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Methodological Implications for the
Decipherment of Nahuatl Writing'
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Universidad Complutense de Madrid

Abstract

After more than a century of research,
Nahuatl writing is not yet completely de-
ciphered. One reason is that scholars have
imposed an artificial neglect of certain
hieroglyphic texts. An important group
of documents, including the Codex Santa
Maria Asuncién and the Memorial de los
Indios de Tepetlaoztoc, has traditionally
been taken to be unrepresentative of the
Precolumbian writing system. Since these
documents exhibit a more frequent use
of phonetic compounds than others like
the Codex Mendoza or the Matricula de
Tributos, they have been considered to be
influenced by the alphabetic writing sys-
tem brought by the Spanish. In this paper,
I justify the full use of this group of docu-
ments, arguing that the higher frequency
of phoneticism is not a consequence of
Spanish influence, but rather an idio-
syncratic characteristic of the Tetzcocan
scribal school. The scribes of Tetzcoco in
many cases favored more phonetically
transparent spellings, but they used exact-
ly the same spelling rules and orthograph-
ic conventions as the scribes belonging to
the other contemporary schools.

There is an analogy here with neighbor-
ing Maya writing, where the differences
between regional scribal schools have nev-
er been interpreted as evidence for the ex-
istence of different writing systems. Thus,
for example, during the Terminal Classic
the scribes of Chichen Itza favored a more
frequent use of syllabic signs in glyphic
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compounds. This peculiarity, rather than
being looked upon as problematical or as
evidence that the inscriptions of the site
somehow do not relate directly to the rest
of the corpus of Classic inscriptions, has
been exploited in the successful decipher-
ment of several signs.

For a methodologically more correct
approach to Nahuatl writing, it is im-
portant to incorporate the documents of
the Tetzcocan school into the corpus of
Nahuatl hieroglyphic texts, using them in
the process of decipherment. Only when
we consider the script as a whole and the
corpus in its totality will we be able to
complete the decipherment and system-
atization of Nahuatl writing.

Introduction

In the middle of the nineteenth century,
the French scholar Joseph Marius Alexis
Aubin (1849) published an important
work on the writing system of the Nahuatl
language. Employing examples derived
principally from a mid-sixteenth century
document, the Codex Vergara, Aubin pro-
posed the identification of more than a
hundred glyphs and their corresponding
readings. Glyphic compounds identified
by Aubin, such as itz-co-atl for Itzcoatl,

1 A version of this work was presented at the
5th World Archaeological Congress, Washington,
D.C,, June 22, 2003, in the symposium “Written
History and Geography in Central Mexico: Codices,
Lienzos, and Mapas Linked to the Ground,” orga-
nized by Lloyd Anderson.



te-o-cal-tlan for Teocaltitlan, and mo-cuauh-zo-ma for the
personal name Mocuauhzoma, led him to suggest that
the Nahuatl writing system was basically “une écriture
syllabique”—that is, a syllabic writing system.

Aubin’s contributions, however, met with fierce
opposition in the scientific community. Despite the
clear significance of his examples, critics of his method
questioned the extent to which they could be said to
be representative. As first noted by Seler (in Nicholson
1973:29), Aubin had for the most part used examples
proceeding from a very limited region, the zone of
Tepetlaoztoc, a dependency of Tetzcoco. Other docu-
ments containing highly phonetic compositions, such
as the Codex Santa Maria Asuncién or the Memorial de
los Indios de Tepetlaoztoc, derived from the same lo-
cale. The clearly marked phoneticism associated with
documents from the area of Tepetlaoztoc contrasted
notably with examples of Nahuatl writing from other
areas, such as Tenochtitlan and Tlatelolco. Mexica doc-
uments, such as the Matricula de Tributos, the Codex
Mendoza, or the Codex Boturini—considered to be the
only faithful representations of the traditional writing
system, with little or no Spanish influence—differed
from the examples of the Tepetlaoztoc group in vari-
ous respects. In point of fact, there are no examples of
completely syllabic compounds in these manuscripts,
as distinct from those presented by Aubin. On the con-
trary, what one finds is an overwhelming use of logo-
grams. Apart from a few examples of phonetic comple-
ments, phoneticism is found most frequently in the use
of rebus in logograms (where the sound value of the
logogram is used to evoke the same sound with a dif-
ferent meaning): -tlan(tli) “teeth,” for —tlan “place of,
beside,” nahua “speak” for —nahuac “beside, together
with,” or pan(tli) “flag” for —pan “on, upon.”

An analysis of the few Prehispanic monuments that
survive, principally the cuauhxicalli of Tizoc (carved,
presumably, between 1481 and 1486), confirms what
can be observed in the Matricula de Tributos, the Codex
Mendoza, and the Codex Boturini: the scant utilization
of phonetic signs in the Prehispanic era. Later codices
from the same region of Mexico, more acculturated
to Spanish influence in their pictorial representation,
such as the Codex Azcatitlan, the Codex Osuna, the
Codex Telleriano-Remensis, or the Codex Cozcatzin,
present a similar scarcity of phonetic examples, seem-
ingly reinforcing the thesis that phoneticism was little
developed in the original writing system. When a giv-
en text, such as the Codex of Tlatelolco or the Codex
Mexicanus, shows an increase in phonetic signs, this
is usually associated with the transliteration of Span-
ish names, which cannot, as such, reflect the traditional
writing system. Thus the development of phoneticism
might have been due to the initiative of indigenous

Lacadena

scribes, who modified their original system in order to
adapt it to these new cases, making it more phonetic.
Alternatively (or in addition), the indigenous scribes
may have been influenced by the completely phonetic
writing system of the Spanish and tried to bring their
traditional system closer to it. The greater phoneticism
present in the documents of the Tepetlaoztoc group uti-
lized by Aubin would undoubtedly have resulted from
the idiosyncracies of the region’s scribes, especially as
influenced by the phonetic writing of the Spanish.

In an important article on the extent of phoneticism
in Nahuatl writing, Nicholson (1973) considered these
questions. Although Nicholson himself accepted the
prevailing thesis that Prehispanic writing was basical-
ly logographic with a barely developed phoneticism—
even employing the term “semasiographic” coined by
Gelb (1963) in a very influential book of that time—he
insisted on three crucial points: first, that phoneticism
was not, perhaps, so limited in Prehispanic times as
had come to be considered; second, that one needed to
explore the possibility that Tetzcocan documents might
also reflect traditional Nahuatl writing; and third, that
it was necessary to rise above the circular reasoning
that attributed the apparent increase in phoneticism to
the direct or indirect influence of the Spanish:

The explanation of the special case of the Tepetlaoztoc
group is admittedly particularly difficult, but I do
not think that the frequency of the “écriture syl-
labique” in the formation of the name and place
signs of these documents is necessarily merely the
result of post-Conquest developments, although it
may well be. ... While it is clear that many students,
such as Aubin, Pipart, Brinton, and Whorf, undoubt-
edly exaggerated the extent of pre-Hispanic phonet-
icism, some modern students may have gone too far
in the other direction, almost mechanically invok-
ing “Spanish influence” to account for any marked
phonetic usage in post-Conquest pictorials. Some of
this may have represented a continuation of genuine
pre-Hispanic practice. In any case, I suggest we keep
our minds open concerning this possibility, pending
further studies and, hopefully, the discovery of fresh
data. (Nicholson 1973:35-36)

