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Abstract

This paper examines various lines of evidence for the classification and linguistic affiliation of writing at Late Preclassic
Kaminaljuyu. The linguistic evidence for the ethnic composition of the Maya highlands and Pacific slopes during the Late
Preclassic period points to contact among Ch’olan-Tzeltalan, Greater K’iche’an, and other non-Mayan languages, and to a
dominant political economic role of Ch’olan-Tzeltalan. The epigraphic evidence supports classifying the script together with the
Lowland Mayan script, and separately from the Epi-Olmec script, and hints at the presence of uniquely Ch’olan traits, some of
which have been pointed out by other authors. A comparison with contemporaneous texts of unambiguous Lowland Mayan
(Ch’olan or Yukatekan) affiliation suggests an overlap of orthographic, calligraphic, and semantic traits. Both lines of evidence
support the hypotheses that Ch’olan-Tzeltalan speakers were the innovators of the Maya script, and that such a development
perhaps took place in the Maya highlands. At the very least, the evidence points to a much closer relationship between the Maya
highlands and lowlands during the Late Preclassic than previously thought.

During the past few decades scholars have made significant strides
in the classification of the writing systems of pre-Hispanic Meso-
america. Most scholars now agree that there are two major script
traditions: the Oaxacan tradition, which gave rise to the Zapotec,
Teotihuacan, Xochicalco, Mixtec, and Aztec scripts; and the South-
eastern tradition, which gave rise to the Epi-Olmec, Izapa, El
Sitio, Takalik Abaj, Kaminaljuyu, El Portén, Chalchuapa, and
Lowland Mayan scripts (Coe 1957, 1976; Justeson 1986; Justeson
and Mathews 1990; Justeson et al. 1985; Marcus 1976, 1992;
Prem 1973; Taube 2000). But many questions remain to be ex-
plored in detail, such as the role of Olmec iconography and writ-
ing in the development of subsequent scripts, the role of diffusion
between scripts, the languages represented in some of the still
undeciphered scripts, and the degree of relationship between cer-
tain scripts.

This paper concerns the Kaminaljuyu script. Specialists have
yet to agree on the classification and linguistic affiliation of the
Late Preclassic Kaminaljuyu script. Four major positions exist on
the matter (Table 1). Some see it as more closely related to the
Classic Lowland Mayan script, perhaps even as its immediate
predecessor (Ayala 1983; Fahsen 1987, 1988, 1995, 1996, 2001;
Heath-Jones 1959; Justeson and Mathews 1990; Justeson et al.
1985; Marcus 1976; Mora-Marin 1996; Porter 1996; Prem 1973;
Thompson 1965). Others see a closer affinity with the Epi-Olmec
script and a likely Mixean affiliation (Coe 1976; Justeson and
Kaufman 1993). Still others suggest a mixed Epi-Olmec and Low-

E-mail correspondence to: davidmm@unc.edu

https://doi.org/10.1017/50956536105050029 Published online by Cambridge University Press

63

land Mayan script and a mixed Mixe-Zoquean and Mayan affili-
ation (Kaplan 1995; Kaufman and Justeson 2001). And a few
comment that it is simply premature to attempt to determine its
classification and linguistic affiliation (Coe and Kerr 1998; Kauf-
man and Justeson 2004).

Likewise, the linguistic affiliation of Late Preclassic Kaminal-
juyu remains uncertain (Table 2). Some linguists have favored
one of two ethnic groups (Campbell and Kaufman 1985; Kaufman
1976, 2000; Justeson et al. 1985): Mixean or Poqom. Other lin-
guists have presented evidence for the presence of Ch’olan
(-Tzeltalan) speakers in the Maya Highlands and Pacific slopes
during the Late Preclassic period (Campbell 1978, 1984, 1998;
Justeson and Fox 1989; Kaufman 2000). This evidence pertains to
the diffusion of ritual vocabulary and grammatical traits suggest-
ing that Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan) speakers were in close and intense
contact with speakers of highland Mayan languages such as Po-
gom and with speakers of non-Mayan languages such as Xincan
and Lencan, most likely during the Late Preclassic period, sug-
gesting a possible presence in the Maya Highlands (Campbell
1972, 1998; Justeson et al. 1985; Kaufman 1989).

In this paper I discuss evidence for the classification and lin-
guistic affiliation of the script and the sociolinguistic context of
Kaminaljuyu and other highland and coastal sites. I conclude: (1)
that the Kaminaljuyu script is more closely related to the Classic
Lowland Mayan script; and (2) that a Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan) model
for the linguistic affiliation of its texts is more likely than a
Mixean, Pogom, or Xincan model. More tentatively, I hypothesize
(3) that a subordinate Poqom ethnolinguistic majority and domi-
nant Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan) ethnolinguistic minority may have in-
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Table I. Summary of previous epigraphic proposals

Mora-Marin

Reference

Script Classification

Linguistic Affiliation

Heath-Jones (1959)
Thompson (1965)

Prem (1973)

Coe (1976)

Marcus (1976)

Kelley (1976)

Justeson (1978)

Ayala (1983)

Justeson et al. (1985)

Fahsen (1987)

Justeson and Mathews (1990)
Justeson and Kaufman (1993)

Ancestor of Lowland Mayan
“Clearly Mayan”
Intermediate

Not Mayan

Ancestor of Lowland Mayan
Ancestor of Mayan
Ancestor of Lowland Mayan
Lowland Mayan

Ancestor of Lowland Mayan
Lowland Mayan

Sibling of Lowland Mayan
Sibling of Epi-Olmec

No explicit comment

No explicit comment

No explicit comment

No explicit comment

No explicit comment

No explicit comment
Possibly Highland Mayan
No explicit comment
Possibly Lowland Mayan
Lowland Mayan

Mixean or Mayan
Mixean-Zoquean

Kaplan (1995)
Fahsen (1996, 2001)* Lowland Mayan
Mora-Marin (1996)* Lowland Mayan
Coe and Kerr (1998) Unclear
Kaufman and Justeson (2001)
Mora-Marin (2001, 2005, this paper)
Kaufman and Justeson (2003)

Lowland Mayan

Mixed Lowland Mayan—Epi-Olmec

Sibling of Epi-Olmec or Lowland Mayan

“Currently unspecifiable”

No explicit comment

Ch’olan

Possibly Ch’olan-Tzeltalan
Unclear affiliation
Mixean-Zoquean, Mayan, or both
Likely Ch’olan

“Currently unspecifiable”

“Based primarily on David Stuart’s suggestion of chi-CHAN spelling on Stela 10.

habited the site during the Late Preclassic period. Before presenting
this evidence, I provide a brief background to Late Preclassic
Kaminaljuyu and its corpus of texts.

LATE PRECLASSIC KAMINALJUYU

Kaminaljuyu, located in the Valley of Guatemala, enjoyed access
to a variety of strategic mineral and agricultural resources (e.g.,
obsidian, jadeite, cacao) and interregional trade routes (Figure 1,
Table 3). According to some authors, Kaminaljuyu developed into
a state-level polity during the first part of the Late Preclassic
period (ca. 400 B.c.—A.D. 100; Barrientos Q. 2000; Ponciano 2000;
Valdés 1997; Valdés and Hatch 1996; but see Michels 1979 for a
decentralized model of Kaminaljuyu structure), a process possibly

Table 2. Summary of previous linguistic proposals

Reference Linguistic Affiliation

Kaufman (1976)
Justeson (1978)

Mixean or Poqgom
Possibly Highland Mayan

(e.g., Q’eqchi’)
Possible presence of Ch’olan-Tzeltalan

in highlands/coasts
Campbell and Kaufman (1985) Likely Mixe-Zoquean
Justeson et al. (1985) Mixean or Ch’olan-Tzeltalan
Justeson and Fox (1989) Possibly Ch’olan-Tzeltalan (elites)
Justeson and Mathews (1990) Mixean or Ch’olan-Tzeltalan
Kaufman (2000) Mixean, Poqom, or Xincan

(base population)

Mora-Marin (2001) Pogom or Ch’olan-Tzeltalan
Mora-Marin (2005, this paper)  Possibly bilingual Poqom and
Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan)

Campbell (1984)
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marked by the extension of political control beyond the Valley of
Guatemala, possibly incorporating areas such as the Salama Val-
ley, by circa 400 B.c. (Sharer and Sedat 1973, 1987). It developed
a diverse sculptural and scribal tradition with strong links to sites
in the Pacific slopes of Chiapas, Guatemala, and El Salvador, and
the Maya Lowlands. The earliest texts from the Maya area, El
Portén Monument 1 (ca. 450-350 B.c.) and Kaminaljuyu Stela 10
(ca. 400-200 B.C.), postdate La Venta Monument 13 (ca. 600—-500
B.C.) and are contemporaneous with the Epi-Olmec text on the
Chiapa de Corzo sherd (ca. 300 B.c.). Then, during the Terminal
Late Preclassic period (ca. A.n. 100-200), a combination of inter-
nal and external factors that might have included the drying up of
Lake Miraflores and the circumscription by likely Greater K’iche’an
groups arriving from the highlands to the northwest, resulted in
the collapse of the site by circa A.p. 200. Kaminaljuyu’s sculptural
and scribal tradition with links to the Pacific coast and the Maya
Lowlands came to an end.

Federico Fahsen (2000:2) has shown that several sculptures at
Kaminaljuyu carved during this time show captive-display scenes,
which he suggests could be evidence of the military conflict that
may have led to the city’s collapse. The sites of El Portén and
Takalik Abaj experienced a marked decline, probably as a result of
the events at Kaminaljuyu, and their scribal traditions also come
to an end (Hatch et al. 2000). Evidence points to the outright
systematic destruction of all glyphic texts at the site, possibly
carried out by the invaders (Fahsen 2000), although internal con-
flict has also been suggested (Parsons 1986, 1988). If, as I pro-
pose later, Ch’olan and Greater K’iche’an (e.g., Poqom) speakers
co-inhabited Kaminaljuyu, such internal conflict may have been
of an interethnic nature. A major ceramic discontinuity is evident
in parts of Kaminaljuyu, suggesting that part of the population
was replaced; those who remained quickly assimilated culturally
to the new occupants (Hatch 2000). What happened after this is
not clear. Some suggest that the invasion of Kaminaljuyu resulted
in an elite diaspora of sorts, with consequences felt in the Maya
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Figure I. Location of Kaminaljuyu with respect to other Late Preclassic sites in the Maya Highlands, the Pacific coast, and the Maya
Lowlands.
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Table 3. Ceramic-phase chronology of Kaminaljuyu

Mora-Marin

Period Phase Major Events
Preclassic
Early Arévalos (1100-1000 B.cC.) Settlement around Lake Miraflores

Middle Las Charcas, Majadas, Providencia (1000—400 B.c.)
Late Verbena (400-200 B.c.)

Terminal Arenal (200 B.c.—A.D. 100)

Classic
Early Aurora (A.D. 200—-400)
Esperanza (A.p. 400-550)
Late Amatle (A.p. 550-800)

Esperanza (A.p. 800-900)

Social differentiation, Canal Miraflores, effective control
of labor, monumental public architecture, prestige goods

Statehood, possible incorporation of Salama Valley,
hieroglyphic script, Canal San Jorge

Drying up of Lake Miraflores, Canal Mirador, decline and
takeover, script tradition ends, elite diaspora, partial
population replacement

Population decline, texts are destroyed, Teotihuacanization

Population growth, end of Teotihuacan influence, new
sculptural styles, city abandonment

Lowlands and the Copan Valley. I revisit this topic at the end of
this paper. Next I describe the corpus of texts at Kaminaljuyu,
focusing on the characteristics of Stela 10.

CORPUS OF KAMINALJUYU TEXTS

The following texts make up the core of the Kaminaljuyu corpus:
Stela 10 (late Verbena phase, 400-200 B.c.), Altars 1 and 2 (early
Arenal phase, 200 B.c.—A.D. 1), Monument 65 (early Arenal phase,
200 B.c.—A.D. 1), Stelae 15 and 21 (late Arenal phase, A.D. 1-100),
and a jade earring (Esperanza phase, A.D. 400—600). As I argue
later, good reasons exist to suppose that the jade earring is an
ancestral heirloom dating to the Late Preclassic period; thus, a
more conservative range of circa 400 B.c.—A.D. 100 is preferable.
For decipherment this corpus is inadequate for three reasons: (1)
Most of the texts were intentionally destroyed, rendering them
illegible; (2) Even if the texts were in pristine condition, the small
sample size and the texts’ brevity would preclude a full decipher-
ment; (3) The evidence for the script has yet to be fully and ade-
quately catalogued, documented, and published. It is possible that
some of the known Late Preclassic portable texts may have orig-
inated in Kaminaljuyu, as suggested based on stylistic grounds by
Michael Coe (1973) and James Porter (1996). Because of these
obstacles, it is necessary to conduct comparisons between the best
example of the Kaminaljuyu corpus—namely, Stela 10—and other
early texts of known and unknown provenience from the Maya
area. Here I use a drawing of the text on Stela 10 that I have
prepared by tracing a rubbing and checking each glyph against the
original monument and a cast of the original monument made by
Ian Graham. Most of the conclusions I arrive at in this paper can
be reached by using two of the previously published drawings of
Stela 10.

Of the small corpus, Stela 10 (Figure 2a) is the most useful text
for four reasons. First, although it is incomplete, it has the longest
text in the corpus, consisting of two glyphic panels. The upper-left
panel probably contained about 21-25 glyph blocks, including the
oversize day count (Figure 2b; oversize day count is seen in Fig-
ure 2a). The bottom panel (Figure 2c; oversize day count is seen
in Figure 2a) is mostly legible, but incomplete. Taking into ac-
count the oversize day count (F1) and 40 glyph blocks in columns
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(G-J), and the room left below the tenth row of glyphs, it is likely
that another 24 glyph blocks were once present. The monument as
a whole may have had a total of about 90 glyph blocks. The fact
that the bottom panel is incomplete will be an obstacle to any
attempts at syntactic parsing of the text.

Second, more than half of the surviving text is legible. Only
six of the glyph blocks in the upper panel are fully or partly leg-
ible (A1, B6, C6, E4, D6, E6). The rest of the blocks are damaged
beyond secure legibility. In contrast, all but two of the glyphs in
the second panel (G10, J10) are fully or partly legible. In total
there are about 43 legible glyph blocks, some of which contain
more than one sign, and by my estimate the total number of dis-
tinct signs is about 38. In other words, the surviving sign inven-
tory is small. Given that it is quite likely that the script is
logosyllabic, like Epi-Olmec and Lowland Mayan, one would ex-
pect the total sign inventory to be about 400—600 signs, although
some typologically similar Old World scripts make do with fewer
signs (e.g., Elamite, with 100-140 signs for any given period;
Hieroglyphic Luvian, with 200-300 signs for any given period).
The evidence from Stela 10 is less than 10% of the estimate of
400-600 signs. Such a small sign inventory also constitutes a
major obstacle to decipherment.

Third, Stela 10 has calendrical data in the form of two oversize
day counts (A1, F1), one distance number (G1-H1), and two pos-
sible additional day counts (I4-J4 and J5-J6). The oversize day
counts are of problematic identification. It has been suggested that
they correspond to 7-MULUK and 8-OK/IX (Fahsen 1995; Ka-
plan 1995). However, most of the first day sign is missing, and the
remaining details are not obviously diagnostic of any known day
sign, including MULUK. The second day sign most clearly resem-
bles a gopher head (for MULUK) or a jaguar head (possibly for
IX), but most definitely not a dog head (for OK). These could
provide temporal constraints on the narrative and clues to the
discourse structure and the semantic content of the text that could
be exploited in the decipherment of the script and the text.

Fourth, the associated iconography (Miles 1965; Kappelman
1997; Parsons 1986) and the monument type (Kaplan 1995) could
provide further semantic constraints on the subject matter of the
text. Thus, the text most likely refers to the three depicted figures,
and possibly even to the dedication of the monument itself. The
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Figure 2. (a) Kaminaljuyu Stela 10 (drawing by James Porter, used by
permission of University of California, Berkeley, and John Graham).
(b) Upper glyphic panel on Stela 10: glyph columns B—E (preliminary
drawing by the author). (c) Lower glyphic panel on Stela 10: glyph
columns G—J (drawing by the author).


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0956536105050029

68

fact that one of the portrayed figures is female should alert us to
the likely presence of a female marker. And if the monument is
mentioned in the text, one would expect a sign or sign sequence
for “throne.” I describe the iconographic themes present on this
monument later.

PREVIOUS EPIGRAPHIC AND LINGUISTIC
PROPOSALS

Table 2 presents the major epigraphic proposals for the classifica-
tion and linguistic affiliation of Kaminaljuyu writing. They vary
significantly in the methods used and traits compared, and some
of them are mere suggestions that lack any supporting evidence.
The proposal that I consider to be the most methodologically
cautious and empirically supported is that by John Justeson and
colleagues (1985). They classify scripts by taking into account
shared formal traits that are not likely to be retentions from an
ancestral script or to be independently innovated by different
script traditions with no historical connection. They discuss seven
formal traits that allow them to distinguish between Epi-Olmec
writing and other script traditions in southeastern Mesoamerica
(as opposed to the traditions from Oaxaca and central Mexico,
which are likely derived from an ancestral Zapotec script), in-
cluding: double-column format, degree of variation in vertical
size of glyph block, pedestal below some day signs, enlarged
calendrical statements, Long Count dates, Long Count initial in
its column, and day coefficient to left in Long Count (Table 4).
Of these, only some are attested on Kaminaljuyu Stela 10. Just-
eson and colleagues (1985) point out that Stela 10 shows a double-
column format based on the sign sequence 15-MONTH at G1-
H1, a distance number (Ayala 1983). This format is unique to
Lowland Mayan writing; no other known script in the world
shows this format. Therefore, it is unlikely to be an independent
innovation, much less in two geographically adjacent cultural
subareas (i.e., Maya Highlands and Lowlands). Also, Justeson
and colleagues (1985) point out that, unlike Epi-Olmec texts, the
text on Stela 10 shows a regularized glyph-block size found also
at Takalik Abaj, El Baul, and in Lowland Mayan texts. And last,
the oversize day counts on Stela 10 show day sign pedestals, a
conventionalized design found only at Izapa, Takalik Abaj, and
the Maya Lowlands.

Mora-Marin

The results by Justeson and colleagues (1985), reanalyzed here
due to additional data, show a degree of agreement between Kam-
inaljuyu and Lowland Mayan writing of 80% in the traits com-
pared. By comparison, the Tuxtla Statuette, an Epi-Olmec text,
only shows a 43% agreement with Lowland Mayan writing, and
La Mojarra Stela 1, discovered after their monograph was pub-
lished, would fare no better. In other words, based on purely for-
mal traits that are unlikely to be historical retentions or independent
innovations, the Kaminaljuyu and Lowland Mayan scripts can be
said to be more closely related to each other than each one is to
any other script, and they are likely the same script.

What about the language represented in the text? Because the
same script can be used to represent different languages, we can-
not make a priori assumptions based on script identity. Epi-Olmec
texts represent an early form of Zoquean, a language subgroup
belonging to the Mixe-Zoquean language family (Figure 3a; Just-
eson and Kaufman 1993, 1997; Kaufman and Justeson 2001, 2004).
Classic Lowland Mayan texts represent languages that belong to
only two of the six major subgroups of Mayan languages (Fig-
ure 3b; Justeson and Fox 1989; Justeson et al. 1985; Lacadena and
Wichmann 1999, 2000): Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan) and Yukatekan. As
already explained (Table 2), Terrence Kaufman (1976, 2000) pro-
poses either Mixean or Poqom for the language spoken at Preclas-
sic Kaminaljuyu based on distributional evidence. In addition,
place-name distribution data discussed by Lyle Campbell (1972,
1998) suggest that Xincan speakers were present in parts of the
central and eastern highlands and Pacific slopes of Guatemala and
in contact with Mayan languages.

Nevertheless, four lines of evidence exist for the presence of
Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan) speakers in the Maya Highlands and Pacific
slopes.

First, Xincan and Lencan languages borrowed most of their
agricultural and commerce vocabulary from speakers of Ch’olan
(-Tzeltalan) (Table 5, set a). Some of these terms are particularly
suggestive of Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan) specifically, even when the term
itself is pan-Mayan. For example, the term for “bean,” Proto-
Mayan *kiinaq’, is found in Xinca as xn’ak, in Jicaque as sinak,
and in Honduran Lenca as t7"in(-ak). (Campbell [1984:8-9] uses
the symbol (x) to represent a voiceless laminal retroflex fricative
present in Xinca.) The initial fricative and affricate sounds in the
Xinca (/x/), Jicaque (/s/), and Honduran Lenca (/tz"/) forms are
consistent with borrowing from a Ch’olan-Tzeltalan reflex of Proto-

Table 4. Seven formal traits that distinguish the various script traditions in southeastern Mesoamerica

Lowland Takalik Tuxtla

Trait Mayan Kaminaljuyu Abaj El Badl Statuette
1. Double-column format + + + + -

2. Degree of variation in vertical size of glyph block® L L/M L L

3. Pedestal below some day signs + + + — -

4. Enlarged calendrical statements + + - + -

5. Long count dates + NA + + +

6. Long count initial in its column + NA + — -

7. Day coefficient to left in long count + - + - +
Traits in agreement + 4/5 6/7 4/7 3/7

Note: Based on Justeson et al. (1985:41) but modified to include only five of the twelve script traditions compared by those authors. NA, not

available.
4L, low; M, medium.
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Eastern
z e
o Zoque
Western
Zoque
; Zogquean
Sierra
Popoluca Veracruz
Texistepec Zoguean
Popoluca Mixe-
Zogquean
Tapachultec
Sayula
Popoluca
Mixaan
Mixe
Oluta
Popoluca
(a)
Proto-Mayan
Late Proto-Mayan
Wastekan
Central Mayan
Yukatekan /\
Western Mayan Eastern Mayan
ch'olan- Greater Greatear Greater
Tzeltalan Q’'anjob‘alan Mamean K'iche’an
Chiolan Tzeltalan

T R

Western Ch'olan Easter Ch’'olan

e Gl N

ch'ol Chontal Ch'olti’

(b)

Ch'ertir’

Figure 3. Language familes represented in Epi-Olmec and Lowland Mayan texts. (a) Mixe-Zoquean. (b) Ch’olan-Tzeltalan and

Yukatekan.

Mayan *kiinag’ in which the Ch’olan-Tzeltalan shift of *k to ch
(Kaufman and Norman 1984:83—-84) had already occurred. While
no such term is present in Ch’olan, probably due to loss, it is
reconstructed to Proto-Tzeltalan as *chenek’, a form that attests to
the *k > ch shift (in addition to showing a case of vowel assimi-
lation). Given that Xinca, at least, has word-initial k, even in front
of the vowel i, as shown by the loan kii’wi ‘market’, it is likely
that it borrowed the term for “bean” from Ch’olan-Tzeltalan dur-
ing a time when the Ch’olan-Tzeltalan *k > ch shift had occurred.
Interestingly, Kaufman (2000) has suggested that Xincan bor-
rowed its basic word order with the verb at the beginning of the
sentence from Mayan speakers, though not necessarily from
Ch’olan-Tzeltalans, since Proto-Mayan is reconstructed with verb-
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initial basic word order (England 1991). However, the likely
Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan) loan words, and the implied political domi-
nance of Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan) speakers, could suggest that it was
Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan) speakers who provided the stimulus for that
change.

Second, various Highland Mayan languages may have bor-
rowed phonological and grammatical innovations from Ch’olan
(-Tzeltalan) (Table 5, set b; Kaufman 1976, 1989), such as the
phonological shift of Proto-Mayan *r to y. While the non-Ch’olan
languages invoked in Table 5, set b are from the northwestern
highlands of Guatemala and into Chiapas, Mexico, they support
the proposition that Ch’olan-Tzeltalan speakers were highly influ-
ential throughout the region. Nevertheless, some of the phonolog-
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Table 5. Historical linguistic data supporting interaction between Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan) speakers and speakers of Highland Mayan languages
such as Pogom and non-Mayan languages such as Xincan and Lencan

Set Term/Innovation

Borrower

Donor

a®  ‘market, patio’

Xincan kii'wi

Chuj, Tojolob’al, Q’anjob’al, Akatek, Jakaltek/Popti’

‘to buy’ Xincan kunu

‘witch (brujo)’ Jumaytepeque Xincan wiyi

‘wall’ Xinca pak’-ah, pak(’)i

‘bean’ Xinca xin’ak
Honduran Lencan sinak
Jicaque 1z"in(-ak)

‘avocado’ Jicaque sit

‘coatimundi’ Jicaque tzotzon, tz’ol
Honduran Lencan xuxumi

‘opossum’ Jicaque hutz

‘crab’ Jicaque hop

‘bee, honey’ Honduran Lenca xapu

b® *k > ch Chuj, Tojolob’al

*q() > k() Chuj, Tojolob’al

*n >n Tojolob’al, Q’anjob’al, Akatek

>y

*V: >V

‘cedar’, *k > ch
‘tree’

Chuj, Tojolob’al, Q’anjob’al, Akatek, Jakaltek/Popti’

K’ICHE’AN
chakalte’ ‘cedar’ (expected kag-al-che’)
k’oste’ ‘madre de cacao’ (expected che’), k’ante’

Western Mayan *k’iwik

Western Mayan *koon

Western Mayan *aaj way

Ch’olan *pahk’ < Ch’olan-Tzeltalan *pahk(’)
Tzeltalan *chenek’ < Proto-Mayan *kiinaq’

Ch’olan-Tzeltalan *#zitz
Ch’ol tz’utz’ub’, Tzeltalan *tz’u(h)tz’um-chab’

Ch’olan-Tzeltalan *’'uch < Proto-Mayan *huht”’
Ch’olan *hop ‘to move like crabs, ants, bugs’
Ch’olan *chab’ < Proto-Mayan *kaab’

Ch’olan-Tzeltalan *k(*) > ch(’)
Ch’olan-Tzeltalan *q(*) > k(’)
Ch’olan-Tzeltalan * > n
Ch’olan-Tzeltalan *r >y
Ch’olan-Tzeltalan *V: > V

CH’OLAN(-TZELTALAN)
chak-al ‘red’ + te’ ‘tree’

‘tree the roots of which make a yellow dye’

(expected che’)
‘yellow’, ‘mouth’

k’anti’ ‘poisonous snake’ (expected g’an + chi’)

k’an ‘yellow’ + ti’ ‘mouth’

‘house’ sohot jaxna’ ‘a tree used to make houses’ nah ‘house’
(expected xah ‘house’)
‘snake’ kelchan ‘a viper’ (expected kaan) chan ‘snake’

sak’alchan ‘a kind of worm’ (expected kaan)

First month name
Fifth month name
Thirteenth month
Fourteenth month

(Kanhalam) in Poqomchi’
(Kazeu) in Poqomchi’
(Chantemac)

(Uniu)

dY  Restructuring of second person plural  Yukatekan, Ch’olan
Split of Proto-Mayan *b’ into b’ and p’

Split ergativity Ch’olan, Yukatekan

Ch’olan-Tzeltalan, Yukatekan

(-canhalib)
(Cazeu)
(Chantemat)
(Uniu)
Poqom?
Poqom?
Poqom?

*The data from Xinca, Lenca, and Jicaque are compared with the Mayan data in Campbell (1984:8).

bBased on Josserand (1975) and Kaufman (1976, 1989).

“Based on Justeson et al. (1985), Justeson and Fox (1989), and Justeson and Campbell (1997). The use of “()” is reserved for linguistic attestations in Colonial documents.
dBased on Justeson et al. (1985), and Kaufman (1989), who cites Martha Macri as the originator (ca. 1987) of the idea that Poqom might be the source of the first two inno-

vations listed in Table 5, set d.

ical changes mentioned in Table 5, set b (e.g., V: > V, p > n) are
common and natural changes, from a cross-linguistic point of view,
that may not need to be explained in terms of diffusion.

Third, various highland Mayan languages borrowed ritual and
commercial vocabulary from Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan). Poqom bor-
rowed several of its month names from Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan)
(Table 5, set c; Justeson and Campbell 1997; Justeson and Fox
1989; Justeson et al. 1985). Among these are terms such as (Uniu)
for the fourteenth month name, which reflects the Ch’olan phono-
logical innovations of *oo > uu and *ee > ii, given that Q’anjob’al
attests to onew (Justeson and Campbell 1997:48).

Fourth, Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan), as well as Yukatekan, may have
borrowed or acquired certain grammatical innovations from Po-
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gom starting in the Late Preclassic period (Table 5, set d; Justeson
et al. 1985; Kaufman 1989; personal communication 1987 from
Martha Macri to Terence Kaufman). These include the develop-
ment of split ergativity, the split of Proto-Mayan *b’ into *b” and
*p’, and the restructuring of the second person plural, as summa-
rized in Kaufman (1989). (Even though Yukatekan could have
served as an intermediary for the spread of these features from
Pogom to Ch’olan[-Tzeltalan], the presence of Ch’olan[-Tzeltalan]
loan words in Xincan and Lencan suggests that Ch’olan[-Tzeltalan]
was in fact in the highlands and Pacific slopes and could have
acquired the Poqom innovations directly. More research is needed
to determine whether these innovations originated in Poqom and
to test whether they were acquired first by Ch’olan-Tzeltalans or
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Yukatekans.) The Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan) loan words in Pogom and
the possible grammatical borrowings of Poqom in Ch’olan
(-Tzeltalan) suggest that Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan) speakers were in con-
tact with these ethnic groups in the central and eastern highlands
and Pacific slopes of Guatemala and northwestern El Salvador. In
fact, J. Kathryn Josserand (1975) and Nicholas Hopkins (1985)
make a good case for the presence of Ch’olan speakers at Chal-
chuapa based on strong ceramic ties between that site and the
Floral Park complex in Belize during the Late Preclassic and Pro-
toclassic periods. Furthermore, the transfer of Poqom phonologi-
cal and morphosyntactic innovations into Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan)
suggests that Pogom and Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan) were in very close
interaction, possibly involving bilingualism, though this topic re-
quires a great deal more research.

Interestingly, Hopkins (1985) has suggested that various fea-
tures of Ch’olan that were apparently borrowed from Yukatekan
could have resulted from a situation in which a fraction of the
large population of Yukatekan speakers in the Maya Lowlands
began to shift to Ch’olan, which was likely spoken by a small
population that was nevertheless more politically influential. Thus,
while Yukatekan speakers (political substratum) borrowed ritual
and political terminology from Ch’olan speakers (political super-
stratum), Ch’olan acquired Yukatekan grammatical traits from
Yukatekan speakers that shifted to Ch’olan.

It is possible that a similar process of substratum language
shift could have resulted in the acquisition of Poqom phonological
and morphosyntactic innovations by Ch’olan speakers at the same
time that Poqom speakers were borrowing prestige terminology
from Ch’olan speakers. If close contact between Poqom and
Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan) speakers did take place, the most likely places
for such interaction would be Kaminaljuyu and El Porton. In other
words, given the direction of diffusion of the ritual vocabulary, it
seems that Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan) speakers were more powerful than
the Pogom speakers, suggesting highland communities made up
of a superstratum Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan) elite minority and a substra-
tum Poqom commoner majority. A fraction of this Pogom popu-
lation may have shifted to Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan), transferring Poqom
phonological and grammatical innovations into Ch’olan(-Tzeltalan)
in the process, although it is possible that Ch’olan speakers bor-
rowed those innovations from Poqom without Pogqom-to-Ch’olan
language shifting. In any case, the most likely hypothesis for the
linguistic affiliation of Kaminaljuyu writing is a Ch’olan
(-Tzeltalan) hypothesis. But is this hypothesis borne out by the
epigraphic data?

NEW EPIGRAPHIC EVIDENCE
AND IDENTIFICATIONS

As amatter of fact, the epigraphic evidence supports a Ch’olan hy-
pothesis directly by the presence of possible Ch’olan phonological
innovations in the text of Kaminaljuyu Stela 10, and indirectly by
the presence of formal, stylistic, and graphemic correspondences
between Stela 10 and other Late Preclassic texts. Some of these other
texts are written in a Lowland Mayan (Ch’olan or Yukatekan) lan-
guage but of unknown provenience, as well as Late Preclassic texts
from the Maya Lowlands, which almost certainly represented a
Ch’olan language. Here I present six major types of evidence, some
of which I have discussed elsewhere (Mora-Marin 2001).

First, in what could amount to direct phonological evidence for
a Ch’olan affiliation, David Stuart (personal communication 1999)
has suggested that the sign sequence at J5-J6 could spell 10-chi-
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CHAN for 10 Chijchan or 10 Chikchan (Figure 2c), where the
sign at I5 formally corresponds to T671, a Classic Lowland Ma-
yan syllabogram chi also with the logographic value MANIK’
‘ritual day name.’ This term can be analyzed etymologically into
Ch’olan chij ‘deer’ from Proto-Mayan *kehj, and Ch’olan chan
‘snake’ from Proto-Mayan *kaap; the term chijchan means “boa
constrictor.” In Highland Mayan languages generally, including
Poqomchii’, this day name is (Can). And Tzeltalan did not under-
go the *ee > *ii > *j shift undergone by Ch’olan (Kaufman and
Norman 1984), suggesting that this spelling points to a Ch’olan,
not a Ch’olan-Tzeltalan, innovation. The parallel *oo > *uu > *u
shift in Ch’olan is attested indirectly in the use of the T548 TUN/
HAB’ logogram with the Initial Series Introductory Glyph on Taka-
lik Abaj Stela 2 (236-19 B.c.; Justeson and Mathews 1983; Mora-
Marin 2001:253). The attestation of the *ee > ii > i shift on Stela
10 suggests this shift had taken place by circa 200 B.c. In other
words, if Stuart’s reading of chi-CHAN on Stela 10 is correct,
Ch’olan-Tzeltalan had already split into separate Ch’olan and
Tzeltalan branches by circa 300-200 B.c. Stuart also suggests that
the sign sequence at 14-J4 could spell 6-?-IMIX. The sign at J4b
indeed resembles T501 IMIX. Interestingly, if one counts five
consecutive days starting from 6 Imix one reaches 10 Chikchan.
Stuart’s proposal thus has internal support. Also, in my opinion,
the sign at J4a resembles T78 te/TE’ and if so it could represent
the numeral classifier =te’. (Stuart [personal communication 1999]
regards the sign at J4a as T86 NAL and suggests that it was part of
the spelling of the day name itself.) If correctly identified as rep-
resenting =te’, such a classifier supports a Ch’olan or Yukatekan
affiliation but not an Eastern Mayan affiliation, given that it is
only attested in Ch’olan and Yukatekan (Justeson and Campbell
1997:48). Interestingly, Poqomchi’ attests to this classifier, though
in the context of the month name (Chantemac), which was bor-
rowed from Ch’olan and is intractable in Pogomchi’ morphology
(Table 5, set c).

Second, regarding formal traits, Stela 10 (Figure 4a), Takalik
Abaj Stela 53 (Figure 4b), and El Mirador Stela 2 (Figure 4c)
show a regularized glyph-block size, a double-column format, and
a light incision style. The double-column format for Takalik Abaj
Stela 53 can only be presumed, since not enough of the texts on
Takalik Abaj Stela 53 and El Mirador Stela 2 has been preserved
to confirm it, but the regularized glyph-block size supports this
assumption. Justeson and colleagues (1985) argue that Chal-
chuapa Monument 1 shows a double-column format. This is likely,
they point out, because the text was inscribed on paired raised
panels, each panel making up a glyphic column. However, the
poor preservation of the text does not allow it to be confirmed.
That the Takalik Abaj script was closely related to the Lowland
Mayan script has also been demonstrated by Justeson and col-
leagues (1985), who point out that it agrees with Lowland Mayan
writing in five of the seven formal traits compared (i.e., low de-
gree of variation in vertical size of glyph block, pedestal below
some day sings, long count dates, long count initial in its column,
and day coefficient to left in long count). A few years after their
writing, Takalik Abaj Stela 53, with the likely double-column for-
mat, was discovered (Orrego Corzo 1990). With this discovery,
the Takalik Abaj script resembles the Lowland Mayan script in six
of the seven formal traits compared (86% agreement). This sug-
gests that—at, least formally—the same script was in use in the
Maya Highlands, Pacific slopes, and Maya Lowlands during the
Late Preclassic period. Stylistically, these three monuments also
share traits: fine incisions, small glyphs, and the use of a whole
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Figure 4. Late Preclassic monuments in addition to Kaminaljuyu Stela 10 with regularized glyph-block size, double-column format,
and light incision style. (a) Detail of lower glyphic panel on Kaminaljuyu Stela 10. (b) Abaj Takalik Stela 53 (photograph from Orrego
Corzo 1990). (c) El Mirador Stela 2 (drawing from Hansen 1991). (d) Example of Early Classic carved vase from Maya Lowlands
(drawing from Berjonneau and Sonnery 1985).

glyph block to represent bar-and-dot numerals. There is at least
one Early Classic Mayan text present on a carved bowl with a
numeral expressed this way (Figure 4d), representing both an ar-
chaism and probably a shorthand notation strategy that was pre-
served in the Postclassic codices.

Third, regarding calligraphic and graphemic traits, Stela 10
shares more signs with Lowland Mayan writing (Figure 5) than
with Epi-Olmec writing (Figure 6), and the calligraphic style of
the signs shared with both scripts in general supports a closer
affinity to Lowland Mayan. Porter (1996) states that “ten of these
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twenty six glyphs are identical to Classic Maya forms ([C3, D6,
G1, G3, G4, G7,J4,17,18, and J9]),” but adds that “sixteen of the
twenty six identifiable glyphs also appear in Macri and Stark
(1993).” Kaufman and Justeson (2001:31) note that The “Kami-
naljuyu script has some signs known from both Mayan and epi-
Olmec writing, others from Mayan but not epi-Olmec, and still
others from epi-Olmec but not from Mayan,” but they do not
elaborate. I have pointed to several signs with Lowland Mayan
and Epi-Olmec stylistic and calligraphic cognates (Mora-Marin
1996:90-102), but due to revisions of the drawing since then, I
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Set | Kaminaljuyu Stela 10 Lowland Mayan Epi-Clmec
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(c)

(f)

Figure 5. Signs on Stela 10 that show a calligraphic style more similar to that of Lowland Mayan texts than to that of Epi-Olmec
texts (drawings by the author).
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Set | Kaminaljuyu Stela 10

Epi-Olmec

Lowland Mayan

éﬂ

(b)

Sl

Figure é. Signs on Stela 10 that show a calligraphic style more similar to that of Epi-Olmec texts than to that of Lowland Mayan

texts (drawings by the author).

have changed my mind about a few of them. I now think that
glyphs H1/17, H3, H4, G5, H7, 11, 13, J3, 16, and J9 bear a closer
correspondence with Lowland Mayan counterparts, while glyphs
H2, G4, and H10/J2 bear a closer correspondence with Epi-Olmec
glyphs. One of these, G4 (Figure 6b), was pointed out to me by
Justeson and Kaufman (personal communication 1997) as resem-
bling an Epi-Olmec sign.

It is possible that graphemic and calligraphic resemblances
with Epi-Olmec signs could simply be the result of shared reten-
tions from a common ancestral script or the result of diffusion.
Indeed, several Late Preclassic unprovenienced portable texts
that are clearly Lowland Mayan in script and language show
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close resemblances to Epi-Olmec calligraphic conventions. For
example, several of the glyphs on the Dumbarton Oaks quartzite
pectoral (Coe 1966, 1976; Mora-Marin 1996, 1997, 2001) show
the characteristic angular and rectilinear traces of Epi-Olmec
glyphs, as a comparison of the rendering of the mouth and eye of
the glyphic head on Figure 7a with the Epi-Olmec glyph on
Figure 7b shows. At the same time, some signs from the Dumb-
arton Oaks quartzite pectoral (Figure 7¢,d) show curvilinear traces
more characteristic of Lowland Mayan writing (Figure 7e). More-
over, the text on the pectoral shows a Ch’olan or Yukatekan
affiliation (Figure 7f): among other pieces of phonological and
grammatical evidence present in it, and which I describe in detail
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Figure 7. Curvilinear and angular/rectilinear calligraphic
styles. (a) From Dumbarton Oaks quartzite pectoral (draw-
ing by the author). (b) From La Mojarra Stela 1 (drawing
by the author based on original monument). (c) From
Dumbarton Oaks quartzite pectoral (drawing by the au-
thor). (d) From Dumbarton Oaks quartzite pectoral (draw-
ing by the author). () From Pomona jadeite flare (drawing
by this author). (f) From Dumbarton Oaks quartzite

elsewhere (Mora-Marin 2001), it bears a spelling u-ya ... for
the third person prevocalic ergative prefix uy-, a Ch’olan and
Yukatekan innovation not attested in any other Mayan language.

Interestingly, several glyphs present on Kaminaljuyu Stela 10
(Figure 8a—c), the Dumbarton Oaks quartzite pectoral (Fig-
ure 8d-f), and the Hatzcap Ceel diorite ax from Belize (Fig-
ure 8g) share a calligraphic trait that distinguishes them from
Epi-Olmec glyphs (Figure 8h): the rectangular ear ornament on
glyphic heads is centered rather than located along the base of the
head. However, the Dumbarton Oaks pectoral (Figure 8f) and the
Hatzcap Ceel ax (Figure 8g) attest to the circular elements asso-
ciated with the rectangular ear ornament on the back of the head
on the Epi-Olmec glyph (Figure 8h). These circular elements are
likely representations of beads, as suggested by the glyph on the
Pomona jadeite flare shown in Figure 8j. However, the Pomona
flare, Hatzcap Ceel ax, and Dumbarton Oaks pectoral versions of
this ear ornament motif lack the “smoke stacks” present on the
Epi-Olmec cognate. Thus, the early texts from Kaminaljuyu Stela
10 and the Dumbarton Oaks quartzite pectoral show a much closer
similarity to the Pomona jadeite flare, which is undeniably Low-
land Mayan. It is possible to see from the examples how this trait
evolved gradually during the Late Preclassic and Protoclassic pe-
riods in the Maya Highlands and Lowlands, and further paleo-
graphic research will benefit from examining these elements and
motifs in more detail.

As mentioned earlier, the jade earring from Kaminaljuyu found
in an Esperanza-phase context is likely not Early Classic but Late
Preclassic in age (Figure 9a). It is likely that the style of the
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pectoral showing spelling u-ya-AK’(AB’) for Ch’olan/
Yukatekan uy-ak’(a)b’(~al) ‘his/its tongue/ / darkness’ (draw-
ing by the author).

glyphs on the earring predates the Esperanza phase, supporting
the idea that it was an heirloom. While the form of T533 present in
the Foliated Ajaw glyph on the jade earring (Figure 9b) is similar
to that found on the Kendal jadeite ax from Belize (Figure 9c¢), it
is essentially the same form as that on Kaminaljuyu Stela 10 (Fig-
ure 9d), if we take into account the fact that the latter version was
made to fit into a very restricted horizontal space. It is possible
that the Kendal ax dates to the Protoclassic period, possibly to
circa A.D. 100-200; if it does, the form of the glyph on the Kam-
inaljuyu jade earring, which resembles more closely that on Stela
10 from the same site, is possibly earlier than that on the Kendal
ax. In addition, the BIRD.HEAD glyph on the jade earring (Fig-
ure 9e) is present on the Late Preclassic Jade Musem (Costa Rica)
jadeite spoon text and is shown in a similar calligraphic style in
both (Figure 9e,f). Also, the jade earring mentions the name STEP-
SHARK, as Nikolai Grube and Erik Boot pointed out to me inde-
pendently (Figure 9g). If it is the same STEP-SHARK or EB’-
XOK in Lowland Mayan known as the founder of Tikal (Figure 9h),
then a date of circa A.n. 90-100 is possible (Martin and Grube
2000; Mora-Marin 2001:250). The jade earring is possibly a some-
what later product of the same scribal tradition that produced the
Dumbarton Oaks pectoral, the Peabody Museum jaguar figurine,
the unprovenienced clamshell pendant, and the Jade Museum jade-
ite spoon. If this is the case, then such a tradition most likely
would have been Ch’olan, as discussed earlier (cf. Figure 7f).
Fourth, an interesting question emerges at this point: is the
script on the Dumbarton Oaks pectoral more closely related to
that of Kaminaljuyu or to that of the Maya Lowlands? Part of the
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Figure 8. Comparison of ornamentation behind ear on glyphic heads from Kaminaljuyu Stela 10, Dumbarton Oaks quartzite
pectoral, Hatzcap Ceel diorite ax, La Mojarra Stela I, and Pomona jadeite flare. (a) H6 from Kaminaljuyu Stela 10. (b) I from
Kaminaljuyu Stela 10. (c) 18 from Kaminaljuyu Stela 10. (d) Glyph from Dumbarton Oaks quartzite pectoral. (¢} Glyph from
Dumbarton Oaks quartzite pectoral. (f) Glyph from Dumbarton Oaks quartzite pectoral. (g) Glyph from Hatzcap Ceel diorite ax.
(h) Glyph from La Mojarra Stela 1. (j) Glyph from Pomona jadeite flare (all drawings by the author).

answer lies in a series of graphemic correspondences between the
set of unprovenienced portable texts that are undoubtedly the prod-
uct of the same scribal subtradition that produced the pectoral
(Coe 1973, 1976; Mora-Marin 1996, 2001), on the one hand, and
the texts on Kaminaljuyu Stela 10 and the Kaminaljuyu jade ear-
ring, on the other. Two unprovenienced portable texts share a
sequence of signs with Stela 10 (Figure 10). The first of these
signs represents a mountain with a cave underneath (Figure 10a—c),
as supported by iconographic evidence (Figure 10d—f). Indeed,
these signs share the following attributes: sprouting vegetation on
the top; a single or double diagonal band; and an optional set of
additional elements along the base, including striations and a con-
cave element resembling a cave. These attributes are generally
found in the representation of caves or platforms elsewhere in
Mesoamerica (Figure 10e,f).

I will stop for a moment to make an observation: the MOUN-
TAIN signs in the portable texts and those on Stela 10 are more
similar to one another than any of them is to Epi-Olmec MOUN-
TAIN or Classic Lowland Mayan MOUNTAIN. In fact, there is no
obvious way to demonstrate that this early MOUNTAIN sign de-
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velops into Classic Lowland Mayan T529 WITZ ‘hill, mountain,’
though I suspect that it did. The sign that typically follows this
MOUNTAIN sign is an early form of the title T168:518 AJAW
for Proto-Ch’olan *ajaw ‘lord, ruler’ (Figure 11). On Stela 10,
interestingly, this second glyph is shown as T518.533, where T533
is also AJAW (Figure 11c¢), although elsewhere in the monument
a form more reminiscent of the ones in the portable texts is re-
peated twice (Figure 11d,e).

Thus, glyphs 13-J3 on Stela 10 read MOUNTAIN-LORD (Fig-
ure 12a), an epithet that is present on two unprovenienced Late
Preclassic texts (Figure 12b,c) related to the Dumbarton Oaks
quartzite pectoral. MOUNTAIN-LORD is a known epithet from
Classic Lowland Mayan (Figure 12d) and Late Preclassic Epi-
Olmec (Figure 12f) texts. In Classic Lowland Mayan texts it is
usually preceded by the name of an animal such as “macaw,”
“jaguar,” or “frog.” On Stela 10 one finds a sign at J2 (Figure 2c),
immediately preceding the MOUNTAIN-LORD sequence, that is
very similar to the Epi-Olmec sign MS101 si (Figure 6¢; Justeson
and Kaufman 1993), and a sign present on the Dumbarton Oaks
celt fragment (Figure 6c¢), with which it shares a close resem-
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Figure 9. Stylistic dating of Kaminaljuyu jade earring. (a) Kaminaljuyu jade earring with arrows pointing to T533 (drawing from
Kidder et al. 1946). (b) Detail: T533 on jade earring. (c) Detail: T533 from Kendal ax in Belize (drawing by the author). (d) Detail: T533
within a cartouche on Kaminaljuyu Stela 10:J3 (drawing by the author); note the close resemblance between (a) and (c). (e) Detail:
BIRD.HEAD glyph from Kaminaljuyu jade earring. (f) BIRD.HEAD glyph from Late Preclassic Jade Musem (Costa Rica) jadeite spoon
text (drawing by the author). (g) Detail: STEP-SHARK (?EB’-?XOK]) sequence on Kaminaljuyu jade earring. (h) STEP-SHARK

(EB’-XOK) sequence on Tikal vase.

blance also. At 12 one finds a sign that depicts a bird of prey, either
a hawk (muwan) or a buzzard (usij; Figure 13a). At J1, one finds
a sign of unclear iconic motivation, although it must depict an
animal or human head, or possibly a skull, given that in its other
occurrences in the text (G3, H6) it seems to wear a rectangular ear
ornament (Figure 13b,c). (The sign at J1 is the most frequent sign
in the surviving text, with three occurrences. This fact, and its
distribution in the text, including its possible occurrence at F3
before a possible verbal logogram resembling Classic Lowland
Mayan T710 CHOK ‘to throw down,” are consistent with the
hypothesis that the sign at J1 is a syllabogram u, which could
represent the third person ergative prefix u-, a marker that is of
high frequency in some pragmatic contexts. If I2 is in fact a buz-
zard, then it would be plausible that J1 could be a phonetic com-
plement for the term usi[i]j ‘buzzard’ [i.e., u-USLJ], but for the
moment this is merely speculation.) And at I1 one finds a glyph
depicting the Rain God with a trilobed water lily eyelid and a
shark’s tooth (Figure 13d); this is the form of the Rain God that
Karl Taube (1992) defines as a Sacrificer Rain God (Figure 13e,f).
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Fifth, there is a strong case for the name phrase of the main
personage portrayed on Stela 10 at [1-J3. One glance at the main
personage on the monument shows him to be in the guise of this
Sacrificer Rain God (Figure 14a), with attributes that are repeated
in the glyph at I1 on Stela 10 (Figure 14b). A second glance at this
main personage and at the reconstruction of the missing imagery
below him shows that he was likely standing on a mountain or
platform (Figure 14c¢), a possibility that could be related to the
likely MOUNTAIN-LORD epithet at I3-J3 on Stela 10 (Fig-
ures 12a, 14d). A third glance at this personage shows that he is
wearing a pectoral or waist head ornament in the form of a bird of
prey (Figure 14e) with similar attributes to the one depicted glyph-
ically at I2 (Figure 14f) as well as in other monuments and texts
(Figure 14g,h). I hereby suggest that this personage named in the
sequence of glyphs from I1 through J3 is the main personage
portrayed on the monument. This is supported by Stela 8 from
Kaminaljuyu, which, although badly effaced, shows a man in a
pose like that of the main personage on Stela 10 (Figure 15a)
actually standing on a platform or mountain (Figure 13b) like
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Figure 10. MOUNTAIN signs and related iconography. (a) MOUNTAIN sign on Kaminaljuyu Stela 10 (Glyph 13). (b) MOUNTAIN
sign on unprovenienced Peabody Museum were-jaguar basalt figurine (on display at the Yale Art Gallery). (c) MOUNTAIN sign on
Jade Museum (Costa Rica) jadeite spoon; zoomorphic version. (d) Sacatepequez Stela: MOUNTAIN pictogram topped by a pyramidal
structure with vegetation motifs on the top corners; mountain itself is zoomorphic in nature (animated) and a cave is seen at its base
(drawing by the author based on photograph in Schmidt et al. 1998). (e) Unprovenienced sherd from Oaxaca (drawing from Urcid
1993). (f) Building ] Tablet, Monte Alban, Oaxaca, Mexico (drawing by Alfonso Caso).

those seen at Monte Alban (Figure 10f), which are themselves
very similar to the glyph at I3 (Figure 15¢) and the Late Preclassic
portable texts (Figure 10b,c). There are at least two other likely
proper-name phrases in the text at D6-E6 FISH-LORD (Fig-
ure 2b) and at G9 with the title LORD (Figure 2c¢), but neither can
be correlated with any of the personages in the pictorial scene.
(Because of the incomplete state of the monument, we simply lack
the syntactic constraints to test for a specific linguistic affiliation.
All we know for sure is that the name phrase at H3—I3 ends a
sentence, given that what follows it is a calendrical expression
that most likely begins a new sentence. Such an arrangement—
that is, a sentence—final noun phrase—could be found in either
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Epi-Olmec or Lowland Mayan texts, depending on the type of
predicate [e.g., active vs. inactive, transitive vs. intransitive], as
well as its pragmatic status [e.g., unmarked vs. topic/focus].)
Sixth, but of related interest, there is evidence for graphemic iden-
tities not only between texts at Kaminaljuyu and the Maya Low-
lands, as in the case of the jade earring, but also between texts at
Takalik Abaj and the Maya Lowlands. One example is found in the
glyphic correspondences between one glyph on Takalik Abaj Mon-
ument 11 (Figure 16a) and two glyphs on the Kichpanha bone sty-
lus (Figure 16b—d). The glyph at B2 on Takalik Abaj Monument 11
corresponds to the glyphs at A3—A4 on the Kichpanha bone stylus
from Belize, which Kathryn Reese-Taylor and Debra Walker (2002:
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(f)

Figure II. Possible precursors of Classic Lowland Mayan T168:518 AJAW ‘lord, ruler’. (a) Glyph from Dumbarton Oaks quartzite
pectoral. (b) Glyph from Dumbarton QOaks jadeite celt fragment. (c) Glyph )3 from Kaminaljuyu Stela 10, showing T5I8 rotated 20°
counterclockwise followed by T533. (d) Glyph G9 from Kaminaljuyu Stela 10. (e) Glyph Eé from Kaminaljuyu Stela 10. (f) Glyph from
Peabody Museum were-jaguar basalt figurine (on display at the Yale Art Gallery; all drawings by the author).

99-100) date to circa A.D. 159-238, their definition of the Proto-
classic period. This is supportive evidence for the same sign inventory
at Takalik Abaj and Late Preclassic or Protoclassic Kichpanha.
Takalik Abaj writing was undoubtedly Mayan. As indepen-
dently noted by Justeson and Fahsen, an example of the LORD
glyph on one of the sides of Stela 5 (Figure 17a) bears a phonetic
complement T130 wa, showing that the word for “lord, ruler” was
a descendant of the Proto-Mayan *aajaaw, which has reflexes in
many Mayan languages besides Ch’olan. Also, there is a Late
Preclassic unprovenienced portable text that can be linked stylis-
tically to Takalik Abaj (Figure 17b,c): the Dumbarton Oaks celt
fragment (Coe 1976; Mora-Marin 1997; Schele and Miller 1986).
Dated to circa A.D. 120, the celt closely matches the style and
iconography found at Takalik Abaj Stela 5, which has a dedicatory
Long Count date of A.p. 125 (Justeson 2001; Mora-Marin 2001:
247-248). The celt also has a sign at A1b and B1b that resembles
the sign on Stela 10 at H10 and J1 very closely (Figure 6¢). The
script on this celt is unambiguously related to Classic Lowland
Mayan, and its linguistic markers, including the preposition *ta/
*td, suggest it was written in Ch’olan-Tzeltalan specifically. Thus,
this evidence strongly supports that the same script and sign in-
ventory, and probably the same language, was in use in the Maya
Highlands and Lowlands during the Late Preclassic period.

THE COLLAPSE OF LATE PRECLASSIC
KAMINALUYU

It is now time to ask the question: what were the events that took
place after the Terminal Late Preclassic phase at Kaminaljuyu?
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Fahsen (2000) suggests that the Kaminaljuyu elites may have mi-
grated to the Copan Valley and possibly even settled the site of
Copan after displacing (or subjugating) the likely Xincan local
population (Campbell 1998:370). This is supported, according to
René Viel (1998), by the ceramic and mortuary evidence from the
Copan Valley (cf. Viel and Hall 2000); Viel (1998:429) even goes
as far as to call Early Classic Copan the “New Kaminaljuyu.” If
so, the timing of the possible collapse of Kaminaljuyu between
about A.D. 100 and A.D. 200, the suggested migrations to Copan,
and the retrospective dates of A.D. 159-160 for the founding of the
Copan polity (Stelae 4, 17, and I) could not be more convenient
(cf. Grube and Martin 2001; Guenter 2001a, 2001b). Viel and Jay
Hall (2000:131) suggest that the Protoclassic phase (ca. A.n. 200—
400) saw Copan’s “Cholanization.” Viel and Hall (2000) note strong
ties in hydraulic technology, ceramics, and mortuary practices be-
tween Copan and the highlands, perhaps established with the pos-
sible migrations from Kaminaljuyu. Interestingly, the evidence
from the likely Late Preclassic jade earring suggests a possible
connection between Kaminaljuyu elites and Tikal elites, specifi-
cally with EB’-XOK, by circa A.n. 90-100, possibly shortly be-
fore Kaminaljuyu’s downfall by circa A.np. 100-200. If this is
correct, what was the nature of this relationship? Did Tikal have
anything to do with Kaminaljuyu’s collapse? Did the connections
between Copan and Tikal and Kaminaljuyu evident by circa A.D.
400, during the period of Teotihuacan influence, stem from events
that took place during the transition between the Late Preclassic
and Early Classic across the Maya area (e.g., El Mirador, Tikal,
Copan, Kaminaljuyu, Takalik Abaj, Chalchuapa)? Future findings
of Late Preclassic texts from the Maya Highlands and Lowlands
may help provide some answers.
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Figure 12. (X-)MOUNTAIN-LORD compounds. (a) MOUNTAIN-LORD compound at 13-J3 on Kaminaljuyu Stela 10. (b) MOUNTAIN-
?la-LORD compound on Peabody Museum were-jaguar basalt figurine (on display at the Yale Art Gallery). (c) MOUNTAIN-LORD-
?li/la compound on Jade Museum (Costa Rica) jadeite spoon. (d) Classic Lowland Mayan MO’-WITZ-AJAW(-wa) ‘macaw hill lord’
(drawing by Linda Schele). (e) Classic Lowland Mayan MO’-WITZ ... ‘macaw hill ... showing zoomorphic or animated version of
T529 WITZ ‘mountain’ similar to that on Jade Museum jadeite spoon. (f) Epi-Olmec compound on La Mojarra Stela | proposed by
Justeson and Kaufman (1993) to read MOUNTAIN-LORD (all drawings by the author).

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The evidence I have presented in this paper points to the following
conclusions.

1. Kaminaljuyu writing and Lowland Mayan writing are probably one
and the same script, as supported by formal traits and shared calli-
graphic conventions and graphemes.

2. Kaminaljuyu texts were probably written in Ch’olan. Possible linguis-
tic markers on Stela 10 point to one distinctive Ch’olan-Tzeltalan
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phonological innovations (*k > ch), and one distinctive Ch’olan pho-
nological innovation (*ee > *i), as well as a distinctive Lowland Ma-
yan innovation (i.e., =fe’ ‘numeral classifier’). This is supported by
Ch’olan and Lowland Mayan linguistic markers present in a set of Late
Preclassic unprovenienced portable texts found to be stylistically re-
lated to the art and writing from the Maya Highlands, including the
jade earring from Kaminaljuyu.

. Ch’olan speakers at Kaminaljuyu were likely in close contact with

Poqom speakers. The former group was probably in a position of greater
political power, and the latter group was probably subordinate. Ch’olan
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Figure 13. Possible glyphic components of a personage’s proper name on
Kaminaljuyu Stela 10. (a) Sign at 12: HAWK or BUZZARD. (b) Sign at JI:
animal or human head or skull. (¢) Sign at Hé: animal or human head or
skull with rectangular ear ornament. (d) Sign at II: Rain God with a
trilobed water-lily eyelid and a shark’s tooth. (e) WATER.LILY icon with
trilobed element. (f) Personage from Chichen Itza identified as ya-YAX
WATER.LILY-la cha-ki, the full epithet of the Sacrificer version of the Rain
God, Chahk, identified by Karl Taube.
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was probably the dominant language of ritual and politics during this
time in the Maya Highlands.

4. The events of the Terminal Late Preclassic period may have resulted in
the settlement of the Copan Valley by a group of Ch’olan speakers who
would become Ch’orti’ speakers. The links with Kaminaljuyu (or more
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Figure 14. (a) Detail showing head in
profile view of main personage on Kam-
inaljuyu Stela 10 dressed in the guise
of the Sacrificer Rain God; note shark’s
tooth, frizzy hair, trilobed eyelid, and
ear-flare assemblage. (b) Glyph Il on
Kaminaljuyu Stela 10 showing a profile
view of a person’s head, as well as a
shark’s tooth, possible trilobed eyelid,
and ear-flare assemblage. (c) Possible
(b) platform reconstructed by James Por-
ter in his drawing of Kaminaljuyu Stela
10; note that reconstruction is based
largely on surviving fragment of sprout-
ing vegetation similar to that on the
platform or mountain motif found on
Kaminaljuyu Stela 8 (Figure 16). (d)
Glyph 13 on Kaminaljuyu Stela 10 show-
ing a mountain or platform sign with
sprouting vegetation on the top, a di-
agonal band in the middle, a cave-like
concavity centered along the base, and
striations on either side of the base.
() Detail from main personage on Kam-
inaljuyu Stela 10 showing his pectoral
or waist belt head in form of hawk or
buzzard; the possible feather crest on
back of the head and frontal up-
shooting feather on the forehead
matches depictions of similar birds in
other Late Preclassic art (drawing by
James Porter, used by permission of
John Graham). (f) Glyph 12 on Kami-
naljuyu Stela 10 showing a bird’s head
resembling a hawk or buzzard; the draw-
ing is probably not completely accu-
rate, but traces of a possible feather
crest on the back of the head and a
possible up-shooting feather on the
forehead are visible (drawing by the
author). (g) Detail showing pictorial bird
head on waist band of main personage
on Kaminaljuyu Stela 1I (drawing by
Ayax Moreno, New World Archaeo-
logical Foundation). (h) Glyphic bird
head from Dumbarton Oaks pectoral
(drawing by the author).

generally, perhaps, Highland Guatemalan) architecture, ceramics, and
mortuary practices found in the Copan Valley would suggest that these
Ch’olan settlers came from Kaminaljuyu (Viel 1998). This would sup-
port the hypothesis of a linguistic affiliation of the elites at Kaminal-
juyu (Fahsen 1996).
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5. Future archaeological and epigraphic evidence is necessary to test the
hypothesis of a connection between Kaminaljuyu and Copan. Should
new Late Preclassic texts be discovered at Kaminaljuyu, I predict that
they will show strong similarities with the unprovenienced portable
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Figure 15. Justification for reconstruction of a platform or
mountain motif on Kaminaljuyu Stela 10’s pictorial scene.
(a) Kaminaljuyu Stela 8 (drawing by Fernando Luin, provided
by and used by permission of Federico Fahsen. (b) Better
view of reconstructed platform or mountain on Kaminaljuyu
Stela 10 (drawing by James Porter, used by permission of
John Graham). (c) Glyph 13 on Kaminaljuyu Stela 10 showing
possible mountain (drawing by the author).

texts discussed in this paper, and further evidence of Ch’olan(-
Tzeltalan) grammar. Indeed, they would shed some much needed light
on the relationships between the Maya Highlands and Lowlands during
this pivotal period in Mayan history.

RESUMEN

En presente articulo se propone examinar la evidencia para la clasifi-
cacion y afiliacion lingiifstica de la escritura del precldsico tardio de Ka-
minaljuyd. La evidencia lingiifstica concerniente a la constituciéon
étnolingiiistica de las tierras altas y las planicies costeras de Guatemala y
la regién noroeste de El Salvador sugiere un contacto estrecho entre gru-
pos de hablantes de ch’olano-tzeltalano, k’iche’ano mayor y otros idiomas
no mayences como el xinca y el lenca. Esta evidencia también sugiere que
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grupos ch’olano-tzeltalanos ejercian un papel politico y econémico supe-
rior al de los demds grupos en la region durante esta época. La evidencia
epigréfica apoya una clasificacion de la escritura de Kaminaljuyu junto a
la escritura de las tierras bajas mayas, pero mas lejana de la escritura
epi-olmeca; ademds, la evidencia apunta a la posibilidad de marcadores
diagnoésticos lingiiisticos de un idioma ch’olano. También se hace un anali-
sis comparativo con rasgos ortograficos, caligrificos y semdnticos que


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0956536105050029

84

Mora-Marin

Figure 16. Evidence for script transmission between Takalik Abaj and Kichpanha. (a) Glyph on Takalik Abaj Monument 1l (drawing
by James Porter, used by permission of John Graham). (b) Two glyphs on the Kichpanha bone stylus (drawing by Peter Mathews).

sugieren una relacion muy estrecha con la escritura empleada en textos
portétiles contempordneos de afiliacion decisiva con los idiomas may-
ences de las tierras bajas (ch’olano y yukatekano). Ambos tipos de eviden-
cia, por ende, apoyan las hipétesis de que fueron los ch’olanos o ch’olano-

tzeltalanos quienes inventaron la escritura maya y que tal acontecimiento
tuvo lugar en las tierras altas de Guatemala. Cuando menos, la evidencia
sugiere que las tierras bajas y altas de la zona maya mantuvieron una
relaciéon mucho mds estrecha de lo que se habia supuesto con anterioridad.
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(b) (c)

Figure I7. Takalik Abaj and an unprovenienced jadeite celt fragment at Dumbarton Oaks. (a) ?T168:?518->wa or LORD-wa glyph
(probably for *agjaaw ‘lord, ruler’) on one of the sides of Takalik Abaj Stela 5 (drawings by James Porter, used by permission of John
Graham). (b) Front of Takalik Abaj Stela 5 (drawing by James Porter, used by permission of John Graham). (c) Dumbarton Oaks celt
fragment, front view (drawing by Linda Schele).
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