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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Experiencing Maya Palaces: Royal Power, Space, and Architecture at Holmul,
Guatemala

by
Ryan William Mongelluzzo

Doctor of Philosophy, Graduate Program in Anthropology
University of California, Riverside, June 2011
Dr. Wendy Ashmore, Chairperson

This dissertation investigates Classic period (AD 250-900) Maya palaces as
experiences. As unigue built environments, these palaces were created to engender and
facilitate specific experiences for those who interacted in and around their bounds. These
experiences were inextricably tied to the rhetoric of rulership which made constant claims
of power based on legitimacy, status, and authority. The research focuses on Group I11 at
Holmul, Guatemala, which is compared to other palaces in the Maya region. My
approach builds upon multiple theoretical perspectives, informed by the work of de
Certeau, Foucault, Hall, and Soja. In the process, | examine palace architecture to
explore how the Maya state expressed power through architectural design features.

These features were parts of strategies to affect the experience of those in and around the



palace. | examine how the movement and sensory perception of both royal and non-
royals persons were affected by palace architecture by concentrating on the spatial layout
of morphological features.

To understand these experiences, | set out a rationale on the relationship between
the built environment and people. It is termed the archaeology of experience and it
explicates how architecture acts as more than a backdrop to social engagements and
directly affects behaviors. Experiencers are first treated as bodies, simply the array of
their human senses. Once the built environment is perceived and understood, the
experiencer reacts. These responses are considered to fall within one of three categories:
conceptual, behavioral, and emotional.

Ancient Maya palaces were places where rulership enacted their strategies of self-
preservation. Demonstrations of divine power, the exhibition of blood ties to important
ancestors, and exhibitions of military prowess were constantly enacted. Yet, palaces
were more than a setting for these activities. They were designed to facilitate these
activities, but more than that they were created in ways that communicated the same
themes of qualitative difference, legitimacy, strength, and authority in completely
different ways. By affecting human sensory perception and bodily movement, palaces
contributed to the social claims of the ruler. Palaces were a rhetoric made material, but

one that worked subtly and symbolically on both the brain, body, and heart.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

This dissertation investigates Classic period (AD 250-900) Maya palaces as
experiences. As functionally unique built environments, these palaces were created to
engender and facilitate specific experiences in those who interacted in and around their
bounds. These experiences were inextricably tied to the rhetoric of rulership which
consisted of constant claims of power based on legitimacy, status, and authority. Ancient
Maya palaces were designed as an architectural instrument that’s purpose was to affect
the sensory perception of royals and non-royals in ways that maintained and promoted
the social inequality in place.

It is crucial to elucidate how palaces and their courts, one component material and
one social, combine to result in experiences. Moreover, the intention behind these
experiences was to augment the power of ancient Maya rulership. Palace experiences for
royalty were set to reaffirm their status, legitimacy, and authority. Experiences for non-
royals were designed so that their inferior social position was communicated and
reinforced.

To understand these experiences, I first set out a logic on the relationship between
the built environment and people. It is termed the archaeology of experience and it
explicates how architecture acts as more than a backdrop to social engagements and
directly affects such endeavors. The specific archaeology of experience is then defined
for the palaces of the Classic Maya. The palace under direct analysis, that at Holmul,

Guatemala is introduced, along with comparative examples from Tikal, Uaxactun, San



Jose, Aguateca, Palenque, and Copan. Analyses are subsequently undertaken to explore

how ancient Maya palaces affected experiences.

The Selection of the Palace at Holmul

The palace at Holmul was selected because it represented on many different fronts
the best example for analysis given the goals at hand. The palace is small, but not overly
s0; it measures less than 60 meters on a side. The relatively small size means that a
greater percentage of the architecture could be exposed in the time available. The
Holmul palace is also well preserved. While no roofing remains, wall heights frequently
remain preserved over two meters. This level of preservation meant that the morphology
would be well understood in terms of the composition of individual spaces and the
relationships between them.

The final reason the Holmul palace was chosen was for one of its biggest
negatives. The palace went through a slow abandonment process meaning that there
were almost no artifacts left in primary contexts. The lack of artifacts makes functional
assessments very difficult, and spaces are in danger of becoming inert in terms of how
they can be understood. The reason that this was seen as a positive is that virtually all
ancient Maya sites were abandoned this way and lack primary contexts in their elite
architecture. If I was able to develop a system of analysis for recovering experience that
focused on architecture instead of artifacts its applicability in the Maya realm would be

much more widespread.



Studies of Ancient Maya Palaces

Early Spanish accounts of Maya sites mention palacios, referring to the relatively
low, multi-roomed buildings found in the ruins’ hearts. For much of Maya archaeology’s
history the term “palace” was used loosely in contrast to the concept of temple. These
two structure types, one sprawling and one tall, seemed to be found in every site center
and it was assumed, given their drastically different morphology, that their functions
were different. Yet, through time, as social reconstructions evolved from peaceful
priestly stargazers to the ancient Maya we recognize today, palaces for the most part
failed to get a social definition.

Three archaeological projects concentrated on Maya palaces and each made
seminal strides in our understanding of them. The first is the excavation by A. Ledyard
Smith (1950) of Structure A-V at Uaxactun from 1931-1937. Smith was able to excavate
the entirety of the palace, over 15 structures, through all phases. A project of this scale is
virtually impossible today. Next was the work of Peter Harrison (1970) and his
excavations and subsequent functional analysis on the Central Acropolis of Tikal. This
was really the first work that attempted to add some depth of social meaning to the
concept of Maya palaces, but it stood alone for more than twenty years. The final
significant project is that of Takeshi Inomata and Daniela Triadan (2010) at Aguateca,
which occurred from 1996 to 1999, and was a follow-up to Inomata’s dissertation
research. This project was important because parts of the greater palace had been rapidly

abandoned leaving large amounts of artifacts in primary contexts.



Maya palaces came to the forefront of the discipline in the late 1990’s and early
2000’s. In 1996, Inomata and Houston organized a session on ancient Maya Royal
Courts at the American Anthropological Association annual meeting. They followed this
with a symposium on the same subject held at Yale University in 1998, which resulted in
the two-volume Royal Courts of the Ancient Maya (2001). A symposium organized by
Jessica Joyce Christie and held at the 1998 Society for American Archaeology conference
resulted in Maya Palaces and Elite Residences: an Interdisciplinary Approach (2003).
Also in 1998, Susan Toby Evans and Joanne Pillsbury organized a symposium at
Dumbarton Oaks, the result of which was Palaces of the Ancient New World (2004).
Christie and Patricia Joan Sarro organized a session at the 2000 SAA’s after which
Palaces and Power in the Americas: from Peru to the Northwest Coast (2006) was
published.

Now that palaces have been defined in great detail, and royal courts, as social
entities, have been peopled there is one integral step that remains. The courts have to be
situated in their palaces, and the recursive relationship between the two understood. The
material entity needs to become more social and the social entity has to become more
material. One of the main goals of this work is to continue to increase the understanding

of both palaces and courts by showing how the former affected the latter.

Phenomenology in Archaeology
Phenomenology is the study of experience from the first-person perspective. It

first arose as a body of philosophy by thinkers such as Husserl (1982 [1913]), Heidegger



(1962 [1927], ) and Merleau-Ponty (1945). Phenomenological approaches in
archaeology became most fervently used in landscape studies. The most famous
example, and most caustic, is Tilley’s (1994) A Phenomenology of Landscape. This work
used Neolithic tombs in Britain as a launching point for understanding the surrounding
landscape. More so, this understanding was developed through an explicitly
phenomenological approach.

The work was criticized most vociferously by Fleming (1999; 2006) on empirical
grounds such as small sample size and the un-repeatability of results. Additionally,
Hodder (2000:24-25) criticized these phenomenological approaches for being anonymous
and failing to address the identities of the people involved. Tilley (1994:26) cites his
work’s shortcomings as well as the discipline’s when he states:

The experience of these places is unlikely to be equally shared and

experienced by all, and the understanding and use of them can be

controlled and exploited in systems of domination — a consideration
strikingly absent in virtually all phenomenological theory and one that
constitutes a major theoretical void.

Phenomenological works struggle when they over-emphasize the possibility of
some epitomizing experience to be derived from a place. Instead, one needs to look for
the rhetoric that gives meaning to the social interaction occurring. Barrett (1994:18-19)
states:

The fundamental reference is created between the architecture and the

positions and orientations of the human body, and these references are

used in exchanges which take between practitioners. The practices are not

present in the void in the physical plan of a building. As Bourdieu as

shown, the implications of this slip through our fingers when we objectify

space as physical form, but they can be recovered in a consideration of the

possible interpretive strategies employed by the practitioners. Our
questions have to be (however imperfect our answers): what kinds of



discourse could have been sustained here; what could have been spoken

and what left unsaid; what truths could have been discovered, and what

were the implications for those who shared them?

If previous phenomenological approaches have been criticized for being short on data and
unrepeatable, anonymous in their assignation of experience, and ignorant of social
inequality, then I would ensure that my work was prone to none of these criticisms. First,
I shift from the landscape to the built environment to increase the density of data
available in terms of what the space meant. Built environments contain a plethora of
spatial information in relatively small physical areas. This work also analyzes multiple
examples in order to increase the available data and allow for the repeatability of
analyses.

In terms of anonymity, I agree with Thomas (2006:56) who writes: “it might be
fair to reply that the point of these studies is to document experiential worlds and forms
of subjectification that are remote from our own, rather than to attempt to recover
'individuals' who are comparable with those of the modern West.” Yet, I believe
approaches that are prone to empathy and arriving at a singular experience are faulted. I
therefore try to describe the experience of Maya palaces from two different perspectives:
royal and non-royal. By doing this, I do not prize one experience over another.

One of the major premises of my work is that it is class based and looks at an
environment where there were strong efforts by one social group to control another.
These efforts to preserve a social inequality have influenced every aspect of the
development of an experience due to the built environment. From design to response, the

exertion of power influenced the actions undertaken.



Finally, I agree with Barrett and Ko (2009) who argue for phenomenological
approaches drawn from the work of Heidegger (1962 [1927]) as opposed to the work of
Husserl (1982 [1913]). This means that experiences do not sit in the mind and are the
result of separating oneself from the objectified world. Instead experiences are
considered to be dependent on the world, in fact, every experience reconstructed here is
still anchored to its built environment. Nowhere in this work do I state what rulers
thought of their palaces, instead they are situated inside them and their various

experiences are described.

Organization of the Dissertation

Chapter 2 sets forth the archaeology of experience. This rationale begins with the
designer and the act of design. The designer is treated as a culmination of history,
culture, and agency. The act of design is intentional and premeditated and therefore a
way in which thought eventually becomes material. The result of design is the built
environment, which is imbued with meaning as it is created through some system of
ordering and classification principles. In other words, a built environment divides space
in a meaningful way. At this point, experiencers are introduced, those who would
interact with the built environment.

Experiencers are first treated as bodies, simply the array of their human senses.
This is because perception is the way in which people initially interact with the built
environment. It is through the human senses that people understand the division of space

and what it is communicating, so sensory archaeology is employed. In her introduction



to a volume on an archaeology of the senses, Day (2010) writes “through combining
archaeologically-informed contextual information with the opportunities provided by a
shared sensing body, it is possible to formulate new ideas about past experiences of
material culture and place.” Once the built environment is understood, the experiencer
reacts. These responses are considered to fall within one of three categories: conceptual,
behavioral, and emotional. Conceptual responses are changes in belief or thought based
on what is perceived. Behavioral responses are actions shaped by cues within the built
environment. Emotional responses, as changes in the affective state of consciousness, are
potentially dangerous to try and recover in that they can be so idiosyncratic, but it cannot
be denied that they exist.

Having defined the archaeology of experience, the discussion then turns to how
power becomes intertwined at every stage. I hold that the built environment and social
interaction are intertwined in a reflexive relationship, with one eternally affecting the
other. Yet, Foucault (1980:149) states “the development must be extended, by no longer
just saying that space predetermines a history which in turn reworks and sediments itself
in it. Anchorage in space is an economico-political form which needs to be studied in
detail.” I believe this work to be just such a study.

Power is defined as two sides of a coin. Power fo is conceived as the socially
embedded ability to create and draw on resources. Power over is the ability to get
another to do or not do something they would otherwise do or not do. Designers’ power

is viewed as what de Certeau (1984) termed a strategy. The built environment becomes



something those with power attempt to reify or change based upon their views. But, as it
embodies symbolic meaning, the built environment is reflecting claims of power.

Power intersects with the human senses in the attempts to control them. This is
different than influencing thought or controlling the human body, though both of those
themes are explored to an extent in this work. Controlling the human senses is an
understudied phenomenon in archaeology, and in terms of understanding the built
environment, one of the main things it is able to accomplish. Built environments are
embedded into the rhetoric of power and therefore also affect conceptual responses.
Power influences behavior, and not always overtly, as the built environment influences
what Mauss (2007) terms techniques of the body and Bourdieu (1977) terms habitus.
Power impacts emotion through the built environment by the use of spectacle.

Once the archaeology of experience is defined and it is explained how power is
interwoven through the entire process, the ancient Maya archaeology of experience is
delineated in Chapter 3. While evidence for ancient Maya designers is scant, attention is
instead paid here to those that commissioned the ancient palaces, the rulers. Rulership is
defined as a tenuous position highly dependent on one’s ability to convince others of
one’s legitimacy and authority.

The ancient Maya built environment is defined, in this case as palaces. Palaces
are defined both materially and socially. The palace will have consisted of multiple
stone-roofed structures arranged around courtyards, which may have been on multiple
platforms. A palace will contain thrones and other benches. There will also be a high

number of rooms compared to other architectural groups elsewhere in the same site. |



consider a Classic Maya royal palace to have been the central location of activities for the
ruler, especially activities of the state.

The ancient Maya body and senses are defined as both of these concepts are
historically and culturally contingent. The royal body is broken down into three
categories: bodily substances, the corporeal body, and the costumed body. The non-royal
body is also defined as one that was constantly influenced and controlled. Each of the
human senses is defined in terms of how the ancient Maya conceived of them. These
definitions are highly dependent on the work of Houston and Taube (2000). Ancient
Maya conceptual, behavioral, and emotional responses are described in terms of the work
that has been accomplished to date.

I introduce the palace where I conducted my dissertation research in Chapter 4.
The palace is part of Group III at Holmul, Guatemala. I conducted clearing excavations
within the palace from 2001 to 2005. The goal of the excavations was to expose as much
of the architecture as possible in order to have a detailed understanding of the palace’s
morphology. This chapter describes my work on the palace and the previous work by
Merwin (Merwin and Vaillant 1932).

This work is comparative in nature, so after the descriptions of the Holmul palace
and my work there, the seven comparative examples are introduced in Chapter 5. These
other palaces are the Central Acropolis at Tikal, Structure A-V at Uaxactun, Group C at
San Jose, the Palace Group and surrounding structures at Aguateca, the Palace at
Palenque, and Structure 10L-22 and the East Court as well as Structure 10L-32 and its

courtyard from Copan.
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Conceptual responses to the built environment are explored through a set of eight
hypotheses in Chapter 6. Hypothesis C1 is that Maya palaces were visually distinct in the
landscape and that this was meaningful. Hypothesis C2 is that palaces were decorated
using colors and iconography that symbolically communicated clear ideologies of power
and authority. Hypothesis C3 states that the vertical dimension in palace architecture was
used to reinforce inequality in social standing. Hypothesis C4 is that historical
preservation of parts of palaces was quite intentional and in line with political rhetoric
regarding lineage. Hypothesis C5 holds that physical cues in the architecture indicated
that conceptual shifts were necessary as one moved around a palace. Hypothesis C6 is
that sounds from palaces were controlled in order to keep knowledge in the palace and
keep the urban din out. Hypothesis C7 is that lines of sight into the palace were similarly
controlled. Finally, Hypothesis C8 is that the paths of movement leading up to palaces
are explored to see what they communicated conceptually to potential entrants.

In Chapter 7, behavioral responses are explored through a set of five hypotheses.
Hypothesis B1 is that views out from the palace across the site would have affected
behavior through observation. Similarly, Hypothesis B2 states that approaches to the
palace were especially watched. Hypothesis B3 explores how sounds originating in the
palace changed behavior. The final two hypotheses have to do with access and how
people were controlled in terms of entering the palaces or occupying certain spaces
within them. Hypothesis B4 measures this in a quantitative sense by using a measure
known as control value. Hypothesis B5 looks at the behavior required to access different

areas of the palace based on the architectural morphology.
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A set of four hypotheses are put forth to explore emotional responses to ancient
Maya palaces in Chapter 8. Hypothesis E1 is concerned with the unique morphology of
Maya palaces and how it necessitated constant shifts from inside to outside. Hypothesis
E2 explores the impact of an acoustical phenomenon known as the cut out effect.
Hypothesis E3 looks at the evidence that incense was used in Maya palaces and the
possibility that it engendered emotions. Hypothesis E4 analyzes the social distances
through which the ruler interacted with others, and whether these particular distances
held a certain power.

