ANIMALS

o

AND [neqwz/z’ty

IN THE

ANCIENT WORLD

-
V277
I 93k

22

bz

\

T .
W\

APy
/00
A

|
,

EDITED BY

(P

,.
il

AN

bAA

B

W

X

Benjamin S. Arbuckle

\\\\\

S g

WA ALY )

S A
\\\“\\ \\\\

and Sue Ann McCarty

) N
N
w e

<N

N

. X\
OSIN \

N

,'
rﬁ/fzﬁ/ /w -

N
UNY RN
RAERNRY
IR

BRI R ARG
/_////MMMV AN RN
A\ )
\ AR AR R
ML SRR R
RS
L R k@.q/..? AR
WA AR ////%,Wf?y/fi NN
L T TR T R
/”//., MR N N X
AR X

AN

N

DR

RN RN
./////:,,,///,//Wu,,v%ﬂ,,.m,,,«w,;i )

N0 //u R

UNIVERSITY PRESS OF COLORADO

Boulder




© 2014 by University Press of Colorado

Published by University Press of Colorado
5589 Arapahoe Avenue, Suite 206C
Boulder, Colorado 80303

All rights reserved
Printed in the United States of America

A'A = The University Press of Colorado is a proud member of
(/[ _\ the Association of American University Presses.

'The University Press of Colorado is a cooperative publishing enterprise supported, in part,
by Adams State University, Colorado State University, Fort Lewis College, Metropolitan
State University of Denver, Regis University, University of Colorado, University of Northern
Colorado, Utah State University, and Western State Colorado University.

oo'This paper meets the requirements of the ANSI/NISO Z39.48-1992 (Permanence of Paper).

Chapter 2 was previously published in Spanish as “Un portal al inframundo: Ofrendas de
animales sepultadas al pie del Templo Mayor de Tenochtitlan,” by Leonardo Lépez Lujan,
Ximena Chévez Balderas, Belem Zuniga-Arellano, Alejandra Aguirre Molina, and Norma
Valentin Maldonado, Estudios de cultura ndhuatl 44 (2012): 9—40, http://www.scielo.org.mx
/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=Soo71-16752012000200002&Ing=es&tlng=es.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Animals and inequality in the ancient world / edited by Benjamin S. Arbuckle, Sue Ann

McCarty.

pages cm

Includes bibliographical references and index.

ISBN 978-1-60732-285-6 (cloth) — ISBN 978-1-60732-286-3 (ebook)
1. Animals and civilization—History—To 1500. 2. Animals—Social aspects—History—To
1500. 3. Human-animal relationships—History—To 1500. 4. Equality—History—To 1500. 5.
Social archaeology. 6. Ethnoarchaeology. 7. Civilization, Ancient. I. Arbuckle, Benjamin S. II.
McCarty, Sue Ann.

QL85.As35 2014
304.2"7—dc23
2013033573
23 22 2I 20 19 18 17 16 I5 I4 109876354321

Cover illustrations: Nineteenth-century engraving of Temple of the Python, Ouidah
Benin (Morienval 1898:41) (front left); Hampshire pig / vintage illustration from Meyers
Konversations-Lexik on 1897, © Hein Nouwens / Shutterstock (front right and flap).



List of Figures x1
List of Tables xvil
Acknowledgments xXix

Animals and Inequality in the Ancient World: An

Introduction
Benjamin S. Arbuckle and Sue Ann McCarty I

1. Animals and the State: The Role of Animals in
State-Level Rituals in Mesoamerica

Nawa Sugiyama, Gilberto Pérez, Bernardo
Rodriguez, Fabiola Torres, and
Rauil Valadez II

2. Entering the Underworld: Animal Offerings at
the Foot of the Great Temple of Tenochtitlan

Leonardo Lipez Lujdn, Ximena Chdvez Balderas,
Belem Ziiriiga-Arellano, Alejandra Aguirre
Molina, and Norma Valentin Maldonado 33

3. The Luxury of Variety: Animals and Social
Distinction at the Wari Site of Cerro Badl,
Southern Peru

Susan D. deFrance 63
4. Shifting Patterns of Maya Social Complexity

through Time: Preliminary Zooarchaeological
Results from San Bartolo, Guatemala

Ashley E. Sharpe, William A. Saturno, and
Kitty F. Emery 8

Contents



viii

CONTENTS

5. Animals as Symbols, Animals as Resources: The
Elite Faunal Record in the Mississippian World

H. Edwin Jackson 107

6. The Parrots of Paquimé: A Look at the Role of
Aviculture in Thirteenth-Century Northern
Mexico

Abigail Holeman 12§

7. Ritual, Cuisine, and Commensal Politics at
Chaco Canyon, New Mexico

Adam S. Watson 45

8. Pelts and Provisions: Faunal Remains and the
Emergence of Social Inequality in Central
Coastal California

Charlotte K. Sunseri 167

9. Animals and Social Change: A Case of the
Middle Neolithic in the North European Plain

Arkadiusz Marciniak 187
10. Inequality and the Origins of Wool

Production in Central Anatolia
Benjamin §. Arbuckle 209

11. Tracing Inequality from Assur to Kiiltepe-
Kanesh: Merchants, Donkeys, and Clay Tablets

Levent Atici 231
12. Animal, Human, God: Pathways of Shang
Animality and Divinity
Roderick Campbell 251