Unfortunately, Nicholson’s suggestions were not prop-
erly taken up in the following years, and to this day
assumptions about the nature of Nahuatl writing are
not very different from those of the Seventies: (1) The
written testimonies of the Mexica are the most repre-
sentative of the Prehispanic writing system; (2) docu-
ments that show a greater frequency of phoneticism
do not represent the traditional indigenous system but
rather a modified one, having been influenced as much
by the alphabetic writing of the Spanish as by the novel
necessities of transliterating foreign names; (3) Nahuatl
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writing is basically logographic, with an incipient or
undeveloped phoneticism, restricted to the utiliza-
tion of rebus for logograms and a limited repertory of
signs used in phonetic mode, without integration into
a true conventional syllabary (see Prem 1992; Lockhart
1992:327-330; Boone 2000:31-38; Le6n-Portilla 2003:41).
Only Lockhart took up the doubts of Nicholson, and
thus, although he deemed it impossible to resolve at
present “whether the widespread phoneticity of post-
conquest pictorial script is primarily a continuation of
the preconquest tradition or is primarily an adaptation
caused directly or indirectly by the Spaniards and their
phonetic alphabet” (1992:333), he added:

My own provisional, speculative conclusion is that
pictorial phoneticism expanded in the postconquest
period, but that the method already existed for use
when needed; we have too little preconquest materi-
al to be able to tell much from the apparent absence
of some trait. In preconquest times, however, since
nearly all proper names consisted of readily intel-
ligible roots, there must have been little occasion for
a pure phoneticism that would use the sound value
of a depicted root regardless of its meaning; even
non-Nahuatl Mesoamerican names were translat-
able into familiar concepts and roots. Not so Span-
ish names, which seemed to consist of a series of
nonsense syllables crying out for purely phonetic
transcription. Thus it would have been primarily the
opaqueness of the new subject material that caused
one aspect of the indigenous system to be more
practiced, not Spanish encouragement or conscious
imitation bringing on an entirely new writing prin-
ciple. (ibid:333)
In the present work—as a complement to another on
the Nahuatl writing system (Lacadena n.d.)—I am
going to renew the discussion of the Tetzcocan docu-
ments and propose that they are perfectly representa-
tive examples of a traditional, indigenous writing sys-
tem. I am going to argue that the difference observable
between, for example, the Matricula de Tributos and
the Codex Mendoza on the one hand, and the Codex
Santa Maria Asuncién and the Memorial de los Indios
de Tepetlaoztoc on the other, is not a contrast between
Prehispanic and postconquest writing systems, nor
between traditional and acculturated documents in-
fluenced by the Spanish alphabet. Rather, the system
of writing is the same in all the documents, with the
differences between them always falling within the
bounds of Nahuatl writing. I am going to argue that
there existed distinctive regional manifestations of the
same system of Nahuatl writing, and that it is to these
distinct traditions that the differences must be attrib-
uted. I am going to suggest that, indeed, the writing
of the Nahuatl tradition was strongly conservative and
that it was not influenced in its functioning by the Latin

writing used by the Spanish. And, finally, I am going to
highlight the negative consequences to the decipher-
ment of Nahuatl writing by the artificial limitation of
the hieroglyphic corpus.

The case against the documents of the Tepetlaoztoc
group and the school of Tetzcoco

One of the reasons put forward to explain the great-
er presence of phonetic signs in documents like the
Codex Vergara, the Codex Santa Marfa Asuncién, and
the Memorial de los Indios de Tepetlaoztoc has to do
with the circumstances of their creation, in the context
of censuses and land registries ordered by the Spanish
colonial authorities, or documents presented as proofs
in judicial proceedings. Following this reasoning, the
indigenous scribes would have favored more phoneti-
cally transparent compositions and even invented new
forms of written expression in order to facilitate their
reading by the Spanish functionaries; or else the lat-
ter would have compelled the scribes to make a more
transparent system. As the indigenous writing system
would have been forcefully interfered with by this ex-
ceptional context, it should not be taken as a represen-
tative example of that writing system.

However, in spite of the repetition of this argument,
it is necessary to offer a serious criticism: in the first
place, the Spanish were never, in fact, the addressees of
the indigenous glyphs. In general, the Spanish were not
aware of the autochthonous writing system, which they
did not understand.? The procedure followed was that
a native versed in the traditional writing—sometimes
the scribe himself—read the glyphs and explained the
content of the document, with the object of translat-
ing it into the Latin alphabet, thereby giving rise to
the mode of glosses. The Spanish functionaries did not
read the indigenous glyphs, but rather the associated
glosses. There was no motive, therefore, to favor more
phonetically transparent compositions or subtantially
modify the indigenous writing system, since both the

2 The marked iconicity of the Nahuatl signs always discon-
certed the Spanish; the logosyllabic character of the script, with
logograms and phonetic syllabic signs, and procedures like rebus
and phonetic complementation, were radically different from any
other writing system known to the Spanish of the sixteenth cen-
tury. These more familiar systems were scripts with apparently
arbitrary signs—it had been over two and a half millenia since
the loss of the initial iconic character of the Proto-Sinaitic signs
still preserved to a large extent in the Phoenician alphabet—and
of alphabetic type (e.g., Latin, Greek, Arab, Hebrew). The functio-
ning of other non-alphabetic writing like Chinese or Japanese was
not well known until much later, and other writing systems, like
Egyptian and Iberian—the latter a mixed syllabic-alphabetic sys-
tem—while known in the sixteenth century, were not deciphered
until the beginnings of the nineteenth and twentieth.



scribe and the lector were versed in the same system. In
the second place, one would have expected an increase
in phoneticism in other indigenous documents gener-
ated in similar circumstances. Yet the Codex Osuna, of
Tenochtitlan, and the Codex Cozcatzin, of Tlatelolco—
two documents created in order to be presented as
proofs in judicial proceedings—are not especially pho-
netic, nor do they exhibit a writing practice that dif-
fers from other documents of historical or economic
character originating in these same cities (such as the
two known Prehispanic cuauhxicalli, the Matricula de
Tributos, or the Codices Mendoza, Boturini, Telleriano-
Remensis, or Azcatitlan). And on the contrary, census
documents and land registries like the Codex Vergara
and the Codex Santa Maria Asuncién, or judicial proofs
like the Memorial de los Indios de Tepetlaoztoc, are not
especially distinctive in their written expression from
other documents of historial content from their region,
like the Codex Xolotl, of Tetzcoco, or the Codex en Cruz,
possibly of Chiautla-Tepetlaoztoc (Dibble 1981:59), an
altepet! dependent on Tetzcoco—all of which exhibit a
greater utilization of phonetic signs.