The conclusions and summations are set forth in Chapter 9. Archetypal palace
experiences are related for both ancient Maya royals and non-royals. Subsequently, the
archaeology of experience is assessed as to its viability. Following this assessment, there
is a description of in what ways the definition of an ancient Maya palace is advanced.
After that, there are summations of the new directions that were taken in phenomenology
and sensory archaeology. Possible new directions are recounted before the final
concluding remarks are put forth.

This chapter has endeavored to present the main goals of this dissertation, its
basic framework, as well as the intellectual context in which I am working and
formulating my conclusions. The success of the goal pursuit is discussed in the final
chapter along with a discussion about how well the archaeology of experience and

subsequent analyses worked.
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Chapter 2. The Archaeology of Experience

To draw out the experience of a place is to connect the physical place to the
people who engaged socially there. But, the relationship between people and the built
environment is not as straightforward as one might think. Is the place merely backdrop
or setting? Are experiences solely governed by a person’s personality? Is the power of a
place solely dependent on the activities that occur there or can its design have an impact?
And if so, what is the importance of the designer?

The following chapter lays out a rationale called the archaeology of experience.
This rationale links the built environment to people in a way that allows for it to be a
place that engenders experiences. It relates the designer, the built environment, the

experiencer, and their experiences in a meaningful way.

The Archaeology of Experience

The archaeology of experience is a way of understanding the built world. It
relates people to the places we inhabit, and focuses on the unique ways they affect our
bodies, and immediately thereafter our minds. Now our experiences are not simply
products of the environments in which they occur, of course, but the power of spaces
should not be underestimated. And since we are not dealing with an unaltered world,
there is an underlying, permeating power encoded in all spaces which means the

experiential effects wrought by the built environment are very important. To go from the
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agency of one mind to the experience within another’s is a process. The archaeology of

experience is the study of this process:

Designer(s) = Built Environment = Experiencer = Response/Experience

This power becomes reproduced and embedded in the built environment at two stages:
initial design and subsequent use. What is important about this theoretical stance is that it
allows for meaning to be inscribed at both stages, design and use, and does not prize the
former (Eco 1980) or the latter (Rapoport 1990). What follows are definitions and
underpinning theoretical foundations for each component in the archaeology of
experience.

I would initially like to address, however, an issue with terminology. The terms
space, place, built environment, and architecture are all used heavily in this work, and I
feel it important to differentiate them. While more detailed explorations of these
concepts follow, the following are good at-hand references to what I mean. Space, for
me, has two meanings. First, it is the all-encompassing three-dimensional tableau which
humans manipulate through social action to create meaning. Space is also what exists
between material objects, and where and in what amounts it exists is important. Spaces
that have come to carry social meaning are places. A built environment is any space to
which a human has made any material change. Architecture is a particular type of built

environment that consists of the use of walls to create buildings.
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What complicates matters is that the scholars on which I rely to bolster my
argument come from different scholarly fields and varied theoretical backgrounds.
Hence, while two scholars may be discussing the same concept, one might couch it terms
of “space” and another “place.” For example, Lefebvre (1991) consistently uses the term
space even though he is always referring to some sort of built form. This makes sense
since he is following Descartes (2001 [1637]) and Kant (1996 [1781]) in his argument.
So, while I have defined the terms, and will use them accordingly, any sort of perceived

slippage usually comes in relation to the reference of someone else’s work.

The Designer(s)

“But what distinguishes the worst architect from the best of bees is this, that the architect
raises his structure in imagination before he erects it in reality.” — Karl Marx (2010:118
[1867])

The explanation starts with the designer, though the dataset always relates most
directly to the built environment, because, the archaeological dataset is the built
environment or what remains of it. Yet, we must begin with those who designed and
constructed these spaces. Even while underplaying their influence, Foucault (1984:248)
states that one must take them, their mentality and attitude, into account as well as their
projects, in order to “understand a certain number of the techniques of power that are
invested in architecture.” I call them something general like designers because in
different times and geographies they spanned a spectrum from specialists like architects

and engineers to non-specialists who had direct or indirect input as to how a space
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developed whether it be a king designing his castle or a homeless person organizing his
refrigerator boxes in an alley.

At the most base level we have two entities under the microscope: the designer
and the act of designing. So, an individual and a process. Each will now be defined in
terms of how it helps contribute to the built environment. The designer can be viewed
simply in terms of his/her will, as agency. Agency, is defined here as by John C. Barrett
(in Dobres and Robb 2000:9) as the process of intersubjective engagement with the
material and social world. Utilizing the concept of agency is beneficial to the
archaeology of experience because it avoids the danger of over-generalizing and it
acknowledges the influence and effect individuals can muster.

Yet, considering the designer as agency is not enough. The designer’s will is
conditioned and affected by two crucial components that I would be remiss not to
include. They are history and culture. These two concepts are interwoven through
agency, limiting it to some extent and swaying it in others.

Historical circumstance has an influence. This idea, of course, is best expressed
by Marx (1963:15): “men make their own history, but they do not make it just as they
please, they do not make it under circumstances chosen by themselves, but under
circumstances directly encountered, given and transmitted from the past.” Designers are
making their decisions at a relative culmination of a long trajectory of previous designers.
Castells (1977:125), taking a Marxist approach, prohibits himself from constructing a
general theory of space, instead choosing to understand space “in terms of the historical

articulation of several modes of production.” Yet, the deliberation on history can be too
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great. The fields of architecture and art history are so focused on studying the historical
trajectories in the Western world they run the risk of being atheoretical in nature (Egenter
1992).

Besides the historical trajectory, there are different phenomena to which a person
in any one historical moment is responding. The call I am making for historical inclusion
here echoes the one Boas (1920:317) made against generalizing theories of evolution in
favor of more particularistic approaches. In talking about space, Castells (1977:442)
cautions “there is the ‘site’, the ‘geographical’ conditions, but they concern analysis only
as the support of a certain web of social relations, the spatial characteristics producing
extremely divergent social effects depending on the historical situation.”

Obviously, a person’s enculturation is also going to have an effect on the
potential design options they foresee. The best way to understand the way culture would
influence design decisions is to consider the designer as his/her culture has defined them,
i.e. his/her social role. A person’s social role will allow for certain designs and disallow
others. Consider the ancient Maya maize farmer. His vocation is at the forefront, but in
combination with his religious views, economic means, technological know-how,
knowledge of the environment, and familial and social connections, will ultimately
determine the location and morphology of his home. Of course, his individual will
interplays with all of these cultural considerations, but the design is simply not the
product of one or the other.

So, individual agency, necessarily conditioned by culture and as a product of, and

working within, a particular historical circumstance develops an intention of design. This
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design intent is the concept that will eventually lead to a built environment or a change in
an existing one. This idea of designing space leads directly to what Lefebvre (1991:38)
terms representations of space: “conceptualized space, the space of scientists, planners,
urbanists, technocratic subdividers and social engineers.” Low expands this concept by
tying relevant social factors into the design stage as part of her social production of space.
“The social production of space includes all those factors — social, economic, ideological,
and technical — that result, or seek to result, in the physical creation of the material
setting” (Low 2000:128).

This process of design, when successful, leads to an act of construction within
space. However, the intention is rarely translated into physical form without concession.
Designers are almost always constrained and forced to compromise by a host of
complicating and influencing factors (McGuire and Schiffer 1983). As mentioned in the
example above, social mores can influence the construction, as can architectural or
engineering knowledge. Available materials and the means to acquire them are also a
factor. The surrounding environment also impacts the construction process. Therefore,
the built environment is almost never a perfect unfettered representation of design intent.

However, because any piece of the built environment is a design intent that went
through the “refining” process of construction it is a direct reflection of power. The
design intent reflects the social role of the designer, including any political, religious, and
economic authority they possess, and his/her means to bring that design to fruition. It is
important to note that this reflection may not mirror the power held by the designer, but

instead reflect an overarching system of power in place that is affecting the designer’s
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design and his/her ability to bring into a physical reality. Because this power permeates
all aspects of the archaeology of experience from designer through the built environment,

to the experiencer, it will be dealt with in its own section below.

The Built Environment

“All territory occupied with the objective of being inhabited or of being utilized as ‘vital
space’ is necessarily transformed from chaos to cosmos.” — Mircea Eliade [1949] in Kus
(1983:286)

This section is heavily dependent on the ideas of Soja (1989) who simultaneously
criticizes the longstanding error of the social sciences of ignoring space and the built
environment or relegating them to the periphery of importance, while also outlining an
evocative argument of why this simply cannot continue. Relevant examples of this error
would be Saunders (1990:183) who writes that post-processualist archaeologists are in
danger of fetishizing space and “consequently spatial structures are given powers rightly
due to its constituents, as if space had intrinsic qualities itself.” The idea here is that
social relations play out among people, and the emphasis must always remain there.
Foucault, in an interview with Rabinow (1984:248), also communicates these sentiments
when he says architects and their buildings “are not comparable to a doctor, a priest, a
psychiatrist, a prison warden.”

So, the designer or designers through time develop the built environment. The
built environment

refers in the broadest sense to any physical alteration of the natural
environment, from hearths to cities, through construction by humans.
Generally speaking, it includes built forms, which are defined as building
types (such as dwellings, temples, or meeting houses) created by humans
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to shelter, define, and protect activity. Built forms also include, however,

spaces that are defined and bounded, but not necessarily enclosed, such as

the uncovered areas in a compound, a plaza, or a street (Lawrence and

Low 1990:454).

The built environment is the result of the successful expression of design intents,
and though it may not seem so, they are extremely complex. Imagine a simple fence.
Seemingly, it relates one spatial principle: you are on one side of it or the other. Yet, the
fence also has a beginning and an end. A height. A depth in the ground. Ifitis
constructed of slats, then there may be space between them. Our simple fence is now
relating five spatial principles.

At its most simple, the built environment is a set of organizing principles for
space made material. However, the principles are anything but simple, and their
articulation and expression (the built environment) are meaningful and powerful.
Architecture provides “people the world over with an instrument, and a model, for
conceiving the world in a complex, comprehensive way” (Wilson 1988:58). The
principles then, are drawn from, and communicate beliefs about social life.

The built environment is filled with meaning that reflect social phenomena. As
Lawrence and Low (1990:466) state: “As expressions of culture, built forms may be seen
to play a communicative role embodying and conveying meaning between groups, or
individuals within groups, at a variety of levels.” This meaning is imbued through the
repeated staging of activities within a particular built environment. It is important to note

that these meanings can transcend their original built environments and be appropriated

into new ones through design and subsequent activity.
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Through time, in what Lefebvre (1991:38) terms “spatial practice” social actors
within the built environment engage in a “reflexive relationship between the production
of space and the reproduction of social relations” (Saunders 1990:183). This reflexive
relationship, or dialectic, leads to what Soja (1980:209) terms spatiality, “the created
space of social organization and production.”

It is important to note that space and the built environment do not merely frame
social activity, nor do they simply reflect its meaning over time. Social activities become
contingent on the spaces in which they are enacted. Soja (1989:129) puts it best:

The spatial matrix must constantly be reinforced and, when necessary,

restructured — that is, spatiality must be socially reproduced and this

reproduction process is a continuing source of conflict and crisis. The
problematical connection of social and spatial reproduction follows
straightforwardly. If spatiality is both outcome/embodiment and
medium/presupposition of social relations and social structure, their
material reference, then social life must be seen as both space-forming and
space contingent, a producer and a product of spatiality.

To put it simply, there is a dialectical relationship between social actors and their built

environments, mutually affective, as the former attempts to reproduce its social forms

behaviorally and materially. Space is a manifestation of society; it is one if its material

dimensions (Soja 1985:115). The significance here is that spatiality is a extremely

important variable in the analysis of social activities and their actors.

The Experiencer as Body

The built environment causes a quick three-step process in human agents, the first

and third have to do with the physical body while the middle step consists of mental
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processes. First, social actors engage with the built environment through the human
senses. Second, the mind processes this information. Third, the body takes appropriate
action. Lefebvre (1991:195) places much emphasis on the interaction between the body
and space: “Considered as a “‘machine’, the spatial body is two-sided: one side is run by
massive supplies of energy (from alimentary and metabolic sources), the other side by
refined and minute energies (sense data).”

The equal weight given between space and the body cannot be overstated.
Lefebvre (1991:184) adds:

Space — my space — is not the context of which I constitute the
‘textuality’: instead, it is first of all my body, and then it is my body’s
counterpart or ‘other’, its mirror-image or shadow: it is the shifting
intersection between that which it touches, penetrates, threatens, or
benefits my body on the one hand, and all bodies on the other.

This corporeal-centric definition of space inextricably links space to the body, and
consequently, spaces are defined by bodies’ actions. Taking an approach that combines
practice and discourse Barrett (1994:14) outlines how the body interacts with space:

The immediate point of reference for a person’s understanding of the
world on which they act is their own body. The movement and orientation
of the self in relation to others is the means of understanding one’s place
within a discourse and of gauging one’s ability to act and to speak. The
references made to position and to orientation are enhanced by the
immediate topography and the architecture of the place; buildings enclose
and channel the direction of movement and focus the attention of the eye.
At certain places — in front of certain backdrops and behind certain screens
— actions occur, words are spoken and others are left unsaid, creating the
discourse of a social practice. As we observe the creation of an
architecture out of practical understandings of the place, so we see how
certain actions and utterances were made possible.
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The sense data mentioned by Lefebvre are stimuli in the environment that trigger
a response in the eyes, ears, nose, tongue, and skin of a person. The human senses can be
considered in their universal physical way, as our sciences do, where barring physical
differences in the sensory organs, stimuli are perceived the same way from person to
person. After all, “perception can never be isolated totally from the physiological
equipment and biological universals that make it possible” (Houston and Taube
2000:262).

In the following section, I will describe each of the five traditional senses, and
two more, proprioception and kinesthesia, are of use to this work and therefore defined.
It is important to note that I differentiate between active and passive capabilities for the
five traditional senses, and those distinctions are also delineated. The theory of overall
perception subscribed to here is that all perceptions are hypotheses (Gregory 1997:9).
That is, any perception is inherently incomplete and is therefore compared to previous
sensory experiences in order to be understood.

Seeing. We see as light is reflected off of objects in the environment into the eye
through the pupil and onto the retina (Goldstein 2007:28). The light causes reactions in
visual pigments in the eye’s receptors, which trigger the electrical signals that are sent to
the brain through the optic nerve. From these receptors, signals are sent through nerves,
up the spinal column, and into the brain.

The active sense of sight comprises times when an individual would be looking,
scanning, or staring at some external stimulus. The passive sense of vision would be

when the eyes are focused on one task and yet perceptions are gained from another
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source. A scientific study (Li et al. 2002) has shown, as we may have assumed, that
humans are capable of perceiving new information even when their attention is
elsewhere.

Hearing. To hear, the tympanic membrane, which separates the outer and middle
ear, shifts acoustical vibrations in the air into mechanical vibrations which are transmitted
through the ossicles in the middle ear to the cochlea of the inner ear and finally to the
organ of Corti which then transforms them to neural messages and sends them to the
brain (Christman 1971:242-255). Hearing provides much information about the outside
world, but there is one subset of data that I feel needs particular mention. Blesser and
Salter (2007:21) state that “hearing decodes size as the global metric of volume because
sound permeates air as a fluid, flowing around objects and into crevices...we sense the
volume of a large space by its long reverberation time and the volume of a small space by
its sharp frequency resonances.” So, we sense spaces aurally as well as visually, and that
is how primarily we sense their volume.

Obviously the active and passive distinctions with this sense can be couched in
the differences between listening and hearing respectively. When listening, there is the
“active attention or reaction to the meaning, emotions, and symbolism, contained within
sound” (Blesser and Salter 2007:5), while hearing simply denotes the detection of sound.

Touching. Various entities within the human skin are responsible for the various
sensations recognized by the brain. Four different types of mechanoreceptors respond to
stimulation of the skin. Merkel receptors respond to fine details; Meissner receptors

respond to fluttering and help with controlling hand-grasp; Ruffini receptors respond to
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stretching; and Pacinian corpuscles respond to rapid vibrations and fine textures sensed
by the fingers moving over a surface (Goldstein 2007:308).