13. Inequality on the Surface: Horses, Power, and
Community in the Mongolian Bronze Age

Joshua Wright 275



14. Pythons, Pigs, and Political Process in the
Hueda Kingdom, Benin, West Africa AD
1650—1727

Neil L. Norman 295

15. “Tails” of Romanization: Animals and
Inequality in the Roman Mediterranean Context

Michael MacKinnon 315

16. Wool Production, Wealth, and Trade in
Middle Saxon England

Pam J. Crabtree and Douglas V. Campana 335

17. The Rhetoric of Meat Apportionment:
Evidence for Exclusion, Inclusion, and Social
Position in Medieval England

Naomi Sykes 353
List of Contributors 375
Index 377

CONTENTS

ix



ANIMALS AND INEQUALITY
IN THE ANCIENT WORLD



2

Entering the Underworld

Animal Offerings at the Foot of

INTRODUCTION the Great Temple of Tenochtitlan

Archaeological data relating to the fauna exploited
by the Mexicas and their neighbors in the Basin of
Mexico are relatively sparse. To a large extent, this is
due to the fact that the majority of pre-Hispanic settle-
ments from the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries have
gradually been buried under Mexico City, a megalopo-
lis that today houses more than 20 million inhabitants
and that continues to grow at an unbridled rate (see
Parsons 1989). Archaeologists have excavated only a
tew rural sites in detail, revealing some of the complex
human-animal relationships in these kinds of contexts
at the time of the arrival of the Spaniards. Outstanding
examples include the projects of Elizabeth M. Brumfiel
(2005) at Xaltocan, Ratl Avila Lépez (2006) at
Mexicaltzingo, and Mary G. Hodge (2008) at Chalco,
which focus on these modest settlements located at
opposite ends of the Basin’s lake system.

Based on the results published by these meticu-
lous researchers, the faunal remains at these sites
were dominated by a great diversity of wild animals
that were captured locally to serve as food and raw
materials (Avila Lépez 2006; Guzmédn Camacho and
Polaco 2008; Polaco and Guzmin 2008; Valadez Azta
and Rodriguez Galicia 2005). These animals included
mainly ducks, rabbits, frogs, deer, turtles, and, in much
lesser quantities, squirrels, opossums, armadillos,
quails, freshwater fish, and mollusks. Also present in
very high numbers were domestic animals such as the
dog and turkey.

Unfortunately, there is little detailed archaeologi-
cal information available on the residential units at
major urban sites in the Basin, such as Tenochtitlan  DOL 10.5876/9781607322863.c002

Leonarpo Léprez LujAN,
XimeNa CHAVEZ BALDERAS,
BeLEM ZUN1GA-ARELLANO,
ALEJANDRA AGUIRRE MOLINA,
AND NormA VALENTIN

MALDONADO
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and Tlatelolco. This prevents us from establishing the similarities and dif-
terences between the countryside and the city, and between social groups of
low, medium, and high status, when it comes to uses and meanings attributed
to animals. In contrast, the fauna recovered in urban archaeological contexts
comes almost entirely from public areas with a ritual function. Remains from
these areas can tell us not so much about the diet of the average inhabitant
of Tenochtitlan as how animals were used symbolically by individuals of high
status; which environments were reached during the empire’s peak; how par-
ticular species were captured, transported, and kept in the royal palace; and
why they were eventually buried inside temples and under plaza floors.

ANIMAL REMAINS FROM TENOCHTITLAN

The island of Tenochtitlan, the capital of the MeéXiea empire, is well-known
archaeologically as a result of the Templo Mayor Project (1978—2011), which
has explored its sacred precinct forgmore than thirty years (Lépez Lujin
2006a:Volume 1; 2006b; Lépez Lujan.and Chéavez Balderas 2010a; Matos
Moctezuma 1988; Matos Méctezuma and Cué Avalos 1998). This impressive
precinct rose at the exact intersection of two principal city axes. ltwas a rect-
angular area limited by a'platform measuring about 460 by 430 meterstInside
was locatedd@an enormous complex of shrines, among which the Great Temple,
a pyramid topped by two chapels consecrated to the rain god Tlaloc and the
solar god Huitzilopochtli, stood outsThere were alsorschools for nobles, ball-
game courts, sacred springs, skull racksyand an enclosure that contained a
recreation of “arid land.”