As the surviving written testimonies of the area
of Tetzcoco are somewhat later than those of the
Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco group, the greater or lesser
presence of phoneticism has been associated with the
difference in time. The lesser phoneticism was held
to represent the older, Prehispanic system, while the
greater represents a later, Colonial stage. The reasons
for the evolution toward a more phonetic system were
to be sought in the writing brought by the Spanish con-
quistadors, the character of which was clearly phonetic
and would have stimulated the indigenous scribes, ei-
ther directly or indirectly, to make a more phonetic use
of their own. Once again we must raise serious objec-
tions to this argument.

The proposition that greater antiquity equals lesser
phoneticism (while lesser antiquity equates to greater
phoneticism), does not function in the absolute. Two
written testimonies separated by more than a hundred
years, the stone cuauhxicalli of Tizoc, carved between
1481-1486, and Mexican Manuscript No. 40 of the
French National Library (Medina 1998), from around
1597, share the same style of writing, with the same
scant use of phoneticism. Thus in both the cuauhxicalli of
Tizoc and Mexican Manuscript No. 40 we find glyphic
compounds basically composed of logograms, normal-
ly one or two—KOA,® Koaltitlin] <gloss: cohuatitlan>
(6r), AKAL, Akal[wa’kan] <gloss: acalhuacan> (6r),
WIXACH, Wixach[titlan]* <gloss: huixachtitlan> (7v),
KAL, Kallimayan <gloss: calimayan tlaca> (13r),
MATLA, Matla[tzinco] <gloss: matlazinca> (13r),
TZON-PAN, Tzompan[ko] <gloss: tzonpanco> (6r),
WITZ-KOL, Witzkol[tepetl] <gloss: huizcoltepetl> (6r),
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TOL-PETLA, Tolpetla[k] <gloss: tolpetlac> (6r), E'EKA-
TEPE, E ekatepe[k] <gloss: yecatepec> (6r), XAL-TOKA,
Xaltoka[n] <gloss: xaltoca> (6r), IKPA-TEPE, Ikpatepe[k]
<gloss: icpatepeca> (13r); combinations of logogram
plus phonetic sign—TOL-a, Tol[l]a[n] <gloss: tolan>°
(5v), a-XAYAKA, Axayaka[t]] <gloss: axayacatzin>
(13r), XOCHI-tla, Xochitla[n] <gloss: xochitlan> (13r);
instances of rebus—XIW,” Xiwlitl] “year” <gloss:
xihuitl molpia> (7v); and infrequent use of phonetic
complementation—a-ASKAPOTZAL, Askapotzallko]
<gloss: azcapotzalco>, TLEMA®-ma, Tlema[ko] <gloss:
tlemaco> (5v) (Figure 1). Despite the crudeness of the
drawing and the evident disintegration of the ancient
tradition, in scribal terms Mexican Manuscript No. 40,
composed around 1597, is closer to the cuauhxicalli of
Tizoc of 1481-1486 than all of the Tetzcocan documents,
however much nearer in time. In the same way, what is
possibly the oldest surviving Tetzcocan document, the
Codex Xolotl, is closer to any of the documents of the
Tepetlaoztoc group than to any other Prehispanic writ-
ten testimony of the Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco school, to
which it should in principle be most closely related.

In fact, what these distinctive tendencies have in
common is provenance. The greater or lesser pho-
neticism of the documents is not distributed by theme
(historical versus cadastral or judicial, for example),
the more ancient versus the more modern, or as the
assumption would have it, the pure Prehispanic ver-
sus the corrupt Colonial; but rather they are distrib-

3 I have adopted the following conventions: in transcription,
the reading value of logograms will be written in capital letters,
with phonetic signs in lowercase, following a standardized alpha-
bet(a, e,1, 0,8 €10, ch k k']l mmn p stttz wxy’)
the transcribed signs of a glyphic compound will be separated by
hyphens; the transliterations will be written in italics; square brac-
kets will indicate reconstructed phonemes; the glosses, if any, as-
sociated with glyphic compounds will be indicated between bent
brackets following the original orthography (see Lacadena n.d.);
the sources will be indicated between parentheses, noting the do-
cument and the page or position. The following abbreviations will
be employed: CCRZ= Codex en Cruz; CMDZ= Codex Mendoza;
CMEX= Codex Mexicanus; CSMA= Codex Santa Maria Asuncién;
CTIZ= Cuauhxicalli of Tizoc; CTLA= Codex Tlatelolco; CVRG=
Codex Vergara; CXOL= Codex Xolotl; MITE= Memorial de los
Indios de Tepetlaoztoc; MM40= Mexican Manuscript No. 40 of the
French National Library.

* Vowel length uncertain in the segment /wixach/.

® Vowel length uncertain in the segment /kal/.

¢ Associated with the same glyphic compound are two other
glosses: <Tolla>—crossed out—and <tulla>.

7 The text refers to xihuitl “year”—the context is the celebration
of xihuitl molpia—but the tlacuilo (scribe) has used the logogram
XIW “grass.”

8 The logogram TLEMA represents a handheld brazier or cen-
ser, tlemaitl in Nahuatl (Siméon 1992:703), possibly temda-itl. An ol-
der version of the same appears in the Codex Osuna, without pho-
netic complements.
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Figure 1. Glyphic compounds in Mexican Manuscript No. 40 of the French National Library. Examples of writing with logograms: (a) KOA,
Koaltitlan] <gloss: cohuatitlan> (6r); (b) AKAL, Akal[wa’kan] <gloss: acalhuacan> (6r); (c) WIXACH, Wixach[titlin] <gloss: huixachtitlan>
(7v); (d) KAL, Kal[imayan] <gloss: calimayan> (13r); (¢) MATLA, Matla[tzinco] <gloss: matlazinca> (13r); (f) TZON-PAN, Tzompan[ko]
<gloss: tzonpanco> (6r); (g) WITZ-KOL, Witzkol[tepetl] <gloss: huizcoltepetl> (6r); (h) TOL-PETLA, Tolpetla[k] <gloss: tolpetlac> (6r);
(i) E’EKA-TEPE, E’ckatepelk] <gloss: yecatepec> (6r); (j) XAL-TOKA, Xaltoka[n] <gloss: xaltoca> (6r); (k) IKPA-TEPE, Ikpatepe[k] <gloss:
icpatepeca> (13r). Examples of combination of logograms and phonetic signs: (I) TOL-a, Tol[l]a[n] <gloss: tolan> (5v); (m) a-XAYAKA,
Axayaka[tl] <gloss: axayacatzin> (13r); (n) XOCHI-tla, Xochitla[n] <gloss: xochitlan> (13r). Example of rebus: (0) XIW, Xiw[itl] “year”
<gloss: xihuitl molpia> (7v). Examples of phonetic complementation: (p) a-ASKAPOTZAL, Askapotzal[ko] <gloss: azcapotzalco> (7v); (q)

TLEMA-ma, Tlemalko] <gloss: tlemaco> (5v) (all after Medina 1998).

uted by geopolitical regions. Comparatively speaking,
the written documents that exhibit lesser phoneti-
cism—the cuauhxicalli of Tizoc and Motecuzoma I, the
Matricula de Tributos, the Codex Mendoza, the Codex
Boturini, the Codex Azcatitlan, the Codex Osuna, the
Codex Cozcatzin, Mexican Manuscript No. 40, the
Codex Garcfa Granados (this last dating to the second
half of the seventeenth century)—pertain to the an-
cient altepetl of Tenochtitlan and Tlatelolco, while those
that exhibit greater phoneticism—such as the Codex
Xolotl, the Codex de Xicotepec, the Codex en Cruz,
the Codex Vergara, the Codex Santa Maria Asuncién,
and the Memorial de los Indios de Tepetlaoztoc—have

in common their relationship to the ancient altepet! of
Tetzcoco. The documents of Tenochtitlan and Tlatelolco
on the one hand, and of Tetzcoco on the other, repre-
sent two distinct written traditions of Nahuatl writing,
two scribal schools of markedly different personality.