The active capability of touch is denoted here as haptic perception, which is the
process of sensory data gathering and recognition through touch. An example would be
running one’s fingers over the a surface to see how rough it is. The passive capability of
touch is designated here as cutaneous sensation; the ability in the sensory nerve endings
of the skin to feel any sensation, including pressure, temperature, and pain. An example
would be the feeling of a breeze upon one’s face.

Smelling. The sense of smell occurs when odorous molecules are absorbed by the
cilia at the ends of olfactory vesicles within the olfactory epithelium of the nose (Takagi
1978). From there, electrical pulses are sent to the brain relaying the sensory input.
Smell, as we all know, can be a very powerful sensation. The active and passive
capabilities of the sense of smell are somewhat different than those of other senses. The
sense is usually enacted in its passive sense as smells waft around an environment. When
a space is overwhelmed by odorous molecules it becomes impossible not to smell them:
one can only hold one’s breath for so long! Sniffing, the positive aspect of the active
capability also occurs, but is usually reserved for smells with a limited range in the
environment.

Tasting. According to Beidler (1978:22) “the flavor of food derives from the
simultaneous stimulation of the olfactory, gustatory, thermal, and mechanoreceptors, as
well as the free nerve endings” of the mouth. The gustatory system is composed of the

taste buds, which are stimulated by chemicals in the vicinity through a process of
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adsorption (Beidler 1978:30). Obviously, taste for the most part only has an active sense:
one must physically put something in contact with the mouth to engage the sensation.
However, smell and taste are linked and smells in the environment could also trigger the
sense of taste involuntarily.

Proprioception and Kinesthesia. Proprioception refers to our ability to sense the
position of our limbs. Refshauge (1998:5) writes:

The three classes of afferent fibre that potentially contribute to

proprioceptive sensibility are cutaneous, muscle and tendon, and joint

capsule and ligament afferents. When a joint is moved passively, its joint,

cutaneous and muscle structures are likely to be progressively shortened,

or become increasingly ‘slack’, on the side of the joint in the same

direction of the movement....the adequate stimulus for all three receptor

types is stretch of the tissue in which they are located.
In other words, the microscopic tensions felt in our joints is what scientists believe causes
our sense of proprioception. Most of the time proprioception is passive. The body is
sending constant feedback as to its position, and these sensations are incorporated into
experience. The incorporation becomes more in the active sense when the proprioceptive
sensation is, for one reason or another, placed at the forefront of the experience. This
could be due to a new or unusual bodily position or perhaps, staying in a single position
for a long time.

For kinesthesia, [ will distinguish between the active and passive senses on
whether or not the individual instigated the specific movements solely to gain kinesthetic
knowledge. Active kinesthetic sensations are produced when a person willfully engages

in motion, most likely as some sort of status check. Flexing a numb hand in the snow for

sensation produces active kinesthetic sensations. The passive capability occurs as a result
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of movements engaged for another purpose. The sensations in the arm from swinging an
axe would be an example.

Another, and I believe, complementary, way to look at the senses is as culturally
(Stoller 1989, Classen 1993) and historically (Smith 2007) constructed. Another culture
may have distinct concepts of what defines a human sense or how it functions. Which
senses are given primacy in terms of value and use is also culturally dependent. Classen
(1993:136) goes on to state “as sensory values are social values, sensory relations are also
social relations.” It follows, then, that the way members of a culture engage or limit
sensory perception through the built environment is reflective of deeper social knowledge
systems.

I also wish to echo the importance of multi-sensory analyses voiced by Howes
(2006) and Frieman and Gillings (2007). Many scholars (Classen 1993:6, Hamilakis
2002:122, Pinney 2002:84-5, Briick 2005:50) have pointed out the overemphasis placed
on vision due to a Western bias, and how it clouds our understanding of the other senses
and their cultural significance in other cultures. Not only are the non-visual senses
important, but data from different senses are taken in concert to perceive the world.

Smell and taste. Vision and feel. Movement and sound. The senses can also be
interrelated producing different effects as with Houston’s and Taube’s (2000:263)
concept of synaesthetic communication, where information to one sense relates data that

are to be processed by a different sense.
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The Experiencer’s Response, a.k.a. The Experience

The designer of a built environment intends a response in the social actors after
they perceive and understand the space. This response can be conceptual, emotional,
behavioral, or some combination of the three. Responses to the environment continue to
imbue the space with meaning. These responses are what is to be considered spatial
practice or what Low (2000:128) terms the social construction of place.

Each of the type of the responses is dealt with in turn below, but must also be
considered together in a more general sense: as meaningful engagement within the built
environment. Miles Richardson’s (1982:431) use of Heidegger’s concept of being-in-
the-world is very useful for understanding experience because it necessitates the
combination of the material setting and social interaction:

The objectification of the emerging sense upon the material setting is

essentially the transfer of the what of the ongoing social experience onto

the where of the material setting. The "what" is the sense, or the

understanding, of the situation that is emerging out of people's interpretive

responses to one another's actions. The objectification of that sense onto

the "where" of the setting means that the social situation becomes

physically placed. This, in turn, means that the setting, which earlier (prior

to the situation being formed) was a preliminary definition, now becomes

a full exposition of what is occurring. The material image, in brief, is the

implicit, preliminary definition made explicit and complete; with its

formation the participants have moved from simply being there to being-
in-the-world.
Being-in-the-world implies that the “world,” i.e. the built environment has a priori social

meaning, in a relative sense, to subsequent social activities, and that the experiencer

understands these meanings. Being-in-the-world, then, is understanding and tying into
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these meanings. I believe this is accomplished through three types of responses to the
built environment: behavioral, conceptual, and emotional.

Conceptual responses. Conceptual responses are those changes made in the
beliefs and attitudes of a person based on their sensory perceptions of the built
environment. The idea of the built environment containing behavioral cues was voiced
most evocatively by Umberto Eco who appropriated the concept of semiotics from
linguistics and applied it to architecture. Eco (1980:24) denotes a secondary function in
his semiotic approach, one that is connotative and relates information of a symbolic
nature. His example is the differences between what a chair and a throne communicate to
someone. The throne has another layer of meaning wrought with social implication.
While this semiotic approach helpfully focuses on the communicative nature of
architecture, it is important to note that this nature is not a static one. Barrett (1994:19)
states that taking behavioral and conceptual cues from architecture:

is always more than reading a material ‘text’; it moves beyond the text and

involves the annotation and transcription of such texts. In this way

practical knowledge is constructed through an engagement with material
conditions. Architectural traditions and the traditions of practice contained

by that architecture become two interlocked fields which exchange and

transform a common set of symbolic resources.
I draw on the concept of conceptual landscapes here and am simply changing the
resolution of focus. Knapp and Ashmore (1999:11) define conceptual landscapes as
“characterized by powerful religious, artistic, or other cultural meanings.”

Since this conceptual communication is done through symbols, it often draws on

social memory to ensure the symbols are understood and related to deep and profound

systems of meaning. These symbols become strengthened through subsequent behavior.
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Because this relationship is reflexive, social memory is also produced this way and often
strongly tied to place (Van Dyke and Alcock 2003:5).

Behavioral responses. Behavioral responses are physical actions taken based on
sensory perception of the built environment. Eco’s (1980:20) primary function of
architecture is denotative, that is, it communicates the functions it permits and promotes.
A stair communicates the possibility of going up or down. It is important to note that this
function works only so long as the form of the architecture fits into a previously learned
code of architectural functions. Eco also designates secondary functions for architecture
that are connotative, and thus dealt with in the following section.

Donald Sanders (1990) emphasizes the behavioral cueing system present in the
territorial systems identified within the field of environmental psychology (Altman 1975
123-145). While Altman focuses on the ownership aspect of territoriality, Sanders
(1990:49) focuses on the functional aspect: “we define spaces, mark them for specific
uses, create visible and invisible boundaries, and will defend the territory against
unwanted intrusions.” Because specific responses are desired in reaction to a territory, the
system of encoding is deeper than simply marking possession.

Emotional responses. Emotional responses are changes in the affective state of
consciousness based on sensory perceptions of the built environment. Acknowledging
emotional responses is potentially dangerous for scholars in that the subsequent scholarly
pursuit of the impact of the built environment one could be prone to chasing highly

subjective and individualizing ghosts. Yet, whether or not their recovery is possible, it is
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impossible to deny that the built environment is ever devoid of emotional content.
Lefebvre (1991:141) believes this is due to the symbolic content contained in space:
Space may be marked physically, as with animals’ use of smells or human
groups use of visual or auditory indicators; alternatively, it may be marked
abstractly, by means of discourse, by means of signs. Space thus acquires
symbolic value. Symbols, on this view, always imply an emotional
investment, an affective charge (fear, attraction, etc.), which is so to speak
deposited at a particular place and thereafter ‘represented’ for the benefit
of everyone elsewhere.
The symbolic content of the built environment is emotionally charged to some
degree. Tuan (1977:110) holds that sometimes emotional responses require an
objective materiality such as place for clarity, in other words, places can facilitate
or augment emotional expression. Emotional responses can be then be an original
intention of the built environment, but can also occur concomitantly with
conceptual and behavioral responses. The built environment represents meaning

through design and subsequent behavior, and these spaces retain that meaning

through symbolic encoding.

Architecture as Power

"A whole history remains to be written of spaces — which would at the same time be the
history of powers." — Foucault (1980:149 [1977])

A General Definition of Power. In a consideration of Foucault, Thomas (2002:38) writes
“power is dispersed as a field that invests and inhabits all social relationships. Power is
not directed by a single agent but is composed of many shifting strategies that are played

out simultaneously. Sovereignty, domination, and authority are not so much the
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primordial forms of power as they are the outcomes of its operation.” Considering power
in this diffuse permeating way allows it to be present in the entire reflexive relationship
of spatiality. Power is embedded in the built environment through the meanings
inscribed within because of the social practices enacted, which themselves are enmeshed
in power.

But, what then of social hierarchy? Of kings and emperors? Miller and Tilley
(1984:7) write that power “can be regarded as a dispositional capability, neither
possessed nor exercised or controlled by any particular agent or collectivity, but as a
structural feature of social systems, which is only manifested through its effects on
individuals, groups, and institutions.” Social members, then, are constantly engaging in
attempts to affect power.

I conceive of power using the foundation laid out by Miller and Tilley (1984),
which itself is derived from the work of Foucault (1977, 1978, 1980). Miller and Tilley
break power down into two aspects: power to and power over. “Power to is an integral
element of social life, a component of all social practices, an existential part of human
existence and can be disassociated from the social control and domination characterized
by power over” (Miller and Tilley 1984:8).

Power to is conceived as a the socially embedded ability to create and draw on
resources. Resources can be material or non-material. Material ones include media, raw
materials, means of production, while non-material ones are knowledges, skills, and
competences (Miller and Tilley 1984:7). Power over is the ability by an individual or

collective agent to get another agent to do or not do something they would otherwise not
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do or not do (Miller and Tilley 1984:7). This aspect of power deals with concepts such as
coercion, oppression, repression, and domination. It should be noted that combining
these two aspects into a less delineated concept would result in something similar to
Weber’s (1964:152) definition of power: “the probability that one actor within a social
relationship will be in a position to carry out his own will despite resistance.”

Miller and Tilley were concerned with complicating the concept of power and
showing that it resulted in outcomes other than dominance. Because of this, they
conceived of power to and power over as two sides or faces of power the former positive
and the latter negative in nature (Miller and Tilley 1984:6). As this research is not
concerned with any moral assessment of power’s exercise, these two concepts are not
viewed as oppositional and instead are seen as two distinct aspects of power that are
functionally different.

Any agent can then exercise different degrees of these two aspects. The two
aspects are linked in that to achieve power over, one must always involve power to
(Miller and Tilley 1984:5). Additionally, if, in a society, there are high degrees of power
over, this begins to affect the power to within that group. Social control and domination
begin to erode the ability of individuals or groups to engage in society. Many forms of
control can simply be viewed as actions preventing the gathering of resources.
Incarceration, lack of citizenship or voting rights, or the favoring of a particular coding
system (i.e. language) to the detriment to those who do not know it all limit power to in

this way.
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What follows then, are not different types of power, but descriptions of the
different ways power is expressed at the various steps in the process that is the
archaeology of experience, in what might be termed a general “paradigm of power”
(Love 2002:216). These expressions are described in two ways: their process and their
outcome. What they have in common is that they are all efforts to obtain or increase
power over and to maintain the tenuous amount already gained. Again, I do not mean to
intimate that an individual’s level of power to and power over are dependent solely on
their actions; the larger society must allow for it and there are many other variables in
play.

One other commonality between these exercises of power is that they all attempt
to naturalize the asymmetrical social relations that are present. One reason for this is
because these processes are all somehow tied to the built environment. Therefore, the
processes become tied to the organization of space, a set of fundamental principles. The
built environment also acts as an encompassing setting that is enduring. By being
embedded in space, the logic becomes removed from the fallibility of human argument.
The materiality of the built environment means that the process seems timeless in that it
communicates statements regardless of time of day or year, and does so most likely over
multiple lifetimes. For an individual, something that exists for his/her entire lifespan is
eternal in a sense. As a result of these factors, exercises in power involving the built

environment are also ones in naturalizing the resultant social inequality.
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Design as an Expression of Power. The power of the designer is expressed in his/her
power to design and construct a material experience. The design is a concept rife with
intent, and the choices made reflect the social goals of the designer. It should be noted
that the outcomes of efforts at power may not always conform to the original intent of the
agent concerned (Hindness 1982). However, in this case, the chance of successful
outcomes is bolstered when original design intents are followed by social action that is in
line with those intents.
I attribute the process from power fo to power over for designers as one to be
couched in the concept of de Certeau’s (1984:36) strategy:
I call a strategy the calculation (or manipulation) of power relationships
that becomes possible as soon as a subject with will and power (a
business, an army, a city, a scientific institution) can be isolated. It
postulates a place that can be delimited as its own and serve as the base
from which relations with an exteriority composed of targets or threats
(customers or competitors, enemies, the country surrounding the city,
objectives and objects of research, etc.) can be managed. As in
management, every ‘strategic’ rationalization seeks first of all to
distinguish its ‘own’ place, that is, the place of its own power and will
from an ‘environment.” A Cartesian attitude, if you wish: it is an effort to
delimit one’s own place in a world bewitched by the invisible powers of
the Other.
As is clearly evident, strategies are enacted initially through spatial separation. “Power
manifests itself convincingly by transcending the local. When potentates use power this
way they are fully conscious of having created something that stands out and does not
blend with local life” (Tuan 1989:29). By changing the organization of a space or the

experience within it from that expected within the surrounding related spaces, power is

demonstrated.
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Strategies are efforts to distinguish a space from others and as such all designs
with power over as their goal are strategies. This spatial separation is equated with a
social hierarchy. Once separation is gained, strategies work to communicate this
difference, and to maintain if not increase it.

Strategies are enacted by those at the top of the social hierarchy, from a spatially
delimited origin point, by using material and non-material resources (power to), to
maintain and increase this social inequality by enacting social manipulation and control
measures (power over). Designs for the built environment are strategies made material
through architecture. Smith (2003:108) defines legitimacy as the ability to “synchronize
practices that perpetuate the existing political order within a discursive framework that
generates the allegiance of subjects.” I argue that some of the practices to which Smith
refers are strategies. As with Smith, I believe that exercising power and legitimacy leads
to authority.

Strategies designed to affect experience in the built environment fall within two
categories: those that are an effort to augment the experience of the person or group
exercising power and those that are enacted to impact the experience of those not able to
exercise it. In the case of the former, the theoretical model set up by Goffman (1959),
known as dramaturgy, is employed here to increase insight.

Dramaturgy uses a theatrical metaphor to talk about how the self is communicated
to others in face-to-face interactions. This communication is referred to as a performance
because only specific, and what are inferred by the actor to be idealized facets of the self

are presented. Performances, then, possess a “front” the function of which is to “define
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the situation for those who observe the performance” (Goffman 1959:22). The situation
in this case is the power dynamic. Fronts are composed of two components: setting and
personal front.

Performances can be marked by two strategies that are efforts to increase their
efficacy. First, is the previously mentioned idealized presentation of self; the hiding of
fault and display of value (Goffman 1959:34). The second strategy is termed
mystification. This strategy involves maintaining a greater social distance to limit and
regulate what is shown to an audience, which can lead to awe (Goffman 1959:67). In
essence, this strategy is about controlling knowledge about specific aspects of the actor,
usually ones that would create a sense of qualitative and inherent commonality.

This model is very useful in talking about experiencing the built environment
because it necessitates a union between physical setting and social actor. In a volume on
performance, Inomata and Coben (2006) debate using Goffman’s (1959) definition
before ultimately deciding to use a less inclusive definition by Dell Hymes (1975) that
focuses on creativity and transcendence of the ordinary. I do not criticize their decision
because the thrust of their endeavor was ultimately discussing spectacles and public
events.

