Ansichten und Herangehensweisen einen grol3en Esfhatten. Type-Variety wird als
Methode an sich gar nicht berlicksichtigt. Andetsdigs im Fall der Chronologie. Dort
wurden selbstverstandlich solche fundamentalenndstgschen Eigenschaften, wie sie in
Uaxactun gefunden wurden, ibernommen. Aber in Sa€ieonologie wurde auch viel von
den Erkenntnissen der Type-Variety bertcksichtMan macht sich also alle gefundenen
Erkenntnisse Uber die Maya Chronologie zunutzestdurelche der etablierten Methoden sie
auch immer entstanden sind.

Kapitel 4 — Die El Pilar Methode

"Nachdem der Hintergrund ausfihrlich behandelt wurklann jetzt die Methode selbst
dargestellt werden.

Die Betrachtung beginnt mit den allgemeinen Chadtika der Methode. Grundsatzlich
erachtet die El Pilar Methode alle gesammeltenilitte als gleich wichtig, anders als die
Type-Variety, die ja besondere Aufmerksamkeit aeftimmte Attribute richtet und diese
Attribute in Typen zusammenfasst. Daraus resulgare Klassifikation die nur eine Ebene
besitzt und auch sonst keine hierarchischen Eimtgdn. Man spricht in diesem Fall von
einer paradigmatischen Klassifikation. Sie ist ewgssem Sinne genau das Gegenstick zur
taxonomischen Klassifikation. Eine paradigmatisklessifikation baut dimensionale Raume
auf, die mit Attributszustanden gefillt sind. EiDeamension kann zum Beispiel die Farbe
sein, oder die Form oder ein beliebiges andera#bAtteiner Keramik. Solange es drei oder
weniger Dimensionen sind ist eine graphische Diusig noch mdglich, danach geht nur
noch mathematische Darstellung. Attributszustanueerhalb einer Dimension sind die
maoglichen Eigenschaften, die eine Keramik innertatier Dimension haben kann, im Fall
von Farbe zum Beispiel rot, braun oder weil3. Hgrzu beachten, dal3 Attributszustande
exklusiv sind. Das heil3t, ein Gefal3 kann nichtuad weil3 gleichzeitig sein aber es kann
durch aus bei einem Mal rot sein und ein anderesriplar desselben Gefaldes kann zu einem
anderen Zeitpunkt weil3 sein. Die Einheiten einaiagigmatischen Klassifikation werden
durch Permutation gebildet, da3 heil3t jeder Attgbustand wird mit jeder Dimension
kombiniert. Dies bedeutet einen enormen Anstieg Kemmbinationen mit jeder neuen
Dimension oder jedem neuen Attributszustand. Senblee zwei Dimensionen mit zwei

Zustanden nur vier Méglichkeiten so sind es bel Brmensionen mit drei Zustanden bereits
27 und mit vier Dimensionen und 4 Zustadnden gaois@b6.

Obwonhl fur eine paradigmatische Klassifikation db&rweise mindestens zwei Dimensionen
mit zwei Zustdnden vorhanden sein mussen, gibtess Sbnderfall der eindimensionalen

paradigmatischen Klassifikation. Dieser Fall witd lndex bezeichnet und trifft zum Teil auf

die El Pilar-Methode zu.

Nachdem der allgemeine Charakter der Methode daijesurde werden als néchstes die
Kataloge vorgestellt, die im EI Pilar-Projekt in Iauch sind. Das ist erstens der
Herkunftskatalog in dem jedes Artefakt, das in BEarPgefunden wurde, aufgezeichnet ist.
Dies gilt nicht nur fur Keramik, sondern auch fleuersteine, Knochen und anderes
Fundmaterial. Der Umfang des Katalogs umfasst é@@00 Eintrdge und der Keramikanteil
macht etwa zwei Drittel aus. Zweitens gibt es denakik Katalog, in dem alle keramischen
Fundstiicke aufgezeichnet sind die erfolgreich sott wurden. Der Umfang dieses
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Katalogs betragt etwa 12000 Eintrage. Als drittetefog existiert noch der Formenkatalog,
in dem alle Keramikformen eingetragen sind, digjétzt in El Pilar identifiziert wurden. Der
Umfang belauft sich bis dato auf 370 Formen, Temdesteigend. Wahrend der
Herkunftskatalog der Ausgangspunkt fir die Methasie und der Keramikkatalog der
Endpunkt, kommt dem Formen Katalog eine besondeppelte Bedeutung zu. Er wird
wahrend der Anwendung der Methode zur UntersucldangScherben benutzt um die Form
zu identifizieren.Gleichzeitig dient er als Basis tlie Hauptsortierung der Keramik in die
GefalR Kategorien von EIl Pilar. Von diesen Kategomgibt es sieben: TrinkgefalRe, Krige,
drei Arten von Schuisseln, ein Maya-spezifischefifGedas Tecomate genannt wird und
Teller. Diese Kategorien sind die Haupteinteilunge El Pilar. Sobald einer Keramik eine
Formnummer gegeben wurde, wird sie damit autontaescer dieser Gruppen zugerechnet.
Dies kann man als eindimensionale Variante derdig@raatischen Klassifikation sehen.