Nahuatl writing in the school of Tetzcoco

Accepting that the greater phoneticism present in the
documents of the Tetzcocan group is due neither to
the peculiarity of their theme nor to their temporal-
ity, but rather to their belonging to a particular school
of scribes, we must now ask ourselves if the type of



writing developed by the scribes of that school re-
flects traditional Nahuatl writing, in the same way
that it is reflected in the Prehispanic documents of the
Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco group. To answer this question
we must scrutinize the features that defined Nahuatl
writing as a system in those unquestioned documents
of the Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco school, and determine
to what degree each of these were shared—or not
shared—by the school of Tetzcoco. The comparison
needs to be exhaustive, reviewing the sign repertory of
the system (classes of signs, function, reading value),
the scribal resources utilized (rebus, phonetic com-
plementation), the conventions of transliteration and
transcription, the rules of composition, and the themes
of the writing.

With respect to the signary, we can affirm that the
scribes of Tetzcoco and of Tenochtitlan used the same
repertory of signs. That signary contained logograms
and phonograms.’ In both schools, the reading value
of alogogram is that of the word which it represents in
composition'” and phonetic signs have an open V and
CV structure, making up a true syllabary (see Lacadena
n.d). While the scope of the present work precludes
the presentation of evidence corresponding to each
of the signs that make up the Nahuatl syllabary, we
can test these assertions against any given sign of the
known system in both groups, whether logograms—
for example, AKA “reed,” AKOL “shoulder, arm,”
ASKAPOTZAL “anthill,” WEXO “willow, wicker,”
TEPE “hill,” TLATEL “mound,” KAL “house,” TLATO
“speak,” TEMO “descend,” CHIMAL “shield,” WILO

Figure 2. The banner sign pa in documents of the Mexican-
Tlatelolcan and Tetzcocan schools: (a) pa, pa(i) “fray” (CTLA) (after
Barlow 1989); (b) pa-si-ko, pa[nisi[s]ko “Francisco” (CMEX 23-24)
(after Galarza 1979); (c) pa-TOL, palk]tol “factor” (MITE 27v) (after
Valle 1993); (d) pa-PAPA, Papa[ntla] <gloss: papantla.pu®> (CMDZ
52r) (after Berdan and Anawalt 1997); (e) TOCH-pa-PA(DN,
Toch[ilpain <gloss: tochipay> (MITE 4a) (after Valle 1993); (f) IKPA-
pa-TEPE, Ikpatepelk] “Icpatepec” (CCRZ Trecena 9) (after Dibble
1981).

Lacadena

Figure 3. Examples of rebus in the Mexican-Tlatelolcan and
Tetzcocan schools: (a) WEXO-TZIN, Wexotzin[ko], <gloss:
huexotzincatl> (CMDZ 42r) (after Berdan and Anawalt 1997); (b)
mo-MOTO-TZIN, Moto'tzin <gloss: Mototli> (MITE 6r) (after
Valle 1993); (c) KYAW-NAWA, K*awnawalk] <gloss: cuauhnahuac.
pu®> (CMDZ 2v) (after Berdan and Anawalt 1997); (d) kva?-
KWAW-NAWA, K“awnawalk] (CXOL 6) (after Dibble 1996).

“dove,” MASA “deer,” XAL “sand,” XIW “turquoise”;
or phonetic signs—for example, the water sign a, the
bean sign e, the road sign o, the hand sign ma, the
maguey sign me, the arrow sign mi, the banner sign
pa, the cut-arrow sign pi, the teeth sign tla, the drum
sign we. All these signs—and others of the repertory—
have the same reading value and the same function as
logograms or phonetic signs in both schools.

Even when the scribes were faced with the neces-
sity of transcribing Spanish names, the two schools
used the same phonetic signs and the same system.
For example, the banner sign pa is used to indicate the
sequences /fa/, /fra/, and /ba/, as in pa, pa(i) “fray,
friar” (CTLA), pa-si-ko, pa[n]si[s]ko “Francisco” (CMEX
23-24), or pa-TOL, palkitol “factor, agent” (MITE 27v,

? Over time, the tradition of Nahuatl writing studies has devel-
oped a complex typology of signs: pictograms, ideograms, logo-
grams, logograms of semantic motivation, logograms of phonetic
motivation, sound reinforcers. This typology, which can serve for
other purposes, such as in some cases classifying signs by their
graphic origin, however is not operative in what relates to the clas-
sification of signs by their function within the writing system, which
is what concerns us here. In logosyllabic writing systems, the ba-
sic distinction of those signs which have a phonological reading
value (semantic determinatives and auxiliary signs do not have a
phonological value and perform other functions) is between logo-
grams—signs which correspond to words of the language and
have meaning—and phonograms—signs which correspond to
phonemes of the language and lack meaning (see Lacadena n.d.).
The category of pictogram, for example, does not fulfil a function
distinct from that of logograms within writing systems.

10 For example, SIWA “woman,” not *SIWATL; AKA “reed,”
not *AKATL; SITLAL “star,” not *SITLALIN).
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Figure 4. Examples of phonetic complementation in the Mexican-Tlatelolcan and Tetzcocan schools: (a) a-AYO ayo-tl “tortoise” (CSMA
3v) (after Williams 1997); (b) mi-MIL mil-li “milpa” (MITE 5r) (after Valle 1993); (c) te-TEKOLO fecolo-t “owl” (CSMA 2v) (after Williams
1997); (d) tla-TLAL #alli “land” (MITE 4v) (after Valle 1993); (e) tla-TLATO tlahto[a] “speak” (CSMA 40v); (f) AKA-ka dca-tl “reed” (CSMA
17v) (e-f, after Williams 1997); (g) a-AKOL ahcol-li “shoulder” (CTIZ j) (after Zender, this issue Fig. 4a); (h) a-AMA ama-tl “paper, amate”
(CMDZ 23r); (i) 0-OK ok-tli “pulque” (CMDZ 23r); (j) a-AYOTOCH ayotoch-tli “armadillo” (CMDZ 51r); (k) SIWA-wa, cihud-tl “woman”

(CMDZ 38r) (h-k, after Berdan and Anawalt 1997).