In the same volume, Houston (2006:137-8) is highly critical of the Goffman
model, going so far as to cite someone who called it literally absurd. Here is some of
Houston’s (2006:138) criticism:

Perhaps interaction really is like a game in that it has problematic

outcomes — no foregone conclusions — and affords the opportunity

to display valued attributes such as dexterity, strength, and self-
control (Goffman 1961). But, in contrast to these maneuvers, true
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performance, is above all a ‘marked’ behavior of restricted

occurrence (e.g., Beeman 1993:377). It deliberately contrasts with,

and is bounded from, the neutral hum of quotidian existence. The

Japanese tea ceremony is a performance; eating noodles at a bar in

Tokyo (or San Francisco) — which may follow accustomed habits

of behavior — is not.

I would argue that eating those noodles is not quotidian if, for example, there is
someone of romantic interest seated across from you. Or if the context of the
noodle dinner proves to be during a recent PhD’s visit to a university during a
faculty search. Interestingly, I have been told not to order the noodles in this
scenario as they may produce an embarrassing eating pattern (i.e. slurping).
Social meaning is often derived from face-to-face interaction and it is at this point
that Goffman’s points become valid.

In truth, I think what is of greatest import is not what constitutes a
performance. It is recognizing that there is, at times, a secondary level of
communication going on within social interaction. Somewhere between quotidian
and the Hymesian, there exists social interaction of heightened and weighty
importance. The aforementioned Japanese have made this recognition of layers of
meaning and go to great lengths to control it in their business culture. There are,
as I count them, at least seven rules on the proper way to exchange business cards
in Japan. On the other hand, I feel I should note that the aforementioned slurping
is not offensive there and instead a sign that one is enjoying the meal. In terms of

power, I believe Goffman would say that to be a king, one must live in a palace,

dress like a king, but just as importantly be “kingly.”
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Power in the Organization of Space through the Built Environment. The built
environment, at its most fundamental levels, is the material expression of a conceptual
ordering of space. Spaces are created for activities and interactions and in doing so
determinations are made as to what activities belong together and how interactions are to
be accomplished. By ordering, one is exercising power.

To see this link, we need to see organization principles as a classificatory system.
Durkheim and Mauss write of the cross-cultural commonalities of classification systems
belonging to different groups. “To classify is not only to form groups; it means arranging
these groups according to particular relations...Every classification implies a hierarchical
order.” (Durkheim and Mauss 1963:8).

This idea is closely related to Wolf’s concept of organizational power. This is
when power is exercised in a way “that controls the contexts in which people exhibit their
capabilities and interact with others. This sense calls attention to the instrumentalities
through which individuals or groups direct or circumscribe the actions of others within
determinate settings” (Wolf 1999:5). If one is expressing a new spatial order, one is
engaging in power to, however if one is repeating and capitulating to the predominate
spatial order this may be characteristic of power over, though the individual creating the
space is obviously not the one exercising power.

Once these spaces are created as the built environment, a process of definition,
negotiation, and maintenance or change occurs. Sanders (1990:183) states ““as space is
constantly being defined and redefined by day-to-day social activity, the process of its

reproduction presents a continuing source of struggle and contradiction. Space is
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consequently political, being the domain of social conflict and antagonisms.” So, not
only are spaces exemplifying organizational principles, they are the site and occasional
focus of social conflict.

Here we come, then, to the dramaturgical concept of setting. Goffman (1959:22)
defines setting as the “furniture, décor, physical layout, and other background items
which supply the scenery and stage props for the spate of human action played out
before, within, or upon it.” Settings are produced to enhance the presentation of self.
Goffman (1959:23) gives the example of the elaborate scientific stages that doctor’s use
when seeing a patient. In this way, built environments are material versions of self.

It is no wonder then, that power claims become inscribed in the built
environment. Foucault (in Rabinow 1984:252) states: “Space is fundamental in any form
of communal life; space is fundamental in any exercise of power.” Statements of power
can be made material in the built environment. The most straightforward way is as
symbol in the landscape. At this scale, the built environment can be a statement of power
on a different and greater order of magnitude than could be otherwise had. For examples,
one need only think of the plethora of past cultures that have built mountains for one
reason or another. Built them.

When built environments successfully communicate the rhetoric of the dominant
agent, among several layers of depth of meaning, they can be considered as what Kehoe
terms “theaters of power.” Kehoe (2002:267) sees monumental architecture as

“complementing the richly accoutered lord of the realm, acting as a platform and
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background to the lord’s ritualized acts, the architecture powerfully proclaims the state’s
undying corpus mysticum.”

Aside from being filled with symbolic content, the built environment can also
make statements of power using history. The result of power, or political agendas, being
situated in place, in the built environment is what Smith (2003:235) refers to as the
institution: “[i]nstitutions — collectivities bound together by shared histories and interests
that shape ingrained values and routines — recursively shape their members, and over
time, can provide the foundations for governmental stability (or ossification) and
transformation.” Smith (2003:235) goes on to say that political institutions are
“profoundly sited in place within an architectural landscape that draws together not only
discourses on appropriate action but also physical demands on inter-institutional ties and
imaginings of the governmental apparatus as a whole.” Institutions are sites using
settings; architectures that best express history, value, and routine.

The built environment can be subsequently affected to communicate power in
different ways. Tilley (1994:27) states “the ability to control access and manipulate
particular settings for action is a fundamental feature of the operation of power as
domination.” This manipulation is subsequently directed at controlling the perceptions
and experience of those undergoing power. Controlling access is one way this can be
accomplished, but the following sections reveal a more complete picture as to how this is

completed.
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Power of and over the Human Senses. The power of the human senses is that they lead
directly to knowledge. They are the devices through which humans interact with the
world and each other. Their power is perhaps best exemplified in Foucault’s (1977)
exploration of Jeremy Bentham’s Panopticon. The panopticon is known for its
morphology. A central cylindrical tower that provides 360 degrees of viewing possibility
sits in the middle of surrounding cells all facing the tower. From the tower vantage point,
those exercising power gain round-the-clock surveillance abilities with a minimum of
labor expenditure. The intensity and expansiveness of this type of observational environ
exemplifies the power of the human senses.

Power over the human senses is a much less directly acknowledged phenomenon,
and this is a tragic oversight. If the eyes are what give power, do they not give it to
everyone? If part of dominance is seeing and hearing everything, so is resistance. As is
shown below, there is a strong literature on controlling the body. But it is the behavioral
body that is controlled or the mind? Control over the sensorial body is intimated and
undervalued. With the panopticon, the hyper-surveillance is always the focus. An all-
seeing eye is always watching. But, there is another aspect of the panopticon that is
mentioned: power within the structure must always be visible and unverifiable (Foucault
1977:201). The central tower is always visible, but it is impossible to tell if the tower is
manned. But from whose perspective? That of the prisoner! The panopticon not only
facilitates the sensory perception of those exercising power, but it controls the senses of

those who are undergoing power.
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Bourdieu similarly understates this control, while, as with Foucault, painting it in
the correct light. In defining one aspect of the complexity that is sabitus, Bourdieu
(1977:124) states:

the principle is nothing other than the socially informed body, with

its tastes and distastes, its compulsions and revulsions, with, in a

word, all its senses, that is to say, not only the five traditional

senses — which never escape the structuring action of social

determinisms — but also the sense of necessity and the sense of

duty, the sense of direction and the sense of reality, the sense of

balance and the sense of beauty, common sense and the sense of

the sacred, tactical sense, and the sense of responsibility, business

sense and the sense of propriety, the sense of humor and the sense

of absurdity, moral sense, and the sense of practicality, and so on.

Here the senses are conflated with a plethora of mental constructs. This is conflation akin
to the foundational one phenomenologist Merleau-Ponty (1945:3-15) sets out when he
writes that there is no sensation without meaning, that one cannot fruitfully begin at the
physiological. In principle this makes a lot of sense, the meaning drawn from
physiological sensation is what is important, not the sensations themselves. However, we
can see from the panopticon, that those meanings can be controlled, and this can be done
through manipulating and controlling the human senses, the sense-data they receive. This
is categorically a different exercise than influencing the mind (Bourdieu’s socially
informed body) or controlling the body (as Foucault explored in the prison and hospital).

Returning to the above statement by Bourdieu, the control over the human senses is

acknowledged, but its import is virtually lost, existing only as a parenthetical statement.

A Note on Resistance. Focus will now turn to the responses an experiencer has to the

built environment. However, at this juncture, it is important to note that responses may
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not necessarily be in line with the built design intent. So, experiencers can be said to be
reproducing the original spatiality (compliance) or instead producing a new, and
potentially very different set of meanings. Change then, comes in terms of resistance or
what De Certeau (1984:37) would term tactics.

I mention tactics here because I believe that resistance can begin with the human
senses. Decisions to try and see what is held from view, or not to taste what is proffered
can be seen as ways of opposing the dominant structure non-violently. During the Velvet
Revolution of 1989 in what was then Czechoslovakia, demonstrators jingled keys,
forcing the Communist state and its members to listen to a sound that symbolized the
unlocking of doors.

However, whichever path is taken, reproduction or change, experiencers must
first respond to the built environment and the meaning encoded therein. Also, the
original design in combination with subsequent and ongoing social activities that

reproduce the meaning make it tremendously difficult for change to occur.

Power over Experience (Conceptual-Behavioral-Emotional)

Conceptual Responses. 1 consider conceptual responses to be when the built
environment engenders an idea or set of ideas in the experiencer. These ideas are to be
thought of as belonging to one of two related spheres of thought. The first conceptual
sphere is the set of ideas having to do directly with the built environment. The second

sphere contains ideas that relate to everything else: the world, the identity of the thinker,
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or something about the building’s occupants; any concept not relating directly to the built
environment.

The first sphere can be thought of as place as statement. “This is the center of the
universe.” “This is where tuna fish is made.” “This is where our lords have lived from
time immemorial.” “This is home.” Rodman (1992:642) states “places not only feature
in inhabitants'...narratives, they are narratives in their own right: a place comes explicitly
into being in the discourse of its inhabitants, and particularly in the rhetoric it promotes.”

The rhetoric in the above quote is what draws in the second sphere. The built
environment can provoke ideational responses about entities other than itself. “The
universe has a center.” “Consuming tuna fish is good.” “Lords are natural and necessary.”
“This is where you belong.” When social inequality is expressed through the built
environment, the built environment is subsequently used to naturalize and justify that
power.

When the naturalization process is successful the result is hegemony, and I think
the built environment plays a special role in regard to it. Lefebvre (1991:11) is adamant
that the hegemonic tactics of the dominant class would include focusing on the
production and use of space. Gramsci (1971:12) defines social hegemony as the:

'spontaneous' consent given by the great masses of the population

to the general direction imposed on social life by the dominant

fundamental group; this consent is ‘historically’ caused by the

prestige (and consequent confidence) which the dominant group

enjoys because of its position and function in the world of
production.
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I believe this consent is intrinsically and concomitantly related to the naturalization of
domination. Power over is consented to and one of the ways this is achieved is by taking
away the possibility of questioning the power structure. The built environment works
particularly well with naturalization processes for the reasons delineated at the beginning
of this section.

Behavioral Responses. Before discussing the efforts at controlling the behavioral
responses of those under power’s sway, [ must first return to dramaturgy to discuss the
responses by those with power over. Already having discussed setting, the other
component of presentation of self is personal front. This component is made up of two
parts: manner and appearance. Manner is defined as the “stimuli which function at the
time to warn us of the interaction role the performer will expect to play in the oncoming
situation” (Goffman 1959:24). Examples include facial expressions, gestures, and
posture; that set of behaviors termed kinesics. As I see it, an actor, utilizing the setting as
impetus, carries themselves in a way which communicates their power and the social
logic for it. This is accomplished through coherence between setting and front.

I believe appearance is the component that binds setting and manner. Goffman
(1959:24) defines it as the “stimuli which function at the time to tell us of the performer’s
social statuses.” Appearance includes clothing and insignia, but also physical
characteristics such as size and sex. It is through appearance that the actor takes parts of
the external world and incorporates them into (or more realistically) onto the body. As

such, appearance can almost be seen to be a hybrid of setting and manner.
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From the dramaturgical front, a performance is enacted. This performance is
designed to communicate social standing, and in situations of social inequality to
communicate the hierarchy. The use of setting and appearance work with behavior (what
Goffman terms manner) to reveal an idealized version of self to others, in this case a self
with the ability to exercise power.

For Lefebvre (1991:143), the production of space is heavily tied to the notion of
controlling behavior: “Space commands bodies, prescribing or proscribing gestures,
routes and distances to be covered. It is produced with this purpose in mind; this is its
raison d’étre.” Interestingly, and importantly, for Lefebvre this connection between
power over, space, and behavior is at such a fundamental level it is inescapable. “If there
is indeed a text, inscription or writing to be found here, it is in a context of conventions,
intentions, and order (in the sense of social order versus social disorder). That space
signifies is incontestable. But what is signified is do’s and don’ts — and this brings us
back to power” (Lefebvre 1991:142). That space is organized through meaningful
principles, for Lefebvre, immediately draws in power. Once accepting this premise, the
question quickly becomes how? The answer is through the built environment. A strong
exploration of the way power is enacted in built forms to evoke behavioral responses is
Smith’s (2003) volume on what he terms political landscapes. Defining the more general
term of experience as “the flow of bodies and things through physical space,” Smith
(2003:73) demonstrates how behavior is controlled and affected at the different political

scales including that of the institution.
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From within the built environment, a theme drawn from Foucault becomes very
useful: political anatomy. Political anatomy is a concept developed as part of Foucault’s
arguments about discipline. I do not wish to use the concept of discipline in foto because
it is a very particular historical argument that therefore bears components that are not
widely applicable, such as discipline going hand-in-hand with punishment and a
necessary goal being improvements in efficiency.

Within the framework of political anatomy, Foucault looked at it as both a
decreasing and increasing phenomenon. It is defined as “how one may have a hold over
others’ bodies, not only so that they may do as one wishes, but so they may operate as
one wishes, with the techniques, the speed and the efficiency one determines” (Foucault
1977:138). As applied to my research, I divorce the concept from necessarily including
the increasing aspect. In my opinion, Foucault erred in intertwining these two elements
because controlling bodies has been a phenomenon going back thousands of years and
widespread concerns over efficiency are a much more recent happenstance borne from
the Capitalist mode of production.

In prefacing his argument about Discipline, the historical phenomenon, Foucault
(1977:136) writes “it was certainly not the first time the body had become the object of
such imperious and pressing investments; in every society, the body was in the grip of
very strict powers, which imposed on it constraints, prohibitions, or obligations.”
Foucault mentions different types of political anatomies in his writing: slavery, vassalage,
military, and monastery (asceticism) forms. The point then is that the control of bodies is

a widespread and long-standing historical phenomenon. The reasons why, in any
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particular space and time, the control is being enacted requires further exploration.
However, suffice it to say that any goal of a particular political anatomy can be couched
in terms the exercise and maintenance of power. Foucault (1977:137) aptly describes this
bodily control, though sadly using a Capitalist analogy: “not treating the body en masse,
‘wholesale’, as if it were an indissociable unity, but of working it ‘retail’, individually; of
exercising upon a subtle coercion, of obtaining holds upon it at the level of the
mechanism itself — movements, gestures, attitudes, rapidity: an infinitesimal power over
the active body.” Control can be enacted in many ways, but I argue that the built
environment is and has been universally used to coerce and force bodies into particular
positions and through specific movements. These positions and movements, in turn, re-
affirm the social hierarchy that is in place.

Mauss (2007 [1934]) develops a concept of techniques of the body that are
culturally specific ways of physically engaging in an activity that are passed down, and
taught and learned through time from generation to generation. I argue here that built
environments require their own techniques of the body in order to be successfully
navigated and utilized. The morphology of a structure requires a specific set of physical
movements to be successfully navigated. This path of navigation becomes a technique
and is learned through repetition.

This repetition, given the permanent nature of the monumental built environment,
can lead to Bourdieu’s (1977:72) concept of habitus:

The structures constitutive of a particular type of environment (e.g.

the material conditions of existence characteristic of a class

condition) produce habitus, systems of durable, transposable
dispositions, structured structures predisposed to function as
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structuring structures, that is, and principles of the generation and

structuring of practices and representations which can be

objectively ‘regulated’ and ‘regular’ without in any way being the

product of obedience to rules.

Habitus, then, is a mental construct, a way to produce practices, perception and attitudes.
When techniques of the body are ingrained this way and help to form habitus, the result
of subsequent physical behavior is body hexis. This term “is used by Bourdieu to denote
the various socially inculcated ways an individual moves, carries, and positions his or her
body in the lived world” (Throop and Murphy 2002:188). Bourdieu holds that these
movements are learned through the observation of others. I believe they are also
communicated through the built environment.

For some, these techniques of the body translate into body hexis, repeated
behaviors that work to communicate a specific social ordering. But, I argue these
techniques even work for those not engaging in repetition. If we take a set of techniques
as being specific to a space, and that space is where power is housed, then a sole
encounter with that space will be further marked experientially by the unfamiliarity and
alien feel in terms of proprioception and kinesthesia.

Additionally, parts of the unique experience may not be new, and these
components will be compared and contrasted to prior experiences. This is one way in
which new statements of power can be drawn from older logics. An example here would
be the construction of a Catholic church by the Spanish on the same ground where the

Aztec Templo Mayor stood in what is now Mexico City. The church would have been a

unique built environment to the Aztecs, but it was situated in the landscape in a familiar
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way, hence the new was tied to the familiar facilitating the desired conceptual,
behavioral, and emotional responses.

Going back to the encompassing concept of political anatomy and discipline, it is
important to note that both those exercising power and those it is exercised against are
subject to such a system when it is in place. Love (2002:216) puts it best:

paradoxically, though, such discipline necessarily affects all members of a

society. Both the dominated and the dominators become disciplined. In

fact, however, although all social agents may be disciplined, some are

more disciplined than others, and discipline generally serves the interest of

the dominant groups more than it does the subalterns.

This realization about disciplinary power meshes exceptionally well with the built
environment. For the most part when rules are encoded into architecture, they must be
followed by all who use that building. If the best room is the penthouse, even the rich
occupant must endure the long elevator ride to get there.

Emotional Responses. Emotional responses to the built environment are related to
what Smith (2003:73) calls evocative space: “the dangerous spaces of alleys and docks,
the inviting space of parks and gardens; the sterile, impassive spaces of corporate office
buildings; the distinctly unmiraculous spaces of the miracle mile and the overdressed
facades of the strip mall.” The impact on the human senses combines with memories
created through human activity and previous knowledges to induce an emotional
expression and tie. I use the word knowledges because it may refer to previous

memories, differing ideologies, or rhetoric which are not in line with each other and may

be oppositional.
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Tuan (1974:93) began to explore the idea of an affective tie to the landscape with
his concept of topophilia, all of the affective ties between human beings and the material
environment. It is, in essence, love of place. Tuan (1974:100) allows for this love to be
co-opted into programs of power saying that what usually stands in the way is that the
area in question is too large to produce topophilia (think states, nations, and empires).

I believe that there are also different types of emotional ties to place besides love.
There should be a topophobia, and acknowledgment of place evoking emotions for which
the Greeks did not provide us such handy suffixes: sadness, anger, joy, surprise, awe. All
of these can be played upon to exercise, maintain, and reify the power structure. If these
emotions are tied to space, having people experience that space produces those emotions
or memories of them. Emotions are then incorporated into rhetoric, propaganda, and
reasoning.

In discussing Bertrand Russell’s (1986:19) definition of power: “the production of
intended effects,” Wilson believes that the definition is sufficiently vague that in addition
to physical effects, there is room to associate less tangible effects like impressions with
power. Wilson (1988:118) states:

If power is the production of (intended) effect by some persons on

other people, then producing an effect can be an end in itself, and

we are carried straight to possibilities of illusion, superficiality,

insincerity, and deception. Furthermore, producing something

intentionally for effect implies acting with a degree of

exaggeration, acting flamboyantly, doing more than is necessary to

achieve a designated purpose.

In considering emotional evocation, the expression of power, and this concept of

extraordinary, we are brought to the idea of spectacle and that of spectacular
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architecture. Broudehoux (2010:52) believes structures of power “co-opt the
material landscape to build, consolidate and reproduce their hegemony” through
the use of spectacle. Spectacle works because it is effective on a different level
than other avenues of power. It works to overwhelm and dazzle. Broudehoux
(2010:53) continues:
Monumental spaces and spectacular architecture act as
communicative mechanisms for state ideologies, and shape human
experience through the manipulation of objects and symbols. More
than a simple stage and a backdrop for elaborate rituals, protocols
and other state choreographies, spectacular architecture becomes a
participant in the machinery of power, and both mirrors,
complements and enhances other forms of the spectacle.

However, in terms of the built environment, an explosion is not always the
proper analogy for a spectacle. Spectacular architecture may shock and awe at first
glance. But, it takes on different abilities after the initial impression. It may overarch or
loom. It may encompass. It may resonate like a beacon. My point here is to highlight

that the emotional evocations of spectacle may not necessarily be short-term or episodic,

and that long-standing emotional effects are different.

Conclusions

As has been shown, the archaeology of experience overtly links the built
environment to people in a way that allows for experience. These relationships need to
be described overtly, because they are more complex than one might think. The key
points of the archaecology of experience are that intention of design is an important

component, the built environment needs to be understood in terms of its effects on the
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human body and sensory perception, and that these effects produce different types of
responses in the experiencer. Social inequality is interwoven through every point of this

rationale and as such an intrinsic property, cannot be stripped away.
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Chapter 3. The Ancient Maya Archaeology of Experience

The following chapter utilizes the framework set forth in the previous chapter to
recount the relevant research of past and current Maya scholars. The ancient Maya
designer is defined in the first section. In the second, the pertinent built environment is
defined and discussed, in this case Maya palaces. This section is organized into a
seemingly disjointed set of morphological characteristics for palaces. The categories
seem ill-fitted because they are created by the previous research in the field which, of
course, was not set forth under a single overarching plan. The third section is a
discussion of the ancient Maya body and its senses. This is solely an emic account where
possible.

The final section concerns the ancient Maya experience, which consists of
behavioral, conceptual, and emotional responses. Now as the thrust of the entire work is
to effectively understand how Maya palaces engendered these responses, so this section
describes what the discipline currently understands about them. Behavioral responses are
drawn from palace scenes painted onto polychrome cylinder vessels. Conceptual
responses are drawn from the rhetoric of Maya rulership. Emotional responses are, like

the senses, an emic account of ancient Maya emotion.
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The Ancient Maya Designer

The identity of the designers of ancient Maya palaces are not clear. Unlike
written works, which were sometimes signed by the scribe, royal buildings bear no such
mark by their designer. The buildings often do bear statements of dedication and
patronage, yet these contain the names of rulers (Stuart 1998). While architects as a type
of craft specialist were thought to have existed (Houston 1998:530; Karl Taube, personal
communication 2010), evidence, other than the circumstantial type such as the quality
and complexity of design, is scant. Instead, the link here is made to include the ruler and
the buildings they commissioned. Palaces are viewed as materializations of royal power,
legitimacy, and authority. Architects were the ones with the artistic, technical, and
perhaps religious knowledge to take this philosophy and create buildings, but this was
done in conjunction with rulers as it was done under their auspices. Consider the use of
the term designer(s) here to be a concomitant union of ruler and architect, with the
knowledge that the relationship between the two obviously would have been hierarchical.

While not much is known about ancient Maya royal architects, a plethora is
known about their rulers. The title used by the ancient Maya for rulers, and most familiar
to scholars is @jaw or lord. Houston and Stuart (2001:59-60) exhibit how use of this title
increased through time with the proliferation of nobles (Marcus 2003:101), resulting in
the addition of the adjective “holy” (ch 'uhul/k uhul) in the Early Classic (AD 250-550).
The title was inherited, creating dynastic lines (Mathews 1975; Schele 1986; Martin and
Grube 2000), though the Classic Maya had strategies in place for when succession was

ambiguous. For example, Piedras Negras Lintel 3 relates the visitation of a Yaxchilan
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lord to Ruler 4 as the latter was close to death (Figure 3.1), and, it has been argued to
oversee an ambiguous succession (see Proskouriakoff 1963; Marcus 1976:87; Houston
and Stuart 2001:71). When the use of the first son was not possible or feasible other
tactics were employed including the use of regents, e.g. Kaloomte’ B’alam at Tikal
(Martin and Grube 2000:38), second sons, e.g. K’inich K’an Joy Chitam II at Palenque
(Martin and Grube 2000:171), and implanted rulers, e.g. Lady Six Sky at Naranjo (Martin
and Grube 2000:74).

Rulers controlled a political entity that could be as small as a subservient polity to
something as large as a multi-polity “superstate” (Martin and Grube 1995). There was
also a complex hierarchy below the position of ruler including the position of sajal
(Mathews and Justeson 1984; Martin and Grube 2000:19). The resultant exogenous and
endogenous complexity is one of the phenomena that propagated a strong tenuousness in
Maya rulership. Houston and Stuart (2001:58), relating a concept of Bourdieu to the
ancient Maya, believe that royalty would have affirmed authority through “outstanding
conformity to the values of the group.” I believe this type of strategy was so attractive
because of the delicate positioning of Maya rulers.

Rulers were “competing political leaders in a landscape of war, economic
pursuits, alliances, and intrigue” (Demarest et al. 2003:120). Houston and Stuart (2001)
exhibit the proliferation of elite titles through time and how these are a direct reflection of
a similar growth in the noble class. A portion of this group always represented danger to
the throne. Houston and Cummins (2004:368) point out that the Classic Mayan glyphic

phrase for “to govern” has a root meaning of “to cultivate, plow.” I find it interesting that
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the concept of governance was tied to another that requires great strategy and planning
due to a myriad of variables.

Classic Maya rulers, as designers, would have been trying to advance the same
ideas that they were with the rest of their political and religious actions. Rulership was,
in a relative sense, tenuous. Threats existed from below and above in the social hierarchy
as well as from peers. Due to the fragility of their social position many of these ideas

centered around legitimacy and authority.

The Ancient Maya Palace, Component of its Built Environment

Webster (2001:131) argues that Maya rulers were tethered to their palaces more
strongly than in other cultures. Because of the precarious nature of Maya rulership, a
position which had both internal and external threats, the ruler had to be strongly
identified with a built environment in order to further maintain his or her legitimacy.

Ancient Maya palaces have been somewhat difficult to define. In the spectrum of
architecture the term “palace” was used in contrast with “temple” early in the discipline’s
history (see Christie 2003a:3; Harrison 1970:227; Harrison and Andrews 2004:113;
Webster 1998:24). Yet, a specific set of characteristics that unambiguously distinguishes
a palace from all other structure types had been subsequently elusive. I believe this
because palace is both an architectural and a social concept. Most hold that a palace is
the epicentral and monumental residence and administrative center of a ruler. Well, that
it is a residence means that it has morphological commonalities with other houses, which

is potentially muddling. Mayanists also found numerous monumental residences in a
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single center (Chase and Chase 2001:106) or ones that are not central (Ball and Taschek
2001:170) or not royal (Webster 1989; Webster and Inomata 2004).

Suffice it to say, it can be a challenge to create a definition that would account for
all desired examples while excluding all of the ill-favored others. In fact, this task may
prove to be impossible. Besides, “black sheep” palaces have proved interesting in their
own right, being conceptualized as seasonal residences (Ball and Taschek 2001) or
evidence of rulership rotating through different lineages within a center (Harrison and
Andrews 2004:138).

However, a definition, while not perfect as a distillation tool, must address both
the material and social characteristics of a palace. I consider a Classic Maya royal palace
to have been the central location of activities for the ruler, especially activities of the
state. These activities will have included political, administrative, and ritual functions,
with residential and domestic activities incorporated less prominently, but just as
integrally. The palace will have consisted of multiple stone-roofed structures arranged
around courtyards, which may have been on multiple platforms. A palace will contain
thrones and other benches. There will also be a higher number of rooms compared to
other architectural groups elsewhere in the same site. Palaces are also spatially distinct
from the other monumental architecture at the site, especially temple complexes, though
Caracol possesses notable exceptions (Chase and Chase 2001:108) and single temples are
sometimes associated with palaces. This definition integrates the material characteristics
of the definitions forwarded by Inomata and Houston (2001:8) and Chase and Chase

(2001:103) with the more social definitions like that of Webster and Inomata (2004:149)
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and Demarest (2006:118), while highlighting characteristics that were observed with
frequency in the comparative aspects of this study.

I believe three chief concerns shaped the morphology of these palaces. First, as
residences, they were larger, more complicated versions of mounded house groups that
are a tradition to this day. This meant that Maya palaces consisted of multiple structures
arranged around open-air courtyards. Second, limits in architectural engineering
knowledge caused the corbelled vault to be the predominant method of raising a stone
roof. I agree with Miller (1998:191) that this vault style should be viewed as more than a
limitation and instead a transformation of the thatch roofed style into stone. Nonetheless,
because of this design choice, rooms were small and narrow, as corbelled vaults can
solidly span only limited distances. Finally, palaces were often occupied over multiple
generations for hundreds of years, which resulted in morphologically complex
palimpsests. These palimpsests can present difficulties to the archaeologist because they
grow as the result of historical contingencies and eventually constrain later design
strategies (Webster 1998:18). The historical circumstances can be difficult to recover

without texts, and the constraining factor can mask or impede symbolic communication.

The Material Palace. Support for the above definition comes from multiple arguments.
In terms of its materiality, Inomata and Houston (2001:8) indicate that royal courts, as a
whole, are usually anchored in a built environment differentiated spatially both
horizontally and vertically from its neighbors. Simply, but significantly, this means that
there is architectural and spatial evidence in support of a structure or structures being

identifiable as a palace. Diane and Arlen Chase (2001:103) define a Maya palace more
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concretely as an elite or royal dwelling place with administrative functions, usually
constructed with stone walls, possessing more than one room, and a vaulted roof. Palaces
are often located in an epicentral location, but outliers do exist. Although their
inclusiveness enlarges the samples of buildings one could examine, focus here is the
potential palaces that are most centrally located, and most likely to have served as the
principal royal headquarters.

The stucco and plaster facades of ancient Maya monumental architecture were
often painted predominantly red (Houston et al. 2009). This color would have contrasted
strongly with the natural landscape (see Miller in Houston et al. 2009:72), while also
reducing glare from the formerly white plaster (Schele 1985:37). The color red was
sometimes achieved using specular hematite, especially for floors, which resulted in a
subtle sparkling effect when viewed. Citing David Stuart, Schele (1985) linked the use of
this red exterior paint to a complex of hieroglyphic symbols that represent blood, and by
extension, lineage and dynasty. More recently, Houston et al. (2009:30) point out the
Mayan word for red (chak) relates to such concepts as big and great. Obviously, these
are symbolic ties that would relate directly to the rhetoric of divine kingship, and would
have been dominant in the views of palatial architecture. The inside of palaces are
depicted using a much wider spectrum and “provided richly colored backdrops for the
dazzling colors of personal adornment” of rulers and courtiers (Houston et al. 2009:84).
A notable exception to this usage is the throne building of the great ruler Pakal at
Palenque, which was painted predominantly white though the rest of the palace was red

(Stuart and Stuart 2008:156).
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Commonly, the facades of Maya palace buildings were covered in stucco
sculptural elements (Schele 1998). Most of these were on the roofs or roof combs of
palace buildings (roof combs being relatively lightweight vertical additions to roofs that
made buildings appear taller without adding the corresponding amount of mass). These
elements would have primarily depicted religious themes of rulers, deities, supernatural
creatures, and elements corresponding to the politico-religious tales of which they were a
part. It is important to note that in such adornments, rulers invariably linked themselves
to these sacred themes in efforts to validate their power.

Portraits of rulers were also common visual elements of palace contexts, a
phenomenon linking them to lineage and dynasty in that portrayals of past rulers
remained on display for generations. Sometimes, these representations were even moved
to palace contexts later in their use histories. At Uaxactun, stelae were re-erected at the
primary entrance of the palace after being removed from other locations. Relating the
image of the ruler, both past and present, directly to the palatial architecture had multiple
impacts including reinforcing a justification of authority based on lineage history. It also
tied the ruler to the building even when the ruler was not physically present or visible.

Entrances/Approaches. Palace entrances have been described as meaningful and
designed to communicate the power and station of the ruler. For example, at the Late
Preclassic site of San Bartolo, Runggaldier (2009:307) has identified an architectural
pattern where palaces possess a path consisting of a stair topped by a “gateway” building
and followed by a courtyard, second stair, and finally a throne room. This pattern also

occurs at the palaces of Becan, Cancuen, Piedras Negras, Uaxactun, and Tikal, among
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others. That a widespread, perhaps codified, morphology exists for palace entrances may
be indicative of a similarly described and coupled set of behaviors and movements that
enabled one to enter.

Through their approaches, palaces have also been considered in the greater
context of the site. For example, the Dos Pilas palace is approached from the west by a
path flanked by two funerary shrines, which tie the palace to previous rulers (Demarest et
al. 2003:127; Demarest 2006:121). Here we see, as with the rhetoric of the ruler relating
to lineage, the architecture is capable of the same sort of claims.

Movement within palaces has also been of interest. Liendo Stuardo (2003)
analyzed the access patterns of the Palace at Palenque and found that there was
differential access to various areas of the palace, the most restricted being to what he
considered the living quarters. In support of this concept of restrictive access in palaces,
Harrison (1970:186) notes various architectural features in the Central Acropolis of Tikal
designed to control movement including screens and baffolds.

Terraced Platforms. Maya palaces are composed of courtyards ringed by
structures raised on platforms. These buildings are reached by stairs, which also are
complemented by terracing. I agree with Reents-Budet (2001:202) when she writes that
some court activities took place on these steps and terraces. The Bonampak murals,
specifically those of Rooms 2 and 3 in Building 1 also show elite behavior on steps or
terracing (Miller 2001:218-219). The scene depicted on Piedras Negras Stela 12 takes

place with the ruler seated on the top of steps and captives on the steps below him.
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Parsing the Range Structure. In her study of pictorial ceramics, Reents-Budet
(2001:199) claims the range structure is the most commonly represented architectural
form. Yet, the buildings she is terming range structures are identified on the ceramics by
their floor, piers, cornice, and bench or throne. In other words, there is nothing to think
that these buildings are the long multiple-doorway structures found in palaces that can
have upwards of seven rooms on their front face. They are more likely what I term
throne buildings, which are usually only one or three rooms wide on their front face.

These throne buildings can only be considered range structures in the most
minimal sense. Often with a throne building, even if there are multiple doorways, they
lead to a single room, which is an antechamber before the throne room. Examples of
throne buildings include the House of Bones also known as M7-32 at Aguateca, Chak
Tok Ich’aak I’s building 5D-46 at Tikal, Yax Pahsaj Chan Yopat’s building 10L-32 at
Copan, and all of Pakal’s internal houses in the Palenque palace. These buildings would
have had decorated piers, ones that were perhaps changed dependent on the occasion
(Reents-Budet 2001:205). Most are of a closed variety often with restricted doorways
and antechambers, but Valdés (2001:151) has identified a more open variety with a
throne centered on a wide doorway that he terms “presentation palaces.’

Council and Community Houses. Council houses, or popol nah, were elite
structures whose function was to house the meetings between a ruler and other high-
ranking lords, usually from within the polity. The iconography of the most famous
council house, Structure 10L-22a at Copan, led Fash et al. (1992) to question the political

strength of the ruler responsible for its construction. While the structure is not obviously
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associated with a palace, Copan’s rulers appear to have undertaken building programs
that left more dispersed signatures (Andrews 2003; Webster 1989; Webster 1998;
Webster and Inomata 2004). Miller (1998:199) believes that House B at the Palenque
palace may have also been a council house due to its open design and the use of lord and
mat motifs.

These spaces may not only have held representatives from different locales.
Houston and Stuart (2001:66) point out that Early Colonial sources have women’s
weaving as a communal activity set in devoted architecture. Structure 23 at Yaxchilan is
held to be a queen’s quarters or women’s house through an analysis of texts inscribed
onto the building (McAnany and Plank 2001). Piedras Negras Lintel 2 is an argument for
a school for young lords at the site, as young warriors kneel before a ruler of the site
(Figure 3.2).

Kitchens. Harrison (1970:248), citing specific midden composition and burn
patterns believes that a platform designated as 5D-131 which sits to the south of the
Central Acropolis was the location of the palace kitchens at Tikal. Similarly, Structure
M?7-9 which sits to the north of the Palace Group at Aguateca is thought to be the
kitchens or at least part of them due to a high frequency of manos recovered in a nearby
test pit (Webster and Inomata 2004:163).

In both of these cases, the food preparation was not conducted in the palace
proper. The reason for the peripheral location is not clear and may be due to quotidian
reasoning (Harrison believes the location of the kitchens has to do with the Palace

Reservoir), something more religious (perhaps there was something profane in the act of
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food preparation), or more social (the cooks were not of a social station able to enter the
central palace precinct).

Maya palaces, materially speaking, are epicentral constructions of stone with
vaulted roofs. They may consist of multiple structures on multiple platforms, all of
which are physically linked in some fashion. There will be a high number of rooms, and
a number of benches, some of which are thrones.

Room Layouts. Palace layouts can be either dispersed or concentrated (Martin
2001:175). Open palatial compounds may have been more oriented to community
involvement and spectacle (Ball and Taschek 2001:175). For example, the Central
Acropolis at Tikal possesses six large courtyards within its bounds, which may have been
used for feasting or other small-scale efforts devoted to political maneuvering or social
integration. Concentrated layouts may arise from architectural buildup over long periods
of time. However, the tight, intricate layout of the Cahal Pech palace leads Ball and
Taschek (2001:175) to interpret it as having a focus directed from the outset towards
personal activities and routines. Harrison (1970) has posited that at Tikal’s Central
Acropolis west-facing doors were associated with religious functions, while east-facing
ones were more residential in nature.

Multiple studies have posited that this multifunctionality led to different
morphological manifestations. Maya palaces could consist of a palace compound, such
as Group 10L-2 at Copan (Andrews and Fash 1992), where functions were spread

through various structures or instead be a complex of palaces such as Tikal’s Central
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Acropolis, where the same set of multiple functions were given to multiple structures
(Harrison and Andrews 2004:141).

Sometimes, such as at Copan’s Structure 10L-41 (Andrews et al. 2003) and the
ancillary palaces at Aguateca (Inomata 2001), functions changed on a room-by-room
basis. Christie (2003b) has focused on palace buildings with tripartite morphology and
links the phenomenon to other divisions of three in the Maya belief system including the
three hearth stones and three vertical divisions of the cosmos.

Thrones. Palaces will also include thrones, which as Maya vessels, sculptures,
and paintings attest, were involved heavily in occasions of meetings, tribute submission,
and ritual preparation: “[t]he throne is a device used in royal courts to formally raise the
ruler to a position above the visitor-supplicant and to symbolize his power” (Harrison
2003:113). Judging by their depiction on polychrome ceramic cylinder vessels thrones
were iconic symbols signaling a ruler. Harrison (2001) has developed a series of physical
attributes to differentiate thrones from benches. These include legs, arms, an
overhanging lip, elaborate decoration, and abutment to a single wall. In essence, a bench
is a plain solid platform. A throne, on the other hand, combines some or all of the aspects
mentioned above. Palaces also contain what Harrison (1970:173) has identified as
sleeping benches which contrast with thrones in function and are recognized by their flat
surface, long length, lack of occurrence in front of doorways, and association with
cordholders.

Contextual clues, such as surrounding architecture, also provide evidence for

function as a throne. Arguing for its importance and power, Demarest et al. (2003) show
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how the throne in structure N5-3A in the Murciélagos palace complex at Dos Pilas may
have been destroyed as part of the center’s political fall. Noble (1999:69-77) believes
that the placement of thrones in palaces is diffuse enough to warrant considering a
factional model of social hierarchy. This, of course, would also be consistent with a more

precarious rulership position in that these factions would constantly be vying for power.

Palace Functions. Webster and Inomata (2004:149) advance a much more social
definition of Maya palace: “Palaces are the residences of individuals of wealth or high
social rank, along with their families and retinues, and they include facilities appropriate
to the ritual, political, recreational, and economic functions of elite households and
individuals as foci of power.”

Palaces served to communicate the power of the ruler to those who came in
contact with it. Demarest (2006:118) states “palaces, as principal sites for ritual and
political events, were also among the instruments of power utilized by elites in their
status rivalry with other rulers and their efforts to generate, consolidate, and legitimate
their power and authority over their local and regional populations, courts and vassals.”
Maya palaces were not isolated architectural features existing in a vacuum. In a very real
sense they helped comprise a landscape of social order (Knapp and Ashmore 1999:16).
Maya royal palaces were located in civic centers along with public plazas and tall temple
pyramids. While not attaining the heights of temples, palaces were quite large in
footprint, and were of comparable or greater heights than other monumental structures
including ceremonial ballcourts. Palaces were linked visually with all of the other civic-

ceremonial architecture and public spaces in site centers, given their size and proximity to
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said architecture. All of these structures and spaces had dynamic and real purposes but
also were the backdrop for all of the activities that occurred in and around the city center,
serving as a composite reminder to all of the social order.

Palaces also represented a timelessness or eternal claim on power. Houston and
Cummins (2004:366) relate how the stone architecture of palaces contrasted with the
more common wood and thatch structures that were in use, and this served to make the
impermanent permanent. As rulers tied back to royal ancestors, palaces bridged the gap
between them, acting as the material symbol that would seemingly endure forever.
During the Classic period, a palace was trans-generational, and since it existed longer
than a lifetime it could be considered eternal.

It is also important to remember that palaces also functioned in quotidian ways.
Harrison’s (1970) seminal research on Tikal’s Central Acropolis, showed through the
presence of benches and middens, that ancient Maya palaces without a doubt held
residential functions. Yet, Stuart and Stuart (2008:154) believe that the royal residences
at Palenque were not held in the palace. However, the thrust of their argument is that
there are better views to be had in the city.

The functional palace acted as the headquarters for the ruler and was the setting
for political, administrative, and ritual activities. Residential and domestic functions
were also part of palace life. Their epicentral spatial positioning was important because
the palace was used as a symbol for the political, economic, military, and ideological

power held by the sovereign.
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The Ancient Maya Body and Senses

The Royal Body. Rulers’ bodies, and their relationship to palaces, represent one of the
key linkages that lead to understanding of the experience of Maya palaces. Royal bodies
inhabited palaces and were depicted in the political media of the time in ways that
communicated much about how the ruler was treated physically. The royal body can be
best broken down into three categories: bodily substances, the corporeal body, and the
costumed body. As the middle category is tied most closely to the built environment it is
explored in the most depth here.

By far the most important royal bodily substance was blood. Stuart (1984:16)
states “the prime substance of the world as defined and pictured by the Maya was royal
blood, and that, conversely, the rulers were themselves embodiments of the blood of the
Cosmos.” For many rituals, rulers let blood and this blood became the integral
component of the ritual. An important ritual involved letting blood to conjure ancestors
and deities (Schele and Miller 1986:177). Monuments were created and dedicated to
these acts indicating how important they were.

In terms of the corporeal royal self, there is the obvious: it was presented as the
apex of society. For example, at Yaxchilan rulers are presented standing directly on top
of captives (Miller 1998:203). Yet, one must begin with the more general ancient Maya
self to truly understand the royal one. The concept of baah, which means personhood or
self, is closely linked to the head and face of the body. Houston and Stuart (1998:95)

explain:
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References in hieroglyphic texts reveal an essential unity between ruler
and representation. More than mere likenesses, portraits contained part of
the royal essence, in ways that multiplied his presence, that made possible
more than one, simultaneous appeal by supplicants, perhaps in
competition with other rulers. Underlying concepts show that such
personal identity was embodied, perhaps like the Central Mexican tonalli,

in the face or top or forehead of the cranium, a key location that also

assigned salience in references to people of different rank. It was the head

or face that received royal diadems as marks of accession; it was the head

or face that, through such usage, entered grammar as a reflexive element.

The importance of the head and face became emphasized in royal contexts. This is
demonstrated, in part, in what we know about what it meant to look upon another’s face.
Through a study of the depiction of gaze between ancient Maya courtly personages on
pictorial ceramic vessels Jackson (2009:74) recognizes the power of face-to-face
interactions, stating,

the privilege of direct or connective gaze not only suggests one element of

a codified set of performed behaviors that defines elite identities, and

differentiates among ranked elite identities, but also signals the ways in

which ordinary actions and nonmaterialized patterns (not directly
recoverable through the archaeological record) structured social
interaction and marked difference in a lived context.
It will be shown that this type of interaction had a great effect on the design of palace
environments.

In terms of costume, there was much variation and one can correctly consider the
royal body a canvas upon which political statements were adorned. For example,
Baudez (2000) exhibits how, at times, the ruler’s costuming depicted them as a
cosmogram, literally the embodiment of the universe. Different costuming portrayed

rulers as warriors and deities. These costumes were complex and each of their elements

carried symbolic meaning.
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For example, rulers were often adorned in jade, which Houston and Cummins
(2004:366) citing David Stuart, have said represents botanical elements specifically
flowers. As the stone palaces represented permanency, so did these jade elements.
Bachand et al. (2003:245) describe how members of society how viewed representations
of these decorated bodies in the form of stelae and other portraiture were confronted with
“the experience of evaluating themselves in the light of these permanent ideals.” The
royal body, in flesh and in stone, was reflective of the social order. Sanchez (2005)
echoes these sentiments in her exploration of the role of the stela in ritual; the presence of

a representation of the royal body was used strategically to make power claims.

The Non-Royal Body. In the palace context, we have a plethora of evidence to show that
non-royal bodies were made to show deference and respect. Obvious examples include
the many depictions of captives who are kneeling. The aforementioned research by
Jackson (2009) indicates that there may also have been bodily gestures with similar
functions of reverence. There are two examples of this deference directly embedded into
the architecture of palaces from other scholars. First, Stuart (1998:409) describes the
“step” verb in ancient Mayan dedicatory texts and relates it to the giving of tribute. The
glyph and its variants contain literal steps (Figure 3.3), which Stuart (1998:411) relates to
the climbing of steps to reach a throne. Here, then, a direct analogy is drawn between
deference and physical movement. The climbing of steps, in its association with tribute
bearing, comes to symbolize the same social gestures that the tribute itself does. That
this association was strong enough to become the mnemonic in the writing system speaks

volumes.
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A second example is drawn from the multiple examples of hieroglyphic stairways
that were to be found throughout the Classic Maya world. The most famous hieroglyphic
stairway is the one on Structure 10L-26 at Copan, constructed in part by Waxaklajun
Ub'ah K'awil, or 18 Rabbit, the 13" ruler of the polity and completed by K'ak' Yipyaj
Chan K'awil, the 15" ruler. The text, initially designed by 18 Rabbit to recount his
exploits and tie him to his ancestors, eventually became a theme of “royal ancestor
worship, embedded in the context of war, sacrifice, and Teotihuacan symbolism (Fash
2001:146).

Again, the physical act of ascending steps causes a secondary effect. In this case,
as the stairs are climbed an argument of legitimacy is presented. The physical act of
ascension becomes a capitulation to authority as written. It should be noted that this type
of staircase is not unique. Houston (1998:356) points out that the text of Hieroglyphic
Stairway 1 from Yaxchilan is laid out in such a way that climbing the stairs leads one
back through that polity’s dynastic history. I believe these stairs were designed to force
bodies and press minds to bend to these arguments of authority and legitimacy. I find it
tremendously interesting that the ancient Maya coupled a physical component to their
rhetoric.

The above examples are evidence of an overarching social process of
enculturation belonging to a highly stratified society. Meskell and Joyce (2003:53) write:
“By the time a Classic Maya adult entered into formal life, they were thoroughly
conditioned by the practices through which their bodies were materialized, transformed,

and disciplined, and through which their person was given a soul, a destiny, and names.”
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Ancient Maya Senses. As stated in the previous chapter, I hold the belief that the human
senses are culturally constructed. Accepting this necessitates an exploration of the
Classic Maya version of the human senses. Most of our understanding of emic concepts
of the senses for the ancient Maya, particularly sight and hearing, have been drawn from
the fields of epigraphy and iconography.

Seeing. Though I cautioned against simply placing vision at the forefront of the
senses for the Maya, it seems appropriate to do so to some degree, at least according to
Houston et al. (2006:138):

Maya peoples had the means to record sight, in what might be described as

a meta-sensory manner. That is, the act of “seeing” truly absorbed them,

at least to judge from the available evidence. In contrast, the processes of

“hearing,” “smelling,” “touching,” and “tasting,” as opposed to their

results, interested them far less, or, based on modern Tzotzil evidence,

they were encompassed by “sight” as the general expression for total
physical appreciation (Vogt 1976:61-83).

2 <e

In terms of sight, or vision, two concepts held by the ancient Maya are of
particular importance for this work. The first is that viewing was not considered to be a
passive sensory act. “What is crucial here is that the eye is procreative. It not only
receives images from the outer world, but positively affects and changes that world
through the power of sight — in short, it behaves as an ‘emanating eye’ that establishes
communion between internal will and external result” (Houston and Taube 2000:281).
That seeing something changed the very nature of what was viewed is a especially
powerful belief, and architecture was used to facilitate the gaze of some and control the

gaze of others.
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The second concept of vision is one specifically denoted in the textual records as
relating to Maya rulers and is called —ichnal. This concept is defined as a perceptual field
held by the ruler (or a deity), and extending out in front of him, that served to witness and
validate what was perceived. Interestingly, —ichnal was constituted not only by the
presence of the ruler, but by the objects and people in view, in particular the other
perceivers present, and “served almost as a notarial presence that made actions more
concrete through shared experience and participation” (Houston and Taube 2000:289).
The concept of —ichnal also reified the social hierarchy by granting the ruler privileged
spatial positions in the environment. Furthermore, “broad fields, issuing from the view
bodies accorded —ichnal in Classic Maya rhetoric, impart meanings to architectonic
spaces” (Houston and Taube 2000:289). When —ichnal was brought to bear in a palace
setting, the space gained in significance, but what I demonstrate further here is that these
settings were designed to express a sense of —ichnal to those present in the spaces.

Hearing. With respect to hearing and sound, much evidence suggests that among
the Classic Maya “there was a strong distinction between mere sound and songs of beauty
and praise” (Houston and Taube 2000:276). Preferential consideration of types of sound
is indicative of a larger system that categorized everything within a sound environment.
While impossible to know if the cries of a macaw ever or always grated, the theoretical
framework here considers sound as information, a perspective that may help us to
understand acoustic goals and perceptions in royal architecture.

One sequence of sounds is of particular interest in the case of Maya palaces; that

which emanated from the lips of rulers. It has been credibly argued that, perhaps, rulers
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may have not always deigned to speak (Houston et al. 2006:229), but when they did it
“consisted not just of empty words but potent emanations, sometimes of an especially
fiery nature” (Houston et al. 2006:228). Houston and Stuart (1996:295) write that ajaw
may derive from a term meaning “he of the shout, shouter.” Do not mistake the preceding
description as one referring to simple oratorical skill because the “ancient Maya believed
that vitalizing forces resided in the breath and other exhalations” (Houston et al:
2006:228). Vocalizations were materialized as speech scrolls on ceramic vessels, and
tied to the concepts of wind, gas, heat, and fire.

Touching. The sense of touch is not well represented in the epigraphic record.
The term for birth was expressed by the Classic Maya as “touching earth,” thought to be
a reference to the traditional birthing practice where the mother is standing (Houston et
al. 2006:141). Jackson (2009:75), in her analysis of bodily gestures, indicates that some
examples of reaching out by individuals are so close to other people or objects that this is
indicative of touch or near-touch. As is shown later, the spatial proximity to which royals
allowed others near is very interesting and one tied heavily into palace architecture.

Smelling. This sense, perhaps more than any other, is the one demonstrated most
clearly in the iconography of the Classic Maya and therefore is the best understood in its
emic sense. Houston and Taube (2000) exhibit how breath was associated with the soul,
and importantly for this discussion, flowers. Scented breath was that of life, and it
appears as though royal breath was to be considered especially fragrant. Rulers were
often adorned in jade flowers, and were depicted with jade beads or flowers emanating

from the nose. As an architectural example, Houston and Taube (2000:270) also point
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out that the west fagade of House E at Palenque not only displays an elaborate series of
hovering flowers but also three prominent Ik’ sign windows. Ik’ is the Mayan term for
wind. Additionally, foul smells were also depicted using symbols for darkness, bones,
and “elements of death and the underworld” (Houston and Taube 2000:276) We see,
then, an emphasis on how something smelled; a scent carried particular meanings that
perhaps could not be gained through the use of the other senses.

One must also consider what a Maya palace would have smelled like. Perhaps the
two easiest scents to relate to palaces would have been the ones emanating from food and
incensarios. Food is oft depicted in tribute scenes, but also would have been a part of
daily life and feasting occasions. A more thorough exploration of food is found in the
section below on the sense of taste. Incensarios, according to Taube (1998:446), “are the
kitchen hearths of the gods and ancestors” and the smells emanating from them would
have evoked these concepts. It is likely that were palace occasions were incense was
burned. The censer and its smoke symbolized central concepts of Classic Maya ideology.
These concepts were communicated visually, but more strongly through the sense of
smell.

Tasting. Again, for this sense, epigraphic evidence is scarce, though the root verb
for “to taste,” ehta, is known (Houston et al. 2006:141). By extension, some insight may
be gained into what the Classic Maya considered of the taste sense by looking at how
they conceptualized food. Taube (1989) looks at the usage of the word wah, which
means tamale, but the sign for which was also used in phrases about blood offerings.

Here we see that these offerings would have been considered food for the gods. If taking
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an offering was as eating food, one is left to wonder if one of the chief ways to interact
with the deities was through their tongues. The food metaphor meant a supplicant’s
blood was not viewed, it was tasted.

We also see a refined sense of taste by the Classic Maya for their various
foodstuffs. Classic Maya hieroglyphic phrases for three different types of cacao drinks
have been compiled, including one flavored with cherries (suutz kakaw), and two
different types of atole (Beliaev et al. 2009). There was also a wide trade network that
brought salt down into the lowland Maya area from Yucatan (Kepecs 2003) and the
Belizean Coast (McKillop 2002). Hopefully, this evidence brings forth the emphasis the

ancient Maya placed on the sense of taste.

The Ancient Maya Experience

Maya scholars to date have rarely worked to understand what they consider
explicitly to be experience. Yet, there is still a wealth of their material that relates to
ancient Maya experience, and certainly to the categories of which I believe it is
composed. The behavioral responses that are required for the analysis to follow are the
activities that occurred within the palace. These are drawn from Late Classic polychrome
cylinder vases that depict scenes of palace life. One should not assume however that the
vases are all-encompassing. A wide array of likely activities are not depicted. Yet, the
ones that are should be described here as they more than likely occurred.

What we know about what may have been the conceptual responses to Maya

palaces are drawn from what rulers hoped they would be. What I term the “rhetoric of
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rulership” was a constant communication of conceptual beliefs, and one is safe to assume
that this rhetoric was as successful as the state and offices it was supporting. As the
Classic Maya states existed for hundreds of years, the rhetoric must have been very
successful.

Emotional responses begin to mark the edge of what an archaeologist can infer.
Some would say they are past it. However, Mayanists have done some work in
exhibiting how the Classic Maya conceived of some of these emotional states and that is
of great use to the present work. What will be left to do is to see how the palace
architecture in particular evoked emotion. In fact, what is left to do is see how palaces
evoked all of what is described below. Before the descriptions can be begin however, a

moment is taken to discuss who, exactly, is doing the experiencing.

Experiencers: Royal vs. Non-Royal. 1 do not mean to set up a fictitious dichotomy in
setting up a royal versus non-royal set of experiences, and it may seem if [ am doing just
that. However, what is in fact happening is that I consider the royal experience to be
unique and attributable only to a select few. This necessitates a large diverse group of
people who did not experience palaces in this fashion. This diversity would have created
a plethora of experiences I cannot hope to capture here. Yet, I think this group can be
broken down into more manageable groups.

There is a group of such low status they would not have been allowed into the
palace, whose experience of it would only be, as I later describe it, as it sits on the
landscape. Other than this, the palace is unknown to them and there are no experiences to

recover. Then, there is a group of people, of varied social status, who entered the palace
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to partake or facilitate its functions or to interact with the ruler. These people would have
ranged in position from food-preparer to the visiting ruler from another polity.

At the apex of the non-royal experience would be visiting rulers, some of whom
may have been of equal social standing with the lord in whose palace is the focus.
Directly under the ajawob would be sajalob or subordinate lords who themselves were
ranked and differentiated (Houston and Stuart 2001:61). This group is of greatest import
because it ranges from those who also exercised power (power o) to those who would be
at its mercy (power over). In this sense, there is a dichotomy with the ruler on one side.
However, as I am cognizant of the diversity on the other side I do propose differences in
experiences when they are apparent. In this way, the following work infers different

experiences.

Conceptual Responses. As a palace is a symbolic materialization of a ruler, the concepts
it should draw forth, support, and communicate are the ones that serve to secure a ruler’s
social position. Luckily, rulers left behind a wide corpus of materials that let
archaeologists, iconographers, and epigraphers understand what these conceptual
responses ended up being. We must take these with a grain of salt, as they are the
propaganda of the state, but we cannot be so cynical that we fail to accept that these ideas

were in the ancient belief system.

The Rhetoric of Rulership. One of the best ways to understand Maya rulers is in
the ways they expressed themselves, especially since many of these statements were

inscribed directly on or within their palaces. I have broken down the rhetoric used into
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the referents through which they justified their position of authority, the last of which is
further delineated. They are: lineage, divine rulership, might, and social.

Lineage. Maya rulers often cited their ancestors as justification for succession
(Lounsbury 1974; Schele 1981; Schele and Miller 1986; McAnany 1995). According to
Freidel and Schele (1988:563), the Classic period institution of ajaw resulted in a
powerful focus upon the dynastic lineage from its inception in as early as the Late
Preclassic.

The immediately preceding ruler may be cited, but others were as well. Christie
(2006:364) states “in the Maya system of succession, political power was legitimized
primarily through descent from a lineage founder” and buttresses this idea with evidence
from Tikal where the palace grew agglutinatively over time as each ruler added his own
architectural presence.

By working through the lineage system, the system itself became hierarchical.
Hendon (1991) puts forth a model of ranked lineages for the Classic Maya exhibiting its
co-presence with class based social structures. As previously stated, this complex system
is part of what led to the tenuous nature of Maya rulership. Subsequent strategies worked
to retain the pinnacle of the hierarchy. McAnany (1998:285) points out that on the
eastern gallery of House A of the Palenque palace, ancestor cartouches are present and
this may be indicative of an increased importance of royal bloodlines in the Late Classic
period.

While there are a myriad of examples of rulers citing lineage, I will simply point

out two of the more famous examples. The Oval Palace Tablet found in House E of
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Palenque shows the ruler K’inich Hanab Pakal receiving a sacred headdress from his
mother Ix Sak K’uk’ (Figure 3.4). What is most interesting is that the depiction is
anachronistic, depicting the ruler as an adult (it was commissioned when he is 49) while
he was only an adolescent when the historical event actually occurred (Stuart and Stuart
2008:157). Decades after Pakal was in power, he was still making statements indicative
of his genealogy.

Royal status was so important it was often buttressed from both sides, meaning
that descent was traced through both the father and the mother. As indicated above Lady
Ix Sak K’uk’ figured heavily into Pakal’s claims of power. The same was of true of Yax
Pahsaj Chan Yopat, 16" ruler of Copan, who also took the throne at a very young age.
His primary claims of descent are through his mother, Lady Chak Nik Ye’ Xook of
Palenque (Martin and Grube 2000:209). Houston and Stuart (2001:59) point out that in
post-Classic Yucatan, nobility continued to recount their descent on both sides of the
family. To me, this is an indication that the lineage system was utilized, bent, and
overwritten to serve a non-kin based political system.

The second account comes from Copan. The tomb of K’inich Yax K’uk’ Mo’, an
early ruler and dynastic founder of the polity, who began his rule in AD 426, was placed
below what is thought to be his royal residence (Traxler 2001:56). After this internment,
a series of constructions were built on the same ground each commemorating the ruler.
The culmination of this dedication was a structure named by archaeologists as “Rosalila”

a temple that had the ruler’s name emblazoned on all four sides (Fash and Fash 1996).
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This example highlights how sequences of rulers would turn back to their lineage time
and again through new acts and materializations of veneration.

Interestingly, though the Copanec example seemingly indicates otherwise, and
while Maya commoner houses often underwent a complex and dynamic series of
interments and re-interments (Geller 2004; Lisa J. Lucero as interviewed by Thompson
2010), palaces are not the location of royal interments. Webster (2001:150), for example,
describes the burials recovered from the Central Acropolis at Tikal as “comparatively
modest.” Rulers tombs are instead located within and under the sacred precincts created
by temple mound groups like those seen at Tikal and Copan (Bell at al. 1999, 2004;
Sharer et al. 1999) believe it an interesting line of inquiry, this shift from burial in the
home to the temple, from a quasi-private to public setting, but one beyond the scope here.

The frequency and intensity of use of lineage statements in the rhetoric of rulers
cannot be overstated. These claims were made across the ancient Maya world for the
whole of the Classic period. They were made on tablets and altars, and occasionally on
entire buildings.

Might. Rulers also engaged in statements about their military prowess. Stelae
present rulers dressed in full warrior regalia with weaponry. A panel from Temple 17 at
Palenque depicts the ruler K'inich Kan B'alam II, spear in hand, as he stands over a bound
captive. It is unlikely that these costumes were worn in palace contexts outside of
ceremony, but there were times when they were adorned that were not on the battlefield.

By dressing this way, and being depicted as a warrior, rulers were very clearly evoking
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the idea of military strength, presumably on an individual and simultaneously much
larger scale.

A strong piece of rhetoric showing military strength is one tied to what was an
ongoing social phenomenon: the capture and presentation of captives. Whether or not the
ruler was the actual captor, e.g. as depicted on Lintel 8 from Yaxchilan, they were often
the one to which captives were given in an act of fealty, e.g. Bonampak Room 2. In the
first example, the ruler Bird Jaguar forces his captive to the ground having gripped him
by the wrist (Schele and Mathews 1986:212). In the subsequent two examples, multiple
captives who are exhibiting signs of torture, are presented to their respective lord. Of
palace scenes rendered on ceramics, the presentation of war captives is a common theme
(Reents-Budet 1994:253).

Many artistic representations of ancient Maya rulers with their captives provide
insight into how the Maya considered socially hierarchical relationships in a spatial
sense. As in our society, high, up, and above in spatial senses signaled authority and
power. Houston (1998:343) originally described this ancient concept of verticality
representing social hierarchy. Perhaps the most overt examples of this spatial hierarchy
between rulers and captives occurs on many of the stelae at Naranjo, where the ruler
stands directly on the back of a prone captive (Figure 3.5). Miller (1998:203) explains
how there were captives depicted on the steps of Structure 44 at Yaxchilan and that the
ruler would have stood directly on them as he climbed, a phenomenon also present on
some of the risers of Copan’s hieroglyphic stairway. The effectiveness of this type of

rhetoric should not be overstated. Houston and Stuart (2001:56) point out the inherent
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instability of political systems based on terror. The threat alone of physical violence
represented in the sacrificed captive would not have been enough to maintain the
structure of Maya kingship that lasted for well over 500 years.

Deification. It is widely accepted that Maya rulers were believed to be divine in
nature (Fash 2001; Friedel and Schele 1988; Houston and Stuart 1996; Joyce 2000;
McAnany 1995; Tate 1992). Yet, the rhetoric of rulership went further than simply
having rulers serve as ritual leaders of religion. Grube and Martin (2006:149) state
“[a]fter 400 A.D., the highest rulers were given the title of k 'uhul ajaw, ‘divine king,” in
order to differentiate them from a growing category of lesser nobility and emphasize their
divine origins.” It is likely that all kingly duties were also seen in a religious light. For
example, the adjective & 'ul (holy, sacred) was used as part of royal titles (Houston and
Stuart 1996:295). Rulers possessed powers that no others did and the result was that they
were believed to be the embodiment of deities.

In terms of these special abilities, Stuart (1996:165) exhibits how the ancient
Maya held “the belief that rulers were themselves embodiments of time and its passage -
a role that was fundamental to the cosmological underpinnings of divine kingship” and
how this was accomplished through various ceremonies and rituals including the & altun
or stone-binding ritual. Here we see an act of which only the ruler was capable. This
logic served to separate and elevate the ruler from the rest of society.

Houston and Stuart (2001:55) believe that ancient Maya royal power may relate to
the concept of ip, “a near-sexual potency inspiring awe, projecting gravity, and fortifying

the self.” Again, we see a qualitative differentiation of rulers based on characteristics
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only they possess. In a direct way, the military prowess of the previous section comes
into play here as well. These elevating and separating strategies passed a particular
threshold of significance in that they became deities. Houston and Cummins (2004:365)
write that “the archetype of the dignified ruler was the Sun God” and rulers came to
embody this and many other of the different Classic Maya deities. Interestingly, at
Palenque, rulers tied themselves back to very ancient and perhaps mythical kings (Stuart
and Stuart 2008:110). In essence, they fused this idea of divinity and the importance of
lineage by asserting that their lineage founders were divine.

With the prevalence of secularism in our own society, it can be difficult to truly
understand the impact of such a belief. Dornan (2004) goes so far as to write that the
day-to-day functioning of Classic Maya society was to a degree dependent on the belief
by and experience of the masses that the ruler was divine.

Social. Classic Maya rulers also engaged in different social endeavors to help
secure their position. These acts may have been the most frequently undertaken by rulers
and therefore would have filled much of their days. It is these acts that would have
served to create social ties resulting in a hierarchy marked by its interrelatedness. What
is also important to note is that, as orchestrators, rulers were able to fashion the hierarchy
as they saw fit.