Neben der Form werden noch eine ganze Reihe anditriliute aufgezeichnet, zum Beispiel
Farbe, Dekoration, Durchmesser und andere. Alledi¥erte werden dauerhaft behalten und
nicht in spateren Schritten fallengelassen.

Als nachsten Schritt in diesem Kapitel wird Gbez dirt der Datengewinnung berichtet. Die
El Pilar-Methode setzt hier auf starken GebrauahZahlen und Prozenten, da diese sehr viel
leichter nachzuvollziehen sind als individuelle Behnungen. So kdnnte man sagen ein Krug
sei rot, aber dies wirde zu Unsicherheit fihrens @ann fir ein rot gemeint sein kdnnte.
Wenn man stattdessen das Munsell Farben Systemerndel kann man mit Hilfe einer
Munsell Tabelle sehr leicht herausfinden, welclasmit 10YR 5/8 gemeint ist selbst wenn
man die Keramik selber nicht zur Hand hat. DieaekstNutzung von eindeutigen Zahlen und
Nummern fuhrt zu einem hohen Grad an Nachvollzidtég einem Ziel der El Pilar-
Methode.

Da Genauigkeit ebenfalls ein Ziel der El Pilar Math ist, wird nicht nur darauf geachtet wie
die Daten notiert werden, sondern auch auf welélneund Weise sie gesammelt werden. In
jeder Methode steckt natirlicherweise der mengaéilieaktor. Dieser kann unter Umstanden
zu groéReren Abweichungen fuhren, wenn es um digéictinung von Daten geht. Um dies
zu minimieren wurde ein sogenanntes Entscheiduagsminm entworfen, das aufzeigt wie
man eine Keramik nacheinander zu untersuchen tthivas in verschiedenen Féllen zu tun
ist. Neben einer Darstellung dieses Diagramms weadeh vier Szenarien durchgespielt um
zu veranschaulichen wie die Methode in verschied&itiationen funktioniert.

Abnahme und Aufzeichnung von Daten sind wichtigérie aber nicht alles. Mindestens
genauso wichtig wenn nicht sogar wichtiger ist Ideglerung und Aufbewahrung der Daten.
Wenn diese verloren gehen oder unubersichtlich evetdidet das gesamte Projekt, bis zu
dem Punkt wo alles umsonst war. Dessen waren gich die Mitglieder des El Pilar
Projektes bewusst und ergriffen MaRBnahmen dage8§an.bestehen in der Uberfiihrung
samtlicher Daten vom herkdmmlichen Papier auf mueledigitale Medien in einem
maoglichst frihen Stadium. Dies ermdglicht eine srehAufbewahrung an mehreren Orten
gleichzeitig, ebenso beliebig viel Kopien davon wertigen, andererseits erlaubt es den
gleichzeitigen Zugriff beliebig vieler Personen ai¢ gleichen Datensatze. Damit wird der
Zugang zu den Daten und der Umgang mit ihnen widefiexibler.

Digitale Medien machen jedoch nicht nur Aufbewalywmd Zugriff leichter, sondern auch
die weiteren Schritte in Analyse und InterpretatiDre existierenden Daten kdnnen zu einer
Datenbank zusammengeschlossen werden. Diese echittgicht nur die Entdeckung neuer
Verbindungen zwischen den vorher getrennten DatesisaSie erlaubt auch das Betrachten
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der Daten nach mehreren Aspekten schnell nacheznamtter sogar gleichzeitig. Der Effekt
ist ein erheblich dichteres Netzwerk und somit héh®etailgrad des Bildes, das von den
Daten geformt wird. Dies wiederum hat zur Folgd} de&e Ergebnisse einer Analys bedeutend
akkurater und genauer sein kénnen als in herkérhetidviethoden.

Kapitel 5 — Die El Pilar Keramik Sammlung

Da die El Pilar-Methode im vorherigen Kapitel adsfich vorgestellt und somit das zweite
Ziel der Arbeit erreicht wurde, steht nun das driftiel an: Die Vorstellung der El Pilar
Keramiksammlung. Dies kann gleichzeitig als Testetpen werden ob die Daten, welche die
El Pilar Methode erzeugt, brauchbar sind.

Es wird zunachst die Sammlung von drei Standasgedtiven her betrachtet: Der Herkunft,
der Zeitperiode und der Keramik-Kategorie. Fur Hierkunft wird der Herkunftskatalog
benutzt. Nach eingehender Untersuchung zeigt sicimeressantes Bild. Mehr als die Halfte
der Keramiken in der Sammlung kommt aus Tzunu'uth ouxr der kleinere Teil aus dem
wesentlich gréReren Monumentalkern. Dies hangt musen mit dem Umstand, daf}
Tzunu'un komplett ergraben ist wogegen beim Kerchnagele Areale unerforscht sind. Im
Kern ist ein Schwerpunkt der Herkunft Plaza CopaNbhol Pilar. Dies ist zu erklaren mit
den ausgiebigen Ausgrabungen in EP7 und der kotapléusrdumung eines Tunnels unter
dem Gebaude. Ein zweites Zentrum mit vielen Keréumitten ist die Akropolis von El Pilar.

Fur die Zeitperioden wird der Keramik-Katalog hegamogen. Es zeigt sich, dal3 die
frihesten Funde aus der Mittleren Vorklassik stamniBe komplette Vorklassik weist eine
umfangreiche Anzahl an Funden auf. Dagegen nimmatAthzahl der Frihklassik-Funde
verglichen mit der Vorklassik stark ab. Dies windgf @ine Problematik mit sehr selektiven
diagnostischen Eigenschaften bei Keramik in der hKassik zurlckgefuhrt. Viele
Frihklassik-Keramiken werden wohl nicht als solelnieannt weil eindeutige Charakteristika
weitgehend fehlen. Die Spatklassik dagegen besikmder eine grol3e Menge an
Keramikfunden. Die Spatklassik scheint eine Phase sehr hoher Aktivitat in El Pilar
gewesen zu sein, da die Spatklassik von allen defuen Perioden in El Pilar die meisten
Sticke besitzt. Bedingt durch den Kollaps der Miayder Endklassik nimmt auch in El Pilar
die Haufigkeit von Endklassik-Keramik ab im Vergleizur Spatklassik. Fir die Nachklassik
schlie3lich werden tUberhaupt keine Keramiken mefurgden. Es scheint, als ob El Pilar das
Schicksal von vielen anderen Maya Stétten teilt zunth Beginn der Nachklassik aufgegeben
wurde.

Fur die Keramik-Kategorien wird ebenfalls der Keiafatalog verwendet. In Bezug auf
Keramikgefal3e selbst ergibt sich folgendes Bilde Binzahl von Trinkgefal3en ist recht
niedrig, was zu erwarten war, da ja diese GefaBterms erst wirklich in der Spatklassik
Verbreitung finden und zweitens selbst in der Spa&tik als Elite und Prestigegtter
gehandelt werden und diese GefalRe selbst in detkl&ggik nur in gewissen Kreisen
verbreitet wurden. Kriige dagegen sind die Art voefdBen, die am meisten gefunden
wurden. Das deckt sich mit der Sicht, da9 dieséf&eNorratsbehélter aller Art waren und es
ja an sich immer Dinge, gab die gelagert und auéibetv werden muldten. Neben
Vorratsbehaltern muf3te es auch viele Gefal3e geleerur Zubereitung und Herstellung von
Nahrung und anderen Haushaltswaren dienten. DieggaBen haben bei den Maya die
Schisseln tibernommen und sind deshalb auch z&haemutreffen. Tecomate sind eher eine
Randerscheinung, aber da sie wichtig fur Datiersind werden sie trotzdem in einer eigenen
Gruppe gefuhrt. Abschlielend gibt es zu den Telkersagen, dald diese zu Servierzwecken
verwendet wurden. Kleine Teller oder Platten singcHaus haufiger zufinden, dagegen
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bleiben grol3e Platten und Teller die Seltenheit) sie nicht fir jedermann erschwinglich
waren und eher selten als Prestigeobjekte bei grGééagen eingesetzt wurden.

Soweit die herkdbmmlichen Untersuchungen. Allerdisghaffen es die Kataloge dank der
grol3en Atrributsfille, die von der El Pilar Methoeezeugt wurde, die Sammlung auch aus
anderen Aspekten zu betrachten. So ist es zum iBeisglich herauszufinden wieviele
Gefal3e Engobe besitzen und wieviele ohne gefundeden. Gefalle ohne Engobe sind sehr
haufig reine NutzgefalRe, wahrend jene mit Engobengeh Grad der Bemalung und
Verzierung eher in die Kategorie der Prestigeokjetdhlen konnen. Es ist auch zu sehen
wieviele von den Objekten der El Pilar Sammlung &eer Methode wie Giffords Type-
Variety komplett weggelassen werden wirden, da jesed nur dekorierte Gefalle
bertcksichtigt, wahrend sie mit Hilfe der El Pilstethode zu dem Datenpool beitragen
konnen.

Kapitel 6 — Vergleich zwischen El Pilar Methode undGiffords Type-Variety

Weil die Ergebnisse der El Pilar Methode so braachiaren wie das letzte Kapitel gezeigt
hat, ist erwiesen, dal} sich die El Pilar Methodedtet hat und kann nun mit einer der
etablierten Methoden verglichen werden, dem viediehder Arbeit.

Die beiden Methoden sind von Grund auf verschied@w El Pilar Methode ist eine
paradigmatische Klassifikation, wahrend die Typeidfst eine taxonomische Klassifikation
ist. El Pilar halt Form fur wichtig, wahrend GiftbiFarbe und Dekoration den Vorzug gibt.
Die El Pilar Methode versucht exakte, nachvollzeslebErgebnisse zu erreichen, wahrend
die Type Variety sich auf eher subjektive Eindrtiokel Ausdriicke verlasst.

Bei Zugrundelegung einer theoretischen, perfektssifikationsmethode als Mal3stab, dann
wird diesem die El Pilar Methode naher stehen giseTVariety. Allerdings muss auch das
Alter der von Gifford entwickelten Methode berlakgigt werden und die technischen
Neuerungen Uber die seitdem verflugt werden kanfRefdem war damals die Zielsetzung
viel eindeutiger und enger gesetzt als es heutdmtnals war es wichtig die Chronologie
herauszufinden, heute sind dazu noch viele andsepek&e gekommen und Chronologie ist
eher in den Hintergrund gertckt. Deshalb ist es Kéunder, dal3 die El Pilar Methode in der
Hinsicht fortgeschrittener wirkt.

Beide Klassifikationsmethoden besitzen inharente- \lmd Nachteile, die sich aus ihren
jeweiligen Systemen ergeben. Wahrend die El| Pilaethidde als paradigmatische
Klassifikation besser geeignet scheint mit den nefieforderungen an eine Klassifikation,
sollte die taxonomische Klassifikation in Form déiype-Variety nicht komplett
abgeschrieben werden, weil auch sie gewisse Velbeihgt. Als mogliches Zukunftsszenario
wird deshalb eine Verschmelzung der beiden Methaderiner neuen, welche die Starken
von beiden einbringt, vorgeschlagen Ein erstet Wes erfolgversprechend, den Rest muss
die Zukunft zeigen.

Kapitel 7 — Zusammenfassung
Alle vier Ziele der Arbeit, die am Anfang ausgegeb&urden, wurden erreicht.
Darlberhinaus hat das Erreichen aller vier Zielevitke, dal® ein Ubergeordnetes Ziel

ebenfalls erreicht werden konnte: Der Vorschlagreimuen Methode, die zwei bisher sehr
unterschiedliche Methoden vereint.
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Zur Zeit gibt es noch viele unterschiedliche Mettioddie mehr gegeneinander als
miteinander eingesetzt werden, aber nur eine dafiertund sinnvolle Vereinigung der
verschiedenen Stromungen kann den Keramikstudi#anheinen notwendigen und grof3en

nachsten Schritt zu gehen um ihrem Ziel, dem urefaden Verstandnis der Maya Keramik,
naher zu kommen.
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