After seven long field seasofis working at the Great Temple and surrounding
religious buildings, 165 buried offerings have been excavated. We have recorded
in these ritual contexts an‘amazing diversity of animal species, infinitely supe-
rior to what has been observed at rural sites such as Xaltocan, Mexicaltzingo,
and Chalco. As aresult of archaeozoological research on materials recovered in
the heart of Tenochtitlan, more than 250 species have been identified (Lépez
Lujin 2005:101-103; Polaco and Guzmain 1994). The resulting information has
been on display to the public in a gallery devoted to fauna in the Templo
Mayor Museum (Polaco 1991; Polaco et al. 1989) and has also been published
in numerous studies on biological, ecological, and taphonomic aspects of the
animals deposited in offerings (e.g., Alvarez 1982; Alvarez and Ocafia 1991
Alvarez et al. 1982; Diaz Pardo 1982; Diaz Pardo and Teniente Nivén 1991
Guzmién Camacho and Polaco 2000; Lépez Lujin 2006a:Volume 2; Lépez
Lujan and Argiielles Echevarria 2010; Lépez Lujian and Polaco 1991; Lépez
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Lujén and Zuhiga-Arellano 2010; Polaco 1982,1986; Polaco and Guzmin 1994;
Olmo Frese 1999; Solis et al. 2010; Valentin Maldonado 1999a, 1999b, 2002;
Valentin Maldonado and Gallardo Parrodi 2006; Valentin Maldonado and
Zaniga-Arellano 2003, 2006, 2007). Equally numerous are publications refer-
ring to cultural dimensions such as a preference for certain species; places,
ways, and periods to obtain living or dead fauna; mechanisms of circulation;
techniques of sacrifice and modification of cadavers; indigenous taxono-
mies; and persistence or transformation of all of these behaviors through
time (Aguirre Molina 2002; Chévez et al. 2010; Jiménez 1991; Lépez Lujin
1991, 2006a:Volume 1; Lépez Lujin et al. 2010; Quezada Ramirez, Valentin
Maldonado, and Argiielles Echeverria 2010; Temple Sdnchez-Gavito and
Velazquez Castro 2003; Velizquez Castro 1999, 2000, 2007; Veldzquez Castro
and Melgar Tisoc 2006; Velizquez Castro, Zuiiga-Areéllano, and Valentin
Maldonado 2004; Veldzquez Castro, Zufiga-Arellanopand Temple Sénchez-
Gavito 2007; Velizquez Castro and Zufiga-Afellano 2003). There are even
published studies on the conservationfand restoration of faunal remains
uncovered by our project (Grimaldi 2001 Gallarde 2000; Hasbach 2000).

Among the principal features,of the faunal remains from the Temiplo Mayor,
we can mention the following:

1. 'The presence of spécies corresponding to six different phyla (Lépez
Lujdn 2005:101-102; Polaco 1991:16). Invertebrates preponderate (five
phyla: Porifera, Coelenterata, Echinodermata, Arthropoda; and Mollusca),
followed by vertebrates (phylum Chordata, six classes: Chondrichthyes,
Osteichthyes, Amphibia, Reptilia, Aves, and Mammalia).

2. "The predominance of species endemicito regions quite far away from the
Basin of Mexico{(Izépez Lujan 2005:101; Matos Moctezuma 1988:115-118;
Polaco 199z5Polaco et al. 1989):These were imported by the Mexicas
from practically‘all corners of the empire and beyond, from contrasting
ecosystems such as tropical rainforests, temperate zones, marine
environments, estuaries, coastal lagoons, and mangrove swamps.

3. The scarcity of edible species and the clear interest on the part of Mexica
priests in those animals to which they attributed profound religious or
cosmological significance (Diaz-Pardo and Teniente-Nivén, 1991:77; Lépez
Lujdn 2005:103). For example, predominating among fish were toxic species
or those with rare anatomical features such as sharp teeth, strange bodies,
bright colors, or strong dermal spines.

4. Evidence of captivity (Lopez Lujin 2006a:1: 223; Quezada Ramirez,
Valentin Maldonado, and Arguelles Echeverria 2010:22—23). Numerous birds
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of prey display evidence of bone pathologies that might have prevented
them from surviving if not in captivity. However, their skeletons speak to us
of healthy, well-fed individuals. Therefore, it is highly likely that the Mexicas
captured and kept them, feeding them for long periods prior to their death.
5. Traces of cultural processes for modifying the animal cadavers, some
of which may be qualified as “taxidermic” interventions (Lépez Lujin
2005:103, Lépez Lujan 2006a:1:222—223; Quezada Ramirez, Valentin
Maldonado, and Arguelles Echeverria 2010:19—22). In fact, numerous
specimens of fish, crocodiles, serpents, and birds of prey were prepared for
the preservation of their heads and skins, whereas the body parts of others
were transformed into ornaments, ritual instruments, or religious symbols.
6. The use of fauna in offerings to recreate vertical tiers of the ufliverse and
configure veritable cosmograms (Lépez Lujin 1998, 2085, 2006a:Volume
1). Thus, coral, clams, and snails symbolized the aquatic underworld; felines,
turtles, and sawfish, the surface of the earth;/and eagles, herons; and hum-
mingbirds, the skies above.

In the rest of this chapter we present recent results from the seventh field
season (2007—2012) of the Templo Mayor Project related tod@nimalaemains.
Given the limited space, we focus on analyzing a single buried offering placed
in a stone box—Offering 125—which was very Small in dimensions but
extremely fich in information concerning th€ancient relatiohship between
humans and fauna.

OFFERING 125

Since March 2007 we have beendworking at the foot of the Templo Mayor,
the ritual setting where, according to historical accounts, the Mexica kings
were cremated \and buried (Figure 2.1) (Draper 2010; Lépez Lujén and
Chavez Balderas 2010a; Matos Moctezuma and Lépez Lujan 2007). In this
area we uncoveted an enormous monolith, measuring 4.17 by 3.62 by 0.38
meters, which is even larger than the well-known Calendar Stone (Matos
Moctezuma and Lépez Lujin 2009). This andesite sculpture represents the
feminine aspect of Tlaltecuhtli, the venerated and feared Earth Goddess, pro-
genitor of the creatures of the universe and devourer of their corpses after
death (Lépez Lujin 2010).

To the west of this monolith and exactly at plaza level, we found a unique
monument built with sixteen pinkish andesite blocks (Figure 2.2). These
heavy pieces were overlapped to form a quadrangular frame in the shape of
an inverted, stepped pyramid (Figure 2.3). Its silhouette reminds us of the
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Te itlan, s
ing b ch na.

re htli, a mythological being
r iverse (Cédice Borgia 1993:8, 53;
Cédice Vatican 5 ujén 2010:117; Seler 1963). Therefore, it
likely symboli e underworld, the realm of the dead.
ent and contemporary with the Great Temple’s
1486-1502), we found four other monuments with very
similar characteristics, each one corresponding to an older and consecutive
plaza level (AD 1440-1486; see Draper 2010:122-123; Lépez Lujin 2010:71-75).
Within these five stone monuments, six superimposed buried offerings were
detected. Offering 125, which dates back to the reign of Ahuitzotl (AD 1486 to
1502), is the richest of all, containing a total of 3,899 cultural and organic items.
It was deposited inside a box made of small basalt blocks, oriented east-west,
and with maximum dimensions of 50 by 85 by 46 centimeters. Huge slabs
were used at the end of the ritual to cover the box and to protect its precious
contents.
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ayorazgo de Nava Chavez
Offering 125

CINAH, MEXICO 2010

F1GURE 2.2. Location of Offering 125, west of the Tlaltecubtli monolith. (Drawing by
Tenoch Medina. © Proyecto Templo Mayor)

After a careful spatial analysis, we concluded that the Mexica priests laid
six layers of objects inside this box. The first or bottom layer was composed of
a richly dressed canid (Figure 2.4). Around this animal we found a group of
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Lipez Lujin. © P,

saetifici of them dre yﬂmgma of noc-
t s or warriors kllled i knives were covered
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the bodies of two golde act made of spider-monkey hair

(Figure 2.5). The
with gray and

eposmng copal resin and sealing the box

ANIMAL REMAINS

The taphonomic study of Offering 125 and the meticulous analysis of the
faunal specimens yielded highly varied conclusions. These were enriched by
historical and iconographic information with important implications con-
cerning economic, political, and religious dimensions.

In the offering were 1,945 faunal elements, corresponding to a minimum
number of 1,264 individuals. They were classified in five phyla, ten classes,
forty-six families, fifty-eight genera, and fifty-six species (Table 2.1). Of the
five extant phyla, Mollusca is the most abundant (79 percent of the sixty-two
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F1GURE 2.5. Offering 125: uppermost excavation level, with eagle skeletons and marine
animals. (Photo by Leonardo Lipez Lujin. © Proyecto Templo Mayor.)



TasLE 2.1 Offering 125: Identified Taxa

Phylum Class Scientific name Common name
Coelenterata Anthozoa Acropora cervicornis  Staghorn
Coeclenterata Anthozoa Gorgonia sp. Soft coral
Echinodermata Echinoidea Echinometra Sea urchin
vanbrunti
Arthropoda Malacostraca Coelocerus spinosus ~ Channelnose spider
crab
Arthropoda Macrobrachium Freshwater shrimp
americanum or M.
carcinum
Mollusca Polyplacophora Chiton marmoratus chiton
Mollusca Gastropoda Agaronia propatula*
Mollusca Gastropoda Astraea (
olivacea
Mollusca Gastropoda raca(
Mollusca Gast n
( uropsis) spira-
tum plagosum’™

Mollusca

Mollusca

Mollusca

Mollusca

Mollusca
Mollusca
Mollusca

opo

stropoda
Gastropod
Gas

astropoda

Gastropoda

Gastropoda
Gastropoda
Gastropoda

Crepidula
(Bostrycapulus)
aculeata

Crucibulum
(Crucibulum)

spinosum

Cypraea
(Macrocypraea)

cervus*
Hipponix grayanus*
Jenneria pustulata®

Leucozonia cerata®

nail
Snail
Alphabet cone

Spiny slipper-shell

Spiny
cup-and-saucer

Atlantic deer
cowrie

Snail
Pustulate cowrie

Snail

continued on next page



TABLE 2.1——continued

Phylum Class Scientific name Common name

Mollusca Gastropoda Malea ringens Snail

Mollusca Gastropoda Mauritia arabicula®  Snail

Mollusca Gastropoda Morum (Morum) Snail
tuberculosum®*

Mollusca Gastropoda Nassarius Snail
luteostomus*

Mollusca Gastropoda Nerita (Cymostyla) ~ Rough-ribbed
scabricosta Nerita

Mollusca Gastropoda Nodilittorina Conspersa
(Possarilittorina) inkle
modesta®

Mollusca Gastropoda

Mollusca Gastropoda

Mollusca eatostoma

dodon
Mollusca Persicula imbricata*

Mollusca
Mo

Mollusca

Mollusca
Mollusca
Mollusca
Mollusca

Mollusca

Mobollusca

stropoda
astropoda

Gastro

Bivalvia
Bivalvia
Bivalvia
Bivalvia
Bivalvia

Bivalvia

biserialis*
s (Stramonita)

aemastoma
canaliculata®

Anadara (Cunearca)
bifrons*

Anodonta chalcoensis*®
Arca pacifica®

Atrina sp.

Chama (Chama)

echinata
Codakia
distinguenda®

Corbula
(Caryocorbula)

ovulata*

of-shell

Brown moon snail
Two row rock-shell

Hay’s rock-shell

Clam

Freshwater clam
Clam
Clam
Clam

Clam

Clam

continued on next page



TABLE 2.1—continued

Phylum Class Scientific name Common name
Mollusca Bivalvia Crassostrea virginica  Eastern oyster
Mollusca Bivalvia Dinocardium Giant Atlantic
robustum cockle
Mollusca Bivalvia Donax Clam
(Amphichaena)
kindermanni*
Mollusca Bivalvia Donax (Chion) Clam
punctatostriatus”
Mollusca Bivalvia Megapitaria Clam
squalida®
Mollusca Bivalvia Modiolus americanu.
Mollusca Bivalvia
Mollusca Bivalvia
Mollusca Bivalvia
ma)
asperrima’
Mollusca Spondylus princep Pacific t

Chordata
Chordata
Chordata
Chordata
Chordata
Chordata

Chordata
Chordata

tinopterygii
Reptilia
Aves
Aves

Mammalia
Mammalia

Arothron sp.
Hyporbamphus sp.
Lutjanus sp.
Crotalus molosus
Aquila chrysaetos

Cyrtonyx
montezumae

Ateles geoffroyi
Canis lupus

t tellin

Clam

Fat puffer
Halfbeak
Snapper
Rattle snake
Golden eagle

Montezuma quail

Spider monkey
Wolt or dog

Note: Newly recorded species in Tenochtitlan marked with *.
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taxa) with forty-eight species and one genus of snails, clams, and chitons.
This is followed by the phylum Chordata (12.9 percent), with three genera
of fish (fat puffer, halfbeak, and snapper), one species of reptile (rattlesnake),
two species of birds (Montezuma quail and golden eagle), and two species
of mammals (spider monkey and a canid that could be a wolf or a dog). The
phylum Coelenterata (3.2 percent) is represented by one genus (soft coral) and
one species (staghorn), while Arthropoda (3.2 percent) figures in the list with
two species (channelnose spider crab, freshwater shrimp). Finally, the phylum
Echinodermata (1.6 percent) includes a single species (sea urchin).

'The identified taxa lived in nine different environments including coastal
seas, reefs, estuaries, freshwater environments, grasslands/pine-oak forests,
hillsides and prairies, temperate and tropical forests, temperate and arid
mountains, and deserts (Table 2.2). Of the sixty-two taXa identified, fifty-four
are endemic to ocean environments (87.1 percent): Thirty~five species.(71.4 per-
cent) come from the Panamic Province (Pacific Ocean): twenty-two species
of snails, twelve species of clams, andsthe sea urchin. In contrast, twelve spe-
cies (24.5 percent of the marine species)«€ome from the Caribbean, Province
(Atlantic Ocean): six speci€s,of snails, three of clams, the staghorn, the mar-
bled chiton, and the«hannelnose spider erab. Only a single speci€s of snail
(Crepidula aculeata) and clam (Modiolus americanus) Jive in both provinces (4.1
percent).

'These, percentages might have a straightforward historical explanation. It
issknown, that during Ahuitzotl’s_reign (AD 1486-1502), most of the con-
quests were on the Pacific Coast of Mesoamerica (Hassig 1988:200—218). In
those years, Cihuatlan, Te€pantepee, Ayotlan, Ometepec, Xoconochco, and
Miahuatlan were convertednto tributary provinces, while certain regions of
Tehuantepec and Xochtlan were reconquered. In this way, the Mexica and
their allies added<territories located in the modern-day Mexican states of
Guerrero, Oaxaca, and Chiapas to their domains. Obviously, this afforded
them unlimited access to the resources from the Pacific Ocean, as a result of
both tribute and trade.

As for how the marine animals could have been collected, this was gener-
ally not difficult. Almost all of the species identified lived in shallow waters,
on rocks or atop other shells, under sandy layers in tidal zones, in coral reefs,
or in seagrass beds. The only exceptions are the clam species Spondylus cal-
cifer, Spondylus princeps, and Chama echinata, which dwell in rocky substrata
at a depth of ten to twenty meters, which implies diving was necessary to get
them. On the other hand, we know that these marine animals were alive when
they were collected in their natural habitat and perhaps they were also still

ENTERING THE UNDERWORLD
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alive when they were offered in Tenochtitlan. This is evident from the bright
colors and magnificent condition of most of the specimens, in addition to the
fact that the clams still have a ligament or hinge, the snails an operculum, and
the sea urchins the Aristotle’s lantern or chewing organ. This also means that
these animals were not consumed as food but rather were deposited whole
in Offering 125 for their symbolic value. In fact, the vast majority of species
recovered are not edible, with the exception of Eastern oysters (7¢//ina fausta),
freshwater clams, and some marine clams (Megapitaria squalida, Donax kin-
dermanni, and D. punctatostriatus).

CAPTIVITY

By all indications, once they reached Tenochtitlan] many living animals
were confined alive to await the ceremonies in whichithey were offered to the
gods of the sacred precinct. A good exampleis represented by the two adult
eagles from Offering 125. Ninety-seven percent of their bones were recovered,
all in magnificent condition and without@ny traces of perimortem cut marks,
indicating that both were buiried soon after death, with the decomposition of
their bodies taking place within the box containing the offering.The priests
placed these animals with their wings folded and feet tied together‘at the
tarsometatafsi.

‘Thefmore robust skeleton with a greater wing span represents a female eagle.
Itwas found in'the northwest quadrant of the box. It.was placed on its right
side with a\general west-east orientation,and with the head toward the west.
This specimen had a mother-of-pearl, ring-shaped pectoral (anahbuatl) over
the'sternum and pear-shaped;copper rattle bangles around the tarsometatarsi.
'The skeleton of the male, as in nature, is smaller. It was deposited in the south-
west quadrant, alse lying on its right side, with a general west-east orientation,
but with the head and legs flexed toward the south. This specimen wore lavish,
pear-shaped, gold rattle bangles on its tarsometatarsi.

The skeleton of the male eagle is distinguished by a visible deformity in the
right wing, precisely at the articulation of the humerus with the ulna and the
radius (Figure 2.6). The articular surfaces of the humerus are inclined toward
the ventral part, which implies that the distal portion of the wing was bent
toward the left, when the normal position would be toward the opposite side.
Digital X-rays and CT scans indicate that this deformity was caused by a
fracture. Importantly, although the fracture healed, this bird was unable to
fly, which would have prevented it from hunting and feeding. Its bones, how-
ever, were robust and were of normal dimensions, which suggest that it was
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F1GURE 2.6. Male goldenieagle’s wings. That on the right shows a clear deformity af the
articulation of the humerus with the ulna and the radius. (Phota'by Leonardo Lopez Lujdn.
© Proyecto Templo Mayor.)

kept in captivity and was cared for/by expert hands. In this regard, we should
recall that within Moctezuma’s palace, there was a Totocalli, or “House of
Birds,”where eagles and ‘manyther®birds were kept in cages (see Blanco et
al. 2002; Nicholsefi 1955). Francisean friar Bernardino de Sahagtn (2000:762)
mentions that at the/Totocalli “there were stewards who took care of all sorts
of birds, such as eaglesand other large birds, that were called taubquechol
[roseate spoonbills] and zacuan [Montezuma oropendola] and parrots and
alome [scarlet macaws] and coxolitli [pheasants].”

On the other hand, the female eagle skeleton from Offering 125 contained
on its sternum a concentration of highly fragmentary Montezuma quail bones,
with green-bone fracture patterns and homogeneous coloring at the edges
(see Serjeantson 2009:118-119). We believe that these bones could have been
part of a pellet, in other words, the mass of undigested parts of a bird’s food
that is processed inside the gizzard and occasionally regurgitated. In the case
of this offering, the exclusive presence of Montezuma quail might mean that
the eagle, before being buried, had lived in captivity and was fed only quails.
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In an evocative comment, Herndn Cortés (1994:67) noted that in the Totocalli
there were three hundred men to attend to these birds, taking care of them:
“And everyday all of these birds were given hens to eat, and no other food.”
'Thus the faunal evidence fits well with historical accounts of Mexica practices

of raising birds of prey.

The Totocalli was also the area of the palace where the most experienced
fine metalworkers, lapidary-stone craftsmen, painters, and feather-workers in
the king’s employ were located (Sahagin 2000:762). The latter were able to
handle the birds to harvest feathers without killing them to make ornaments
and accoutrements that were status markers par excellence. Perhaps in the
royal palace craftsmen also produced ritual artifacts that we see in the offer-
ings. For example, sacrificial knives that were dressed as divisiities by means of
insignia made with clams, snails, and monkey skin weré found in Offering 125
(Lépez Lujan and Aguirre Molina 2010). The offering also contained spider-
monkey hair spatially associated with the characteristic gold ornaments of
the pulque gods. However, it is hard46 know if these remnants of hair were
part of a headdress or a costume (LLépeziLujan and Chivez Balderas 2010b).
Anyway, it is interesting tofhote that a priest wearing these same gold orna-
ments appears in the£édice Magliabechi(1996:55r) beside anotherindividual
dressed as a monkey.

SYMBOLISM

As we mentioned earlier, the animalsfrom the Tenochtitlan offerings were
selected more for their_symbolic value than for their use as food. A good
example in this regard is the female canid discovered at the bottom of the
votive box. In the case of this animal, 95 percent of the bones, all in magnifi-
cent condition, were found, although perimortem fractures were detected on
the left side of the seventh, eighth, and ninth ribs. We know that the skeleton
belongs to an individual of the Canis lupus species, but so far it has not been
possible to determine if it is a Mexican wolf (Canis lupus baileyi) or a dog
(Canis lupus familiaris). The skeleton has proportions and morphology unlike
those of the other wolves discovered at the Templo Mayor, as well as many
characteristics compatible with the wolf, a few others with the dog, and others
with both.

The canid skeleton represents an individual of advanced age. This is sup-
ported by the obliteration of the cranial sutures, the fusion of the epiphyses of
the long bones, the fusion of the pelvis with the sacrum, as well as the presence
of the hemal arch in the tail vertebrae and of abundant bone spurs resulting
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from degenerative osteoarthritis. The longevity and osteoarthritis together
with skeletal indicators of a good diet suggest that this animal benefited from
human care while it was alive.

Based on our taphonomic study, the canid was buried very shortly after
death and its body decomposed within the offertory box. It is clear that it was
placed in a manner similar to that of the eagles: lying on its right side, with a
general west-east orientation. The canid’s head was next to the west wall of the
box, with its snout toward the northwest. The front legs were extended toward
the east and the back ones semiflexed and crossed next to the east wall.

Surprisingly, the canid wore jewels that were the prerogative of royalty: two
earflares made of wood covered with turquoise mosaic, a necklace with sixty-
four greenstone beads, a belt with thirteen O/iva gastropods,and two bangles
with five gold bells each on the back legs. If the remains urn out to be those
of a dog, which we are waiting to corroborate ondthetbasis of DNA analysis
carried out by Steve R. Fain, we might speculaté that it was a royal pet buried
to help its master reach the beyond, in@a€cord with widespread beliefs about
the afterlife throughout Mesoamerica (Chévez 2007).

We should also recall that'this canid was covered with a thick layer of
aquatic animals: snailsy€lams, chitons, fish, sea urchins, corals, {freshwater
shrimps, and a spider crab.In our opinion, the priests€hdeavored to express,
through ritual' language, a typical “definition by extension’—that is, a defi-
nition that expressed| the whole by enumerating each one.of its parts (see
Dehouve 2009). Inithe Nahuatl languageythe definitiomof'a whole tended to
be given through difrasismos or triftasismesyin other words, by listing only two
or three components symboli€ally connected. However, in Offering 125, we are
faced'with a true inventory, or.exhaustivelist. Therefore, the presence of fifty-
five different taxaof sea and freshwater animals would materially express the
idea of “aquatic world.”In sum, we would have a canid literally immersed in a
watery environment, which*is significant in cosmological and eschatological
terms. Historical documents speak of the belief in Apanchuayan (“The Place
for Crossing the Water”), a dangerous river that had to be crossed by the
dead on their journey to the ninth level of the underworld. For this journey
they relied on the help of their dog companion. This idea is expressed in the
scheme of the underworld represented in the Cédice Vaticano A.3738 (1996:2),
where the head of a swimming dog emerges from an aquatic band rendered
with snails (Figure 2.7). In sum, if we tentatively identify the canid of Offering
125 as a dog, the priest could have materialized with it the idea of “dog under
water” or taking it further, “dog that crosses the waters of Apanohuayan to
lead his master to the ninth level of the underworld.”
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As for the golden eagles, we must recall that these birds of prey were for the
Mexica the symbols par excellence of the sun and its daily movement. More
specifically, the setting sun was known in Nahuatl as Cuauhtemoc, meaning
“descending eagle.” Taking this fact into account, as well as that Offering 125
was inside a stone stepped-frame representing the entrance to the underworld
and that the two eagle skeletons were facing westward, we think these animals
could have alluded to the dying sun or to the souls of eagle warriors heroically
deceased in battle.

CONCLUSION

Based on this brief study, not only is it possible to confirm the richness of
the contexts excavated by the Templo Mayor Project, but also their marked dif-
ferences from rural domestic contexts in the Basin of Mexico when,it comes
to the use and significance of animals. We have been able to\confirm that at
the ceremonial center of the principalurban settlement in the region, the most
highly prized species of fauna were not these that could be used as a food source
or for obtaining raw mategials for the‘production of tools. On the'contrary, the
species used were thoese that possessed ‘symbolic qualities related to'the social
hierarchy and religion of dignitaries in the imperial capital (also see Sugiyama
et al., chaptér 1, this volume). Therefore, the enormous investment made by the
Mexiga state to obtain exotic animals should come,as no surprise. Suffice it to
consider the effortimplied by the capture of certain specimens, their transporta-
tion—often alive—from inhospitable and.remote regions, and, in certain cases,
theirsubsequent upkeep inthe palace.In this last case, it is clear that the animals
notonly served for the enjoyment of the sovereign and his court but also for
the specializedsproduction of exelusive consumption goods for the nobility, or
to be buried in offerings in the Templo Mayor and in other religious buildings
in the city.

On the other hand, the biological analysis of the offerings makes it clear that
the Mexica priests invested considerable effort in these ritual deposits to empha-
size the quantity of individuals, the diversity of species, and the plurality of habi-
tats from which they came—aspects that also speak to us of the political and
economic power of the empire. Although it is true that many animals (or the
pieces manufactured from them) were buried as gifts to the supernatural, in the
majority of cases they were used as symbols of specific gods, of particular regions
in the universe, or of important cosmic processes. In the case of Offering 125, it
is highly probable that the eagles, marine species, and the canid alluded to the
transcendental passage to the beyond that ensued after death, which would be
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F1GURE 2.7. The layers or “dangers” conducting to the Underworld after the Mexica
worldview (Cédice Vaticano A.3738 1996: 2). Apanobuayan was the uppermost layer. It can

be seen as the head of a swimming dog emerging from an aguatic band rendered with snails.

consonant with the meaning of the monumental entrance that frames the offer-
ing and the ritual use given to the area located at the base of the pyramid: the
site of cremation and interment of the bodies of the sovereigns of Tenochtitlan.
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In sum, the combined use of archaeological, biological, and historical
information is revealed as a powerful means to shed light on the relations
between the Mexicas and fauna through time. The continued analysis of
faunal remains deposited in the offerings in the sacred precinct will help
us better understand the technology, economy, politics, and religion of this
ancient civilization.
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