One of the primary social acts of a ruler was his marriage or marriages. Demarest
(2006:125) writes that a strategy of rulers “was alliance formation sealed and marked by
royal marriages linking dynasties.” Marriage was a main path towards supra-polity

political entities. Schele and Mathews (1991:243) demonstrate known examples of
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interdynastic marriages and the sites between which they occurred. These events,
obviously, were not taken lightly. Reents-Budet (2001:213) cites two depictions of
marriage negotiations in throne rooms. An example from the site of Dos Pilas can relate
the importance and prevalence of these strategic marriages. B’alaj Chan K’awiil was the
initial ruler of the splinter polity called Dos Pilas and held that role from 648-692 AD.
Martin and Grube (2000:57) describe the marriages he likely influenced:

B’alaj Chan K’awiil took at least two wives. One provided him with a

daughter, Lady Six Sky, who was to gain great fame in later years when

sent to forge a new dynasty at distant Naranjo. What may have been a

further daughter, or sister, married into the local lineage of Arroyo de

Piedra. B’alaj Chan K’awiil’s other marriage, to a royal woman from the

nearby Itzan kingdom, seems to have produced two sons.

As the passage indicates, a ruler and his offspring were, in a sense, viewed in the
way they could best improve the political standing of a ruler. The idea might be to
further concretize relations with a subsidiary lord or to create a tie with a new and
unfamiliar polity. All in all, the efforts belie the aforementioned tenuous nature of
Classic Maya rulership.

The linking role of wives, while certainly not their sole purpose, was very
important. Depictions of bloodletting rights by women of Yaxchilan including Lady Xoc
(Lintels 24 and 25) and Lady Balam-Ix (Lintel 17), the wives of rulers a generation apart
(Schele and Miller 1986:189) attest to this.

The second type of social act I believe to be of great importance was that of
patronage. Martin (2001:185) states that in the system of “overkingship...the most

powerful Classic polities operated a system of political patronage, extending networks of

personal ties among fellow dynasties that effectively reduced them to client status.”
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Reents-Budet (2001:213) describes a vessel where one ruler visits another. The
one ruler is seated on a throne in his palace, while the other has arrived on a mobile
throne or litter for the interaction. What an interesting sight it must have been to witness
this ruler carried into and set down into someone else’s throne room. The litter is higher
than the throne, indicating that the lord seated on the former is higher in rank. These
relationships could be quite necessary to lend legitimacy to ritual and social acts. For
example, a ruler of Dos Pilas visited Calakmul to witness the accession of a ruler there
(Martin 2001:179). These visits were augmented by feasting and royal dances (Grube
1992:213-214), which served to communicate the importance of the visit and those
involved in the occasion.

Client lords were, at times, kept under direct supervision. Martin (2001:182)
argues that the youth lords on the aforementioned Piedras Negras Panel 2 are not merely
visiting the court, but are instead there as neophytes in residence at the palace school and
hail from other polities including Bonampak, Lacanha, and Yaxchilan. If this is the case,
we see both the reach and structure that were at the control of ancient Maya rulers.

In conclusion, these four themes that rulers used as part of his rhetoric of power are
clearly indicative of two key points. First, that the ruler was a powerful entity in ancient
Classic Maya society. Second, judging from the varied strategies and the frequency of

their use, power was under constant threat from above and below in the social hierarchy.

Behavioral Responses. Maya palaces and the architecture around them were the main
locus for many elite activities. From the utterly mundane (the palace at Palenque had

bathrooms) to the unique and divine (that same palace may have been the location for the
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crowning of rulers), palaces were the setting for a wide array of behavior. As previously
stated, archaeologists lack direct material traces of many actions in palaces, depictions
imply a repeated set of behaviors. For the most part these come from polychrome
cylinder vessels with palace scenes painted onto their sides.

Tribute. Politically, ancient Maya rulers exhibited power through the collection
of tribute. Tribute collection is both a symbolic gesture of deference and a very real way
to hinder a group economically. This strategy could be rendered on potential competition
within a polity and on subsidiary centers. It is important to remember that a tribute
system affects the entire social hierarchy. It is usually those in the lowest rungs of the
social ladder who have to intensify their labor in order to meet tribute demands.

Houston and Stuart (2001:69) recount a text that reads tribute was “heaped within
view of the ruler.” The key idea to be drawn from this statement is that there this
structured act of physically presenting the tribute to the ruler. Again, we see the
importance of the ruler’s gaze (y-ichnal is the term used in the phrase). This gaze lends
legitimacy to the tribute act, which makes every tribute act mutually beneficial. The
person giving is recognized. The ruler, in turn, receives an economic boon and, arguably
just as important, an act of deference.

On a vessel from the tomb of Tikal ruler Jasaw Chan K’awil I (Burial 116) is a
ceramic vessel in which a ruler seated on a throne presented tribute (Stuart 1998:411).
On an entirely different vessel Nikolai Grube has identified the glyph for payment
(Reents-Budet 2001:228). Almost ceramic tribute scenes show an elite figure sitting on a

throne, while other figures kneel or stand in front of the throne holding items of tribute.
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Another common scene is where the noble is engaged in another activity, but tribute
goods are present in quantity in the scene.

The rooms in which tribute is presented are very diagnostic. The noble who is
receiving the tribute almost invariably sits on a throne. In addition, the room must also
be able to accommodate the retinue of elites are doing the giving. Reents-Budet
(2001:205) has identified iconographic elements on the piers of buildings that contribute
to the overall meaning of the activity depicted. For example, mat designs on the pillars
are a reference to the noble lords. This would seem like a helpful tool in analyzing room
function, but there are two issues which cloud the picture. First, the same historical act
has been depicted with piers decorated differently in the various representations. This is
most clear in the pots from Burial 116 at Tikal, where the same act is depicted three
times, two by the same artist, and the piers are decorated differently each time (Reents-
Budet 2001:205). While this is not an issue for interpreting the act ichnographically (the
motifs, are in fact, complementary), it is problematic in that the motifs do not tie strongly
to particular acts. Second, in the elite architecture that has been excavated the piers are
not decorated. Reents-Budet (2001:205) explains that decorations in stucco or paint are
not common on piers, but tapestries could be a way to have the motifs presented on piers.
In this case we are confronted with the possibility that decorated motifs on piers may be a
convention employed solely by ceramic artists.

Presentation of Captives. The presentation of captives is often related to the
giving of tribute. Usually the product of war events, captives are presented to superior

lords as part of the spoils of war. Captives would then be tortured in various ways from
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bloodletting to ways leading to death. It is not clear if some captives were used in the
long term as slaves. Obviously, captives are a very overt sign of military and political
power. The fact that the captives subsequently play a role as a sacrifice within the
religious system makes them even more powerful symbols. A strong example of this
type of portrayal is Piedras Negras Stela 12, which also serves as evidence for Houston’s
verticality principle. On the stela, eight captives depicted, at the bottom, are presented to
a ruler, at the top, by two “war captains” (Schele and Miller 1986:219). A more direct
example of the tie of captives to palaces are the captives depicted on Houses A and C of
the Palenque palace, which indicate that their common courtyard was used for captive
presentation to Miller and Martin (2004:203).

For portrayals on ceramic cylinder vessels, nobles are almost always present in
royal costume. Other nobles, in war regalia, present individuals who have been bound
and disrobed. Besides the clothing, various weapons are often depicted. However, it
may be difficult to distinguish weapons from tools in some cases.

Some depictions of captive presentations are set around thrones and obviously
conducted inside. Other presentations are conducted on the steps of platforms or temples.
When a throne is used, it is a mobile temporary one like a palanquin. The presentation of
captives, perhaps due to its sensational nature, apparently quite often was a public act.
While the mundane act of frequent tribute exaction could be conducted within the palace,
those captured in warfare events were brought to the eyes of many. Other than steps,

there is no strong archaeological signature of the act to be garnered from its depictions on
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pottery. Archaeologists, however, could attempt to recover where the captives were
housed.

The clearest evidence that is left behind about the presentation of captives may be
the captives themselves. Their skeletal remains are often recovered in sub-floor
interments and caches. Here, however, we are presented with a shift in time and space
from the actual act of presentation. Nevertheless, important information about state
maintenance could be inferred from the placement of sacrificial interments.

Dressing and Bodily Maintenance. Rulers often used mirrors held by attendants
to put on their regalia or otherwise affect their personal appearance. Usually, the ruler is
on or near his thrones and being served by other attendants. Other than the diagnostic
mirror and the placement of the act often in throne rooms, there are no other real potential
signs of evidence for the activity.

Judging by the fact the act is always conducted indoors; one would think that the
act is a very private one. But, lest we forget, the act is being commemorated on the side
of a ceramic vessel. It is probable that the act that necessitated the special appearance for
the noble was commemorated in part by making the dressing ceremony of special import.
As for the more mundane appearances of mirrors, they were an elite good so depicting
scenes of their use would be a statement of nobility.

As stated above, mirrors and throne rooms are the diagnostic features of dressing
maintenance activities. The mirrors are pretty specific to the act, while the spatial
dimension is the location for other activities, as we have seen. The multiple functions of

a throne room should not be viewed as a hindrance to an exploration of the function of
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architecture. Instead, one should see thrones as a good marker for a set of activities
instead of one.

Writing and Artistry. As Coe (1977) initially elucidated, scribes, as writers and
producers of other art and media, were held in high regard in ancient Maya society.
These individuals were members of the elite social class and often part of the royal
family. One need only look at the elite Structure 9N-82 in the Las Sepulturas enclave of
Copan, which is thought to be that of a scribe’s. The building is large and stone-roofed
with both the outer facade and inner bench containing scribe imagery (Webster 1989).
Also at Copan, paint pots and the image of a scribe on a pot were included among the
burial goods of Smoke Imix, the site’s 12" ruler (Fash 2001:111). Similarly, the tomb of
the Late Classic ruler, Jasaw Chan K’awil I, contained a bone with the inscribed image of
a hand holding a paint brush (Sharer 1994:Figure 14.29).

Their productions included codices (folding, bark-paper books), the texts of
hieroglyphic inscriptions, the designs of stelae and stucco facades, and more delicate
work like stone and shell working. Their importance to those in power cannot be
overstated; they were responsible for the content of major channels of communication

within the polity and in between polities.

Emotional Responses. In one sense, we must consider ancient Maya emotions to be just
like ours. And I say that to encourage a sense of respect for them. The following
discussion is somewhat rudimentary and that is a product of the evidence remaining not
of the people. So, while they conceived of their emotions differently than we do and used

different metaphors for them, they still felt the same depth, complexity, and intensity of
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human emotion that we all do. I simply regret that the archaeological record, as it stands,
does not allow us to capture that intricacy to the degree to which it existed.

What complicates matters further is that the Classic era texts that exist do not
relate emotional information. Scholars are left then to interpret pictorial representations
and hypothesize about the emotions depicted within them (see Schele and Miller 1986;
Miller 1999). Of course, this work is concentrating on the responses to a particular built
environment: the palace. We must, then, add another level of difficulty. It is thought that
Classic Maya courtly life had a rigid social etiquette (Inomata and Houston 2001), though
there are a notable set of exceptions when elites let down their guard in drunken revelry
(Houston et al. 2006:191). It is easy to see how emotional displays were unseemly and
unwelcome in this context. Yet, not all emotions need be expressed, so while cloaked
behind stoicism and formality, my undertaking is still to discover the emotions evoked by
a Maya palace.

Perhaps it is best to begin with the heart of the matter. Literally. The Classic
Maya term ohl translates to “heart, within” and has a locational connotation, but was also
the term for the emotional heart as well (Houston et al. 2006:185). That places were
conceptualized to have a center, and through use of the same term, were conceptualized
the same as the emotional center of a person is useful to this analysis. It is not too great a
stretch to associate something akin to a sense of topophilia to the locational uses of oh!.
To dwell in the center of a place, was to dwell in its emotional heart.

In terms of overt emotional expression represented in the pictorial record, it is

held that in the Late Classic the most abundant type is the “terror and expression of
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captives” (Houston et al. 2006:190). Yaxchilan Lintel 16 depicts a kneeling captive with
his hand to his mouth in what is described as possibly a “nervous gesture” (Schele and
Miller 1986:226). Panel 15 at Piedras Negras displays captives who “stroke their bodies,
their mouths open, perhaps as cues for pain or entreaty” (Figure 3.6) (Houston et al.
2006:190). The Bonampak murals display captives exhibiting multiple signs of torture,
and these captives like virtually all others are wearing scant clothing with their hair
disheveled.

Ideas of terror, fear, and humiliation are direct and overt in the displaying of
captives. Obviously, one does not need a palace to evoke these emotions in someone
who has already been captured, stripped, bound, and marched for who knows how long
through the jungle only to be tortured. But, for the other palace visitors who witnessed
these captives’ emotional states, palaces must have come to represent, in part, a place of
potential violence and a place where one could be stripped of everything. Literally. In
this way palaces would have evoked fear. Yet, due to its association with the authority of

royalty, this fear would have been something more akin to awe.

Conclusions

The archaeology of experience for ancient Maya palaces has been put forth.
Ancient Maya designers, in this case rulers, have been defined as well as their creations:
palaces. The ancient Maya experiencer has been described in terms of ancient
conceptions about their body and senses. Finally, previous work that has revealed their

conceptual, behavioral, and emotional responses has been recounted. It is clear that the
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general rationale can have situated within it a culturally specific archaeological example.
It is also apparent how the particular built environment, in this case palaces, becomes

something much more akin to the socially produced and constructed place it actually was.
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Chapter 4. Introduction to Holmul and its Palace

The following chapter relates descriptive information for the Holmul palace as
well as the palaces to which it is compared. The site of Holmul of first introduced and
information is provided on its geography, position in the ancient political landscape, as
well as a general description and chronology. Information is provided on the
nomenclature and recording system used by the Holmul Archaeological Project.
Previous work that had occurred in the palace is recounted. All of my excavations are

reported, followed by an architectural narrative of the palace.

Holmul, Guatemala

Geography. The site center of Holmul is located on a L-shaped ridge running from the
northwest to the southeast (Figure 4.1). The ridge is situated on top of the watershed
divide of a large limestone peninsula, surrounded by extensive bajo areas on all sides but
north. To the west, is a massive escarpment ridge which runs

from the Yaxha site area to the Rio Hondo area of Belize dividing the watershed of the

north-central Petén upland region from the rest of the Eastern Lowlands.

Holmul’s Position in the Political Landscape. Holmul (Figure 4.2) is 20km north of
Naranjo, a site to which it has multiple stylistic and textual ties (Estrada-Belli 2000:8). It
is 40km east of both Tikal, the largest site in the region, and Uaxactun another important

site in the region.. Other nearby sites are Nakum and Yaxha, 22km and 30km away to
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the southwest, respectively. Holmul is 44km southeast of San Jose, 140km northeast of
Aguateca, 270 km north of Copan, and 300km east of Palenque, the other sites used in

this analysis.

Groups and Features of Holmul. Holmul’s site center is comprised of three monumental
groups (Figure 4.3). If one begins in the Main Plaza, to the north, sitting on a large
platform, is Group I. This group is dominated by a large temple pyramid, Building D,
which is centrally located on the platform and may have also had a primary face to the
north away from the Main Plaza. Two structures, Buildings, C and E, appear to abut the
pyramid and may have housed temple caretakers, given the high frequency of benches.
Two ancillary structures, Buildings A and B, on the southern side of the group are
interesting because of their unusual room morphologies, high ceiling heights, and very
tight and restrictive passages between rooms. The final structure of the group, Building
F, was a funeral shrine in the southeast corner of the platform in which Merwin recovered
a Late Classic elite burial (Merwin and Vaillant 1932:15), that included the “Holmul
Dancer” vase.

To the east of the main plaza is Ruin X, a 12.5m high temple pyramid structure.
Interestingly, two small temple buildings were fitted onto its pyramidal platform. One of
the buildings had all of its entrances sealed and was used as a burial vault. Stelae 6 and
7, both plain stelae, are associated with Ruin X. Due east of Ruin X is the East Plaza,
which is bordered on its eastern side by a long range structure, Structure 7, and on its

northern one by the pyramidal Structure 5. One stela and altar set, Stela 1 and Altar 1,
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sits between Structure 7 and Ruin X, while another, Stela 2 and Altar 2, sits in front of
the Structure 5.

Returning to the Main Plaza, one can see that it is bordered on the south and west
by the courts of Group III. These courts, Court A to the south and Court B to the west, sit
on platforms that are much lower in height than the Group I platform. Court A is
dominated by a temple pyrami