32v, 40r, 41v) (Figure 2a-c). And this is because the ban-
ner sign has the same reading value in both schools
and performs the same function within the system, as
the syllabic sign pa. This can be tested in the exam-
ples of phonetic complementation in which the banner
sign—and no other—complements logograms begin-
ning or ending with /pa/, as in pa-PAPA, Papa[ntla’]"
<gloss: papantla.pu®> (CMDZ 52r), TOCH-pa-PA(DN,
Toch[ilpain <gloss: tochipay> (MITE 4a), or IKPA-pa-
TEPE, Ikpatepelk] “Icpatepec” (CCRZ Trecena 9) (Fig-
ure 2d-f).

With regard to script resources, the scribes of both
schools employed the rebus procedure (certainly an
important resource, though less so than commonly
supposed). For example, as has been recognized for
some time, the logogram TZIN “bottom, anus” is
documented for the diminutive or reverential end-
ing —tzin, or NAWA “speak” for the toponymic suf-
fix —nawalk] “near,” as in WEXO-TZIN, Wexotzin[ko],
“Huexotzinco” (CMDZ 42r), mo-MOTO-TZIN,
Moto'tzin <gloss: Mototli> (MITE 6r), KYAW-NAWA,
Keawnawalk] <gloss: cuauhnahuac.pu®> (CMDZ 2v),
kva?-KWYAW-NAWA, K awnawalk] “Cuernavaca”
(CXOL 6)* (Figure 3).

In the use of phonetic complementation, the scribes
of the Tetzcocan school operated in the same manner
as the scribes of Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco. The examples
of phonetic complementation of logograms which
we find in the documents of the Tetzcocan school,

for example, a-AYO ayo-tl “tortoise” (CSMA 3v), mi-
MIL mil-li “milpa” (MITE 5r), te-TEKOLO tecolo-t]
“owl” (CSMA 2v), tla-TLAL tlal'li “land” (MITE 4v),
tla-TLATO tlahto[a] “speak” (CSMA 40v), or AKA-ka
aca-tl “reed” (CSMA 17v) are completely equivalent
to the examples of phonetic complementation docu-
mented in the cuauhxicalli of Tizoc, the Matricula de
Tributos, or the Codex Mendoza, as a-AKOL ahcol-li
“shoulder” (CTIZ j), a-AMA ama-tl “paper, amate”
(CMDZ 23r), 0-OK ok-tli “pulque” (CMDZ 23r), a-
AYOTOCH ayotoch-in/tli “armadillo” (CMDZ 51r), or
SIWA-wa, cihua-tl “woman” (CMDZ 38r) (Figure 4).
Inaddition to the repertory of signs and the scribal re-
sources of rebus and phonetic complementation, all the
documents of both groups of schools share the same con-
ventions of transliteration and transcription: words can
be written withlogograms alone: MATLA, Matla[tzinko]
(CTIZ a), XIKIPIL, Xikipil[ko] (CCRZ 6); with combina-
tions of logograms: OSELO-TEPE, Os¢lotepe[k] (CMDZ
52r), MIX-KOA, Mixkoa[t]] (CSMA 3r); phonetic signs:
xo-mi, Xomi[mitl]"* <gloss: xomimitl> (CMDZ 2r), pi-a,
Pia[stlan]* <gloss: piaztlan.pu®> (CMDZ 15v), ko-pi,
Ko[kolpi[n]*® “Cocopin” (CCRZ Trecena 3), te-mi, Temi
(MITE 5r); or combinations of logograms and phonetic

1 Vowel length uncertain in the segment /papa/.
12 For this identification I follow Dibble (1996).

13 Vowel length uncertain.

4 Vowel length uncertain in the segment /pia/.
15 Vowel length uncertain.
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Figure 5. Examples of glyphic compositions of the Mexican-Tlatelolcan and Tetzcocan schools: (a) MATLA, Matla[tzinko] (CTIZ a) (after
Seler, in Nicholson 1973:Figure 1); (b) XIKIPIL, Xikipil[ko] (CCRZ 6) (after Dibble 1981); (c) OSELO-TEPE, Osélotepelk] (CMDZ 52r) (after
Berdan and Anawalt 1997); (d) MIX-KOA, Mixkoa[t!] (CSMA 3r) (after Williams 1997); (e) xo-mi, Xomi[mitl] <gloss: xomimitl> (CMDZ
2r); (f) pi-a, Pia[stlan] (CMDZ 15v) (e-f, after Berdan and Anawalt 1997); (g) ko-pi, Ko[ko]pi[n] “Cocopin” (CCRZ Trecena 3) (after Dibble
1981); (h) te-mi, Temi (MITE 5r) (after Valle 1993); (i) a-MAXTLA, Amaxtla[n] <gloss: amaxtlan.pu®> (CMDZ 13r); (j) OSTO-ma, Ostomaln]
<gloss: ostoman.pu®> (CMDZ 10v) (i-j, after Berdan and Anawalt 1997); (k) tla-YAKA, Tlayaka[k] <gloss: tlayacac> (MITE 4v); (1) IX-a-

KOA, Ixakoa[tl] <gloss: Ysacohuatl> (MITE 6r) (k-1, after Valle 1993).

signs, either in concatenated sequences: a-MAXTLA,
Amaxtla[n] <gloss: amaxtlan.pu®> (CMDZ 13r), OSTO-
ma, Ostoma[n] <gloss: ostoman.pu®> (CMDZ 10v),
tla-YAKA, Tlayaka[k] <gloss: tlayacac> (MITE 4v), IX-a-
KOA, Ixakoa[tl] <gloss: Ysacohuatl> (MITE 6r) (Figure
5), or in phonetic complementation, as we saw above.

Another convention shared by both schools is that
the signs in a compound do not have to transcribe
contiguous phonemes, although they always have
to represent the first V or CV syllable of the trans-
literation of the word (TEPE-wa, Tepe[xalwallko]'®
<gloss: tepexahualco.pu®> (CMDZ 36r), a-chi-me,
Achi[to]me[t]" <gloss: achitometl> (CXOL 3). A final,
very important convention shared by both schools—
and which differentiates Nahuatl writing from other
logosyllabic systems of its group, such as Mycenaean
Linear B or Maya—is that they do not use CV syllables
to represent consonants only, either as the first member
of a consonant cluster or the last consonant of a word.
This affects phonetic complementation, which cannot
be used on logograms ending in a consonant. The same
repertory of abbreviations is attested in both groups,
such as syncope (TLATEL-ko for Tlatel[ol]ko), suspen-
sion (pi-a for Pia[stlan]), and combinations of both (ko-
pi for Ko[kolpi[n]).

The tlacuiloque (scribes) of both schools arranged
signs in a glyphic block in the form of an emblem,

16 The precise rendering of this toponym is uncertain.
7 Vowel length uncertain.

without a fixed reading order, though favoring a direc-
tion of reading from right to left and bottom to top.
Both schools permitted infixation of signs in compo-
sition. Finally, both schools used writing for the same
specialized themes: proper names, personal names,
theonyms, toponyms, and calendric and arithmetical
expressions, with representation of numerals and the
object counted.

If we take heed of all the observed features that de-
fine and describe Nahuatl writing as a system, we can
demonstrate that there is not a single feature that is not
shared by the scribes of both schools. The tlacuilogue
of the Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco and the Tetzcoco schools
utilized the same writing system, without a single
variation that pertains to the typology of the system
(a logosyllabic one), the sign repertory (reading value
and function), the available scribal resources such as
rebus and phonetic complementation, the conventions
of transliteration and transcription, the composition of
signs in glyphic blocks, and the specialization of writ-
ing in certain themes. The Tetzcocan system, therefore,
was also representative of Nahuatl writing, in the same
way as the written documents of the Mexica.

The differences that can be observed between the
two schools stem from the frequency of utilization of
phonograms, which results as the case may be in the
rendering of compositions more or less transparent
phonetically. The tlacuiloque of the Tetzcocan school
more habitually employ phonetic complementation,
which is only occasional in the Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco
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Figure 6. The compound te-TEMO in two documents of the
Tetzcocan school: (a) CHALCHIW-te-TEMO, Chalchiwtemolk]
<gloss: chalchiuhtemoc> (CSMA 33r); (b) IWI-te-TEMO,
I'wi[l]temo[k] <gloss: hihuiltemoc> (CSMA 72r) (a-b, after Williams
1997); (c) a-te-TEMO, Atemo]stli] <gloss: atemoztli./ Veyn/ te dias>
in the Rueda de Bobdn (after Robertson 1994:Fig 51).

school; similarly, the scribes of the Tetzcocan school
more habitually transcribe locative expressions in a
fuller form, indicating, for example, the locative suf-
fix —co in place names with the syllable ko. This is a
highly characteristic feature of this school. Thus, where
the cuauhxicalli of Tizoc and the Codices Mendoza,
Cozcatzin, Osuna, Telleriano-Remensis, Boturini, and
Azcatitlan, for example, present the forms

TLATEL Tlatel[olko]'® “Tlatelolco”
TETZKO  Tetzko'[ko] “Tetzcoco”
CHAL Challko] “Chalco”
te-KAL Tekallko] “Tecalco,”

the documents of the Tetzcocan group, like the
Codex Xolotl, the Codex en Cruz, the Codex Santa
Maria Asuncién or the Memorial de los Indios de
Tepetlaoztoc, in addition to the same series of simple
logograms TLATEL, TETZKO, CHAL, and KAL, pre-
sent others with phonetic complements or added pho-
netic signs:

tla-TLATEL / tla-TLATEL-ko Tlatel[ol]ko
TETZKO-ko / te-TETZKO-ko Tetzko’ko
CHAL-ko Chalko
te-KAL-ko Tekalko.

Similarly, in other cases where the Mexica documents
present the forms

KOA “serpent”
TEO “god”
MIX “cloud”
TEMO “descend”
TLATEL “mound,”

the Tetzcocan documents present, in addition to these
same forms KOA, TEO, MIX, TEMO, and TLATEL,
others like

ko-KOA / ko-a “serpent”
TEO-0 / te-o / te  “god”
mi-MIX / mi “cloud”
te-TEMO “descend”
tla-TLATEL “mound.”

The favoring of transparent phonetic compositions af-
fects the entire group of Tetzcocan documents, not only
those of the Tepetlaoztoc group, such that we must
consider it a general feature of the school. Thus, for ex-
ample, the phonetic complementation of the logogram
TEMO “to lower” as te-TEMO, using both allographs
of the syllable te, the stone sign and the lips sign, at-
tested in the Codex Santa Marfa Asuncién in names
like CHALCHIW-te-TEMO, Chalchiwtemolk] <gloss:
chalchiuvhtemoc> (CSMA 33r) or IWI-te-TEMO,
I'wi[lJtemo[k] <gloss: hihuiltemoc> (CSMA 72r), is per-
fectly consistent with other written documents of the
Tetzcocan group, like the Rueda de Boban, where the
month Atemoztli is written as a-te-TEMO, Atemol[stli]
<gloss: atemoztli./ Veyn/te dias>, likewise exhibiting
phonetic complementation with te (Figure 6).

The Codex en Cruz, a document of historical con-
tent, with no suspicion of inspiration by the Spanish
authorities (the medium, format, and treatment of the
theme are clearly indigenous and not designed to con-
tain glosses), also exhibits a style of writing very simi-
lar to that of the Codex Santa Maria Asuncién or the
Memorial de los Indios de Tepetlaoztoc. In the Codex
en Cruz,” for example, of the sixteen times that the
toponym Tetzcoco is written, only one is in the form
TETZKO, Tetzko’[ko], as compared to fifteen which
exhibit TETZKO-ko, Tetzko’ko; Tlatelolco, mentioned
three times in the document, is always tla-TLATEL-
ko, Tlatel[ol]ko; Chalco, mentioned once, is CHAL-ko,
Chalko; Tlacopan, probably mentioned once, appears
written as tla-TLAKO-pa, Tlakopa[n]. On the other
hand, the use of phonetic complementation, in addi-
tion to the two examples already noted of tla-TLATEL-
ko and tla-TLAKO-pa, is present in the manuscript in
examples like a-AWITZO, Awitzo[tl]* IKPA-pa-TEPE,

18 Vowel length uncertain in the segment / tlatel/

¥ The following identification of places is based on Dibble’s
(1981) study of this codex.

2 Vowel length uncertain in the segment /witzotl/
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Figure 7. Examples of glyphic compounds in the Codex en Cruz and the Codex Xolotl: (a) TETZKO-ko, Tetzko’ko; (b) tla-TLATEL-ko,
Tlatel[ol]ko; (c) CHAL-ko, Chalko; (d) tla-TLAKO-pa, Tlakopa[n]; (e) a-AWITZO, Awitzo[t!]; (f) IKPA-pa-TEPE, Ilkpatepelk]; (g) e-E’'EKA,
e’eka[t1] (a-g, after Dibble 1981); (h) tla-TLATEL, Tlatel[olko] (CXOL 8); (i) tla-TLATEL-ko, Tlatel[ol]ko (CXOL 6); (j) te-TETZKO-ko, Tetzko'ko

(CXOL 2, 3) (h+j, after Dibble 1996).

Ikpatepe[k], and e-E’EKA, e’eka[tl]. These forms in the
Codex en Cruz, created in the middle of the sixteenth
century (Dibble 1981:60), are perfectly consistent with
those present in the oldest document of the group, the
Codex Xolotl, which presents these same compounds,
such as tla-TLATEL (CXOL 8) and tla-TLATEL-ko
(CXOL 6, 7) for Tlatelolco, in addition to others more
phonetic, like the writing of Tetzcoco as te-TETZKO-
ko (CXOL 2, 3), with initial phonetic complementation
in te (Figure 7).

Another document pertaining to the same Tetzcocan
tradition, found recently in the city of Cuaxicala
(Stresser-Péan 1995), presents these same scribal char-
acteristics. The Codex Xicotepec deals with the local
history of Xicotepec and Tetzcoco, with some mentions
of Tenochtitlan. As in other documents of the Tetzcocan
group, we find in the Codex Xicotepec a predilection
for phonetically transparent compositions: on the four
occasions in which the city of Tetzcoco is mentioned in
the document itis as TETZKO-ko, Tetzko ko, as is habit-
ual in other documents of the same school. Moreover,
on the three occasions in which the Mexica tlahtoani
Motecuzoma II is mentioned in the text, a phonetic
sign ma has been united to the glyphic compound
by the scribe (Figure 8), in a form similar to that in
which the scribe of the Codex Vergara wrote the name
Mocuauhzoma, as mo-KWYAW-so-ma (CVRG 49v). The
Codex Xicotepec cannot be considered in any way a
document prepared for the Spanish authorities—nor a
late document, being possibly of the 1530s—but rath-
er a local historical one. As Stresser-Péan noted, “the
Codex Xicotepec was not painted to satisfy the curios-
ity or the administrative necessities of the Spanish. It is
evidently a manuscript created by the natives in order
to preserve, for their own heritage, the memory of their

10

indigenous traditions. It can, in this respect, be com-
pared with the Codex Xolotl or the Codex en Cruz”
(1995:175, author’s translation). The Codex Xicotepec,
a document that certainly was composed by local
tlacuiloque different from those who took part in the
creation of the other documents of the group, is a mag-
nificent example of the geographic extent of the scribal
style of the Tetzcocan school within the boundaries of
the Nahuatl-speaking region.

I wish to stress a very important point: the dif-
ferences between these two schools were limited to
those elements of the system which allowed for scribal
discretion. The scribes of the Tetzcocan school could
not, without departing from the limits which defined
Nahuatl writing as such, utilize, for example, the same
signs with an alternative reading value, or use differ-
ing conventions of transcription or transliteration—for

Figure 8. Examples of glyphic compounds in the Codex Xicotepec:
(a) TETZKO-ko (after Stresser-Péan 1995:Section 19); (b) TEKY-
ma (ibid.:Section 21).
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Figure 9. Examples of glyphic variation in the Codex Santa Maria Asuncién: (a) MIX-KOA, Mixkaa[tl] (CSMA 3r); (b) a-AKOL-MIS,
Akolmis[tli] (CSMA 10r); (c) mi-MIX-ko-a, Mixkoa[tl]] (CSMA 11r); (d) mi-ko-a, Mi[x]koa[t]] (CSMA 17v); (e) a-AKOL-mi-MIS, Akolmis[tli]

(CSMA 2r) (a-e, after Williams 1997).

instance, give a CV sign the value C(V), or fail to tran-
scribe in abbreviated forms the first syllable of the word.
Nor could they arrange the signs in a unique manner
on the written medium. But the rebus procedure, pho-
netic complementation, or the substitution of phonetic
signs for logograms—which is precisely where the
differences can be discerned—are optional, not obliga-
tory, resources of the system, at the discretion of the
scribes. Thus, in the Codex Santa Maria Asuncién, we
find less phoneticism in some cases, such as MIX-KOA
(CSMA 3r) or a-AKOL-MIS (CSMA 10r), together
with more in others, such as mi-MIX-ko-a (CSMA 11r,
20v, 29r), mi-ko-a (CSMA 17v), or a-AKOL-mi-MIS
(CSMA 2r) (Figure 9). For example, tecolo-tl “owl” nor-
mally appears with phonetic complementation in the
Codex Santa Marfa Asuncién, as te-TEKOLO (CSMA
2v, 8r, 20r, 28r, 561, 561, 691, 69r), as compared to only
two occasions without phonetic complementation, as
TEKOLO (CSMA 10v, 471). On the other hand, ocelo-t]
“jaguar” and maza-tl “deer” never appear with phonetic
complements, being written simply as OSELO (CSMA
4r, 12v, 21v, 22r, 52r, 63r, 76v) and MASA (CSMA 6r,

14v, 24z, 26r, 551, 80r). The scribes of the Codex Santa
Maria Asuncién considered it advisable to comple-
ment the logogram TEKOLO —which possibly could
be confused with CHICH (see CSMA 71r)—but they
did not deem it necessary to complement the logo-
grams OSELO and MASA, possibly because they were
easier to identify (diagnostic spots for the jaguar and
antlers for the deer). This discretion in managing the
optional resources of the system is also found in the
Codex Mendoza, where the same logogram appears
in some cases with, and in others without, phonetic
complementation: AKOL (CMDZ 17v) / a-AKOL
(CMDZ 3v), AMA (CMDZ 16r) / a-AMA (CMDZ 23r),
AYOTOCH (CMDZ 13v) / a-AYOTOCH (CMDZ 51r),
SIWA (CMDZ 52r) / SIWA-wa (CMDZ 38r) (Figure
10). It should be stressed that in all these examples
from the Codex Mendoza, it was the same scribe who
opted to use a phonetic complement in some cases but
not in others.”

21 J. José Batalla, personal communication, February 2003; see
Batalla in press.

Figure 10. Examples of glyphic variation in the Codex Mendoza: (a) AKOL in CMDZ 17v; (c) a-AKOL in CMDZ 3v; (c) AMA in CMDZ
16r; (d) a-AMA in CMDZ 23r; (e) AYOTOCH in CMDZ 13v; (f) a-AYOTOCH in CMDZ 51r; (g) SIWA in CMDZ 52r; (h) SIWA-wa in

CMDZ 38r (a-h, after Berdan and Anawalt 1997).
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The schools of Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco and
Tetzcoco

The Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco school was centered in the
Central Mexican altepet! of Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco and
possibly extended throughout its area of direct political
influence in a manner yet to be determined. Tenochtitlan-
Tlatelolco is only a label of convenience. We do not
know of the Tlatelolco school in Prehispanic times, and
the first examples we have are from the Colonial era.
Nevertheless, the written documents of Tenochtitlan
and those of Tlatelolco present the same scribal charac-
teristics. Writing from this school represents the major-
ity of that known for the Prehispanic period, provid-
ing the names of the rulers of Tenochtitlan (Ahuizot],
Tizoc, Motecuzoma I, Motecuzoma II, Axayacatl) and
including the important texts of the cuauhxicalli of
Tizoc and Motecuzoma I. Other writings pertaining to
this group are, for example, the Matricula de Tributos
(also Prehispanic) and the Codices Mendoza, Boturini,
Azcatitlan, Osuna, Tlatelolco, Telleriano-Remensis, and
Mexicanus, as well as Mexican Manuscript No. 40.

Leaving aside questions of composition and color
in the pictorial component of these documents (see
Robertson 1994), from a scribal point of view we find
the following features: in all these documents the ra-
tio of logograms to phonetic signs clearly favors the
former. This leads to a marked degree of abbreviation,
such as TLATEL for Tlatel[olko]. Abbreviation of the
—co ending of place names is particularly characteristic
of this school: CHAL, Challko], TETZKO, Tetzko’[ko],
TLATEL, Tlatel[olko], te-KAL, Tekal[ko]. This contrasts
notably with the explicit use of other locative suffix-
es, such as -tla, —tla[n] “in,” -NAWA, -nawalk] “near,”
-IKPA, -ikpalk] “on,” or —pa, -pa[n] -PA(DN, —pan
“on.” The almost systematic omission of —ko in the
Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco school could point to it being
an intentional act of differentiation.

Comparatively speaking, the tlacuilogue of this tra-
dition made little use of phonetic complementation.
However, this resource is present and well attested,
and it is documented as much in Prehispanic texts as
in the last written documents of this group: AKOL/ a-
AKOL, AYOTOCH/a-AYOTOCH, AMA/a-AMA,
ASKAPOTZAL/a-ASKAPOTZAL, a-AWITZO,
TEO/te-TEO, TEKPA / te-TEKPA, TIS / ti?-TIS, TEPE/
te-TEPE, PA(IN/pa-PA(I)N, pa-PAPA, AWEWE-we,
SIWA /SIWA-wa, MIL/mi-MIL, OK/0-OK, TLEMA /
TLEMA-ma. Entirely phonetic compositions are not
frequent, but they are not absent in the record: te/ti?-
so, Teso[k]/ Tiso[k]?* “Tizoc,” te-ma, Te[kajma <tecama>,
xo-mi, Xomi[mitl] <xomimitl>.

2 Vowel length uncertain.
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This tradition is consistent from our first evidence
of Prehispanic writing down through the seventeenth
century. With regard to the features enumerated
here, there is no difference between the writing of the
cuauhxicalli of Tizoc or Motecuzoma I, from the sec-
ond half of the fifteenth century, or the Matricula de
Tributos, of the second decade of the sixteenth, and the
two documents of the first generation of the Colonial
era (the Codices Mendoza and Boturini), or those of the
second (the Codices Azcatitlan, Osuna, and Tlatelolco,
all more acculturated in their pictorial component), or
the latest examples (the Codex Mexicanus, Mexican
Manuscript No. 40, and the Codex Garcia Granados).
This implies an uninterrupted continuity in the train-
ing of tlacuiloque in the core of this tradition.

The Tetzcoco school, for its part, developed in the de-
pendencies of this Prehispanic altepetl. From the point
of view of scribal attributes, the school of Tetzcoco is
the obverse of that of Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco. Loca-
tive suffixes are customarily indicated in the majority
of cases, including the locative —co, as in TETZKO-
ko, Tetzko'’ko, CHAL-ko, Chalko, tla-TLATEL-ko,
Tlatel[ol]ko, te-KAL-ko, Tekalko, in contrast with the
school of Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco. While logograms are
not at all absent, in that they continue to form the basis
of glyphic compositions, the scribes of this school tend
to favor phonetic transparency, with a more balanced
relationship of logograms and phonetic signs and a
more frequent use of phonetic complementation, offer-
ing (on occasion in the same document) complete series
of phonetic complementations and substitutions: MIX-
KOA /mi-MIX-ko-a/mi-ko-a, AKA/a-AKA/AKA-
ka, E’EKA /e-E’EKA, MALINAL /ma-MALINAL,
MIS/mi-MIS, MISKI/mi-MISKI, MIL/mi-MIL,
MOTO/mo-MOTO, NAW/na-NAW, NEMI/
ne-NEMI, PA(I)N/pa-PA(DN, TEKOLO/
te-TEKOLO, TEMO/te-TEMO, TEPE/te-TEPE,
TESKA /te-TESKA, TEO/TEO-o/te-TEO /te-o,
TLATO/tla-TLATO, TLAKOCH /tla-TLAKOCH,
TLAKO/tla-TLAKO/ tla-ko-TLAKO, TLAKA / tla-
TLAKA, TLAL/tla-TLAL, XIKO/XIKO-ko/XIKO-
ko-o, KOL/ko-KOL.

The only difference that can be discerned in the use
of the signary is a preference for certain allographs or
graphic variants of signs. For example, to write e’eca-t]
“wind,” the scribes of the Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco
school preferred the variant of the head of the wind
god Ehecatl, while the scribes of the Tetzcocan school
preferred the figurative logogram E’EKA “air, wind”"—
on many occasions complemented with the syllable
e (e-E’EKA), as it appears in the Codex en Cruz, the
Codex Santa Maria Asuncién, and the Memorial de los
Indios de Tepetlaoztoc. Similarly, while both schools
indiscriminately employ the two allographs of the syl-
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lable te, the stone sign and the lips sign, the scribes of
Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco seem to prefer the stone sign for
phonetic complementation, while those of the school
of Tetzcoco appear to incline in favor of the lips sign.
In only one case, apparently, did the two schools use
a different sign, in the wa section of the syllabary, for
reasons that may be explicable (Lacadena 2008, this is-
sue). The fact that these differences are well established
in the two schools indicates a certain temporal depth,
deriving in all likelihood from Prehispanic times.

While we unfortunately lack records equivalent to
the cuauhxicalli of Tizoc and Motecuzoma I of the Mexica
school that would permit us to test what we have as-
serted here on Prehispanic monuments, the Tetzcocan
tradition is also consistent from its initial appearance,
the first-generation documents of the Colonial era (the
Codex Xolotl, the Mapa Tlotzin, the Mapa Quinatzin,
the Codex Xicotepec), and continues through those of
the second generation (the Codex en Cruz, the Rueda
de Bobdn, the Codex Santa Maria Asuncién, the Codex
Vergara, the Memorial de los Indios de Tepetlaoztoc),
which similarly suggests an uninterrupted continuity
in the training of tlacuiloque in this tradition.

The scribal styles of Tetzcoco and Tenochtitlan-
Tlatelolco are of highly distinctive personality. It is in-
teresting to find the glyph for Tetzcoco written in the
migration section of the Codex Telleriano-Remensis, of
the Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco school, as TETZKO-ko-ko,
Tetzko’ko, presenting not just the final toponymic suf-
fix —ko characteristic of the school, but also a first ko
sign acting as a phonetic complement on the presumed
logogram TETZKO. Robertson (1994:115) notes that
this part of the codex bears strong influences of the
school of Tetzcoco in the way in which it presents the
sequence of events, which would explain the charac-
teristics of the glyphic composition. It is also interest-
ing that the Tira de Tepechpan, from the place of the
same name (a political dependency of Tetzcoco), pres-
ents on the other hand very few examples of phoneti-
cism, which could be explained by its showing stylistic
influences of the Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco school, as sug-
gested by Nicholson (1973:Note 35).

One must not forget that there may have exist-
ed other traditions, other schools of scribes, possi-
bly also centered in the capitals which held political
power in the region, such as Tlaxcalla, Huexotzinco,
or Cuauhtinchan. The Tepanec tradition, centered in
Azcapotzalco, unfortunately lost, must have been in its
time one of the principal writing traditions of the area.
These other schools, yet to be studied in a comparative
manner, will reveal their greater or lesser affinity with
those discussed here, as well as their idiosyncracies in
the choice of certain graphic variants or the utilization
of given resources of the system.

The supposed influence of Spanish alphabetic
writing on the Nahuatl writing system

The possible influence of Spanish writing on the indig-
enous system has been another of the arguments put
forward—really the main argument—against the use of
documents of the Tepetlaoztoc group in the decipher-
ment of Nahuatl writing. In fact, this argument has not
only called into question the documents of this group
and those of the Tetzcocan tradