The Sculpture of San Martin Jilotepeque:
Cotzumalguapan Influence in the Highlands or
Highland Influence on the Pacific Coast?
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Since 1990, Ri Rusamaij Jilotepeque, or the
Jilotepeque Project, has been studying ancient
obsidian procurement, production, and exchange
in San Martin Jilotepeque (Department of
Chimaltenango, Guatemala), the location of an
important obsidian source-area exploited from
the Paleoindian Period to the present day (fig. 1).
In 1992, test excavations were made at ten loca-
tions, including quarries, secondary workshops,
and habitation sites. A field-by-field settlement
survey was also conducted (Braswell 1992). Dur-
ing this phase of research, more than 160 sites
were located in an area covering approximately
110 km2.

An unexpected result of both excavations and
survey was the discovery of a remarkable cor-
pus of stone monuments and portable stone carv-
ings. In total, 41 monuments and fragments were
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Fig. 1 The Southern Maya Area of Guatemala.

found. The types of monuments discovered in
San Martin include tenoned heads, free-standing
sculptured figures, plain stelae, and altars.

Most of monuments discovered were in situ.
A few had been moved to public buildings and
private houses, but all but seven of these could
be traced to their original sites. Although it is
particularly difficult to date monuments, the as-
sociated ceramics often allow sculpture to be as-
signed to broad temporal periods. Most monu-
ments in the Jilotepeque corpus were found at
single-component sites, ones that have substan-
tial quantities of only Classic Period ceramics. It
is reasonable to assume therefore, that the ma-
jority of the sculpture dates to this time period.
However, one stela and sculptural fragment are
probably more recent. These two exceptions were
found at Chuisac, a large, Early Postclassic
Kagchikel site. I return to the chronology of the
monuments below.

The Jilotepeque monuments, like many oth-
ers found at sites in the central Maya Highlands,
are clearly related to the Cotzumalguapan sculp-
tural tradition found on the Pacific Coast of Gua-
temala (fig. 1).

Cotzumalguapan Sculpture

Although the Cotzumalguapan sculptural
tradition has long been recognized (e.g., Habel
1878; Seler 1892; Strebel 1901), it is one of the least-
studied major art styles of Mesoamerica, having
received attention from only a few scholars (e.g.,
Braun 1979; Jiménez Moreno 1970; Miles 1965;
Parsons 1967, 1969, 1978, 1986; Popenoe de Hatch
1987, 1989; Thompson 1948). It is often stated
that the Cotzumalguapan style is the result of the
fusion of Maya and non-Maya Mexican influ-
ences, although the latter has tended to be the
focus of commentary. Parsons, in fact, believes
that there is essentially no Early Classic sculp-
tural style in the Southern Maya Area (with the
possible exception of a regional style in Quiché
[Ichon 1977]), and that Cotzumalguapan art is
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Fig. 2 Pachay Monument 1.

therefore totally non-Maya in origin (1986:79).
The origins of the Cotzumalguapan style,
according to Parsons (1969:138), are in the early
Middle Classic (c. A.D. 400-500), a period that he
believes saw extensive Highland Mexican, prob-
ably from Teotihuacan, and Gulf Coast influences
in the region. After this initial contact period, he
defines two succeeding stages in the develop-
ment of Cotzumalguapan art. The first of these,
corresponding to the Laguneta Phase at Bilbao
and lasting until the end of the Middle Classic

around A.D. 700, he calls Narrative or
Teotihuacanoid (1969:138, 1986:82). The final
Late Classic stage corresponds with the Santa
Lucia Phase at Bilbao (c. A.D. 700-900), and is
characterized by the full development of what
Parsons calls the Portrait style.

While much of Parsons’ ground-breaking
study has withstood a quarter century of scru-
tiny, Popenoe de Hatch (1987, 1989) successfully
demonstrates that the notion of a Middle Classic
Period in the Cotzumalguapan region is un-
founded. She argues that no Teotihuacan or
Teotihuacanoid ceramics have been found at
Bilbao or El Batl, and that the Laguneta Phase
ceramic types of greatest frequency correspond
with early Early Classic period material from
Monte Alto and Kaminaljuyu (Popenoe de Hatch
1987:470-471, 1989:168). Agreeing with Popenoe
de Hatch, Bove (1989:10) notes that ceramic arti-
fact assemblages from Cristobal, Los Cerritos-
Norte, and the Balberta zone do not exhibit
Teotihuacédn influence.

Because excavations at El Batl have pro-
duced only Late Classic ceramics, and because
the Cotzumalguapan style exhibits many
Postclassic Mexican traits, Popenoe de Hatch
(1987, 1989) follows Thompson (1948) and
Jiménez Moreno (1970), rather than Parsons
(1967, 1969, 1986), and assigns a Late Classic date
to the corpus of Cotzumalguapan sculpture.!

In order to demonstrate that the Jilotepeque
monuments are related to Cotzumalguapan
sculpture, it is necessary to review some of the
diagnostic elements of this South Coast style.
Parsons writes:

Fig. 3 MINAE 4456, Palo Gordo, Department of Suchitepéquez, Guatemala.
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Fig. 13 Aguacatales Monument 3.

that the truth probably lies somewhere between
these two extremes. Shared utilitarian ceramics,
a common artistic style, and linkage through the
transfer of obsidian all argue for unity rather than
fragmentation. With the exception of foreign-elite
intrusion into what now seems to be a pre-exist-
ing local art style, there is little to suggest that
the ancient Cotzumalguapan zone was not eco-
nomically, ideologically, and perhaps politically
tied to the Maya Highlands of Sacatepéquez and
Chimaltenango. While previous scholars have
tended to stress the “Mexican” or Gulf Coast as-
pects of Cotzumalguapan art, I believe that when
material culture is considered as a whole, the
similarities between the Cotzumalguapan zone
and the central Maya Highlands outweigh the
differences.

I do not deny that a strong, intrusive, non-
Maya influence was manifest in the
Cotzumalguapan region during the Late Classic
Period, or that certain aspects of the Late Classic
sculpture of Santa Lucia Cotzumalguapa may be
related to the Postclassic Mixteca-Puebla horizon
(Popenoe de Hatch 1987, 1989). ButIbelieve that
foreign influence can only be seen in objects of
elite culture, particularly sculpture. And if an
Early Classic date for some of the Jilotepeque
monuments continues to be supported, the de-
gree to which Cotzumalguapan culture is seen
to be “Mexican” or intrusive, rather than an es-
sentially local phenomenon, must be reassessed.

450

%0 um

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I would like to thank the Instituto de
Antropologia, Etnologia e Historia de Guatemala,
and particularly Lic. Eric Ponciano, Lic. Zoila
Rodriguez, and the Consejo de Arqueologia for
granting me the privilege of working in Guate-
mala. I would also like to acknowledge the hard
hours and excellent work of Marlen Garnica, Lic.
E. Vinicio Garcia, L. Paulino Puc, Paul
Hughbanks, Jennifer Briggs Braswell, and more
than sixty Martinecos. Finally, I would like to
thank Marion Popenoe de Hatch and Joyce
Marcus for their insightful comments on an ear-
lier version of this manuscript. Ri Rusamgj
Jilotepeque has been supported by grants from
Fulbright-LLE., the National Science Foundation
(BNS-8801707, BNS-9301152), the Mellon Foun-
dation, and the Middle American Research Insti-
tute of Tulane University.

REFERENCES

Braswell, Geoffrey E.

1992 RiRusaméj Jilotepeque: Investigaciones en
una Antigua Zona Productora de
Obsidiana/Kanojkil pa jun Ojer Xoral
Rub’anon chin Chay. In VI Simposio de
Investigaciones Arqueoldgicas en Guatemala.
Ministerio de Cultura y Deportes, Instituto
de Antropologia e Historia, Asociacion
Tikal. In Press.



Braun, Barbara

1979 Sources of the Cotzumalhuapa Style.
Baessler Archiv, n.s. XXVI:159-232. Berlin.

Ellul, Jacques

1973 Propaganda: The Formation of Men's Atti-
tudes. New York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Habel, S.

1878 The Sculptures of Santa Lucia Cosumalwhuapa
in Guatemala, with an Account of Travels in
Central America and on the Western Coast of
South America. Washington, D.C.:
Smithsonian Contributions to Knowledge
269. Smithsonian Institution.

Ichon, Alain

1977 Les sculptures de La Lagunita, EI Quiche, Gua-
temala. Centre National de la Recherche
Scientifique. Paris: Institut D’Ethnologie.

Jiménez Moreno, Wigberto

1970 Mesoamerica before the Toltecs. In Ancient
Oaxaca, edited by John Paddock, pp. 67-71.
Stanford, California: Stanford University
Press.

Klein, Jeffrey, ]J. C. Lerman, P. E. Damon, and E.
K. Ralph

1982 Calibration of Radiocarbon Dates: Tables
Based on the Consensus Data of the Work-
shop on Calibrating the Radiocarbon Time
Scale. Radiocarbon 24(2):103-150.

Lerner, Daniel (editor)

1951 Propaganda in War and Crisis. New York:
George W. Stewart.

Marcus, Joyce

1992 Mesoamerican Writing Systems: Propaganda,
Muyth, and History in Four Ancient Civiliza-
tions. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.

Miles, Suzanne W.

1965 Sculpture of the Guatemala-Chiapas High-
lands and Pacific Slopes, and Associated
Hieroglyphs. In Handbook of Middle Ameri-
can Indians, Volume 2, Archaeology of South-
ern Mesoamerica, Part 1, edited by Gordon
R. Willey, Robert Wauchope series editor,
pp. 237-275. Austin: University of Texas
Press.

Parsons, Lee A.

1967 Bilbao, Guatemala: An Archaeological Study
of the Pacific Coast Cotzumalhuapan Region,
Volume 1. Publications in Anthropology 11,
Milwaukee, Wisconsin: Milwaukee Pub-
lic Museum.

1969 Bilbao, Guatemala: An Archaeological Study
of the Pacific Coast Cotzumalhuapan Region,
Volume 2. Publications in Anthropology 12,

Milwaukee, Wisconsin: Milwaukee Pub-
lic Museum.

1978 The Peripheral Coastal Lowlands and the
Middle Classic Period. In Middle Classic
Mesoamerica: A.D. 400-700, edited by Esther
Pasztory, pp. 25-34. New York: Columbia
University Press.

1986 The Origins of Maya Art: Monumental Stone
Sculpture of Kaminaljuyu, Guatemala, and the
Southern Pacific Coast. Studies in Pre-
Columbian Art and Archaeology, No. 28.
Washington, D.C.: Dumbarton Oaks Re-
search Library and Collection.

Popenoe de Hatch, Marion

1987 Un anadlisis de las esculturas de Santa Lucia
Cotzumalguapa. Mesoamérica 14:467-509.
La Antigua Guatemala, Guatemala.

1989 An Analysis of the Santa Lucia
Cotzumalguapa Sculptures. In New Fron-
tiers in the Archaeology of the Pacific Coast of
Southern Mesoamerica, edited by Frederick
Bove and Lynette Heller, pp. 167-194.
Tempe: Arizona State University Anthro-
pology Research Papers No. 39.

Seler, Eduard

1892 Los Relieves de Santa Lucia
Cozumalhualpa. EI Centenario, Vol. 3, pp.
241-252. Madrid.

Strebel, H.

1901 The Sculptures of Santa Lucia Cotzumalhuapa,
Guatemala In the Hamburg Ethnological
Museum. Smithsonian Institution Annual
Report for 1899, pp. 549-561. Washington,
D.C.: Smithsonian Institution.

Thompson, J. Eric S.

1948 An Archaeological Reconnaissance in the
Cotzumalguapa Region, Escuintla, Guatemala.
Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Institute of
Washington

NoTES

1 Parsons (1967:38,47; 1969:101) supports his ear-
lier dating of some Cotzumalguapan monuments with
an uncalibrated radiocarbon date of A.D. 527 + 136.
When calibrated, the one-sigma error margins associ-
ated with this date reach from the fourth to ninth cen-
turies, making it of little chronological value (Klein et
al. 1982:140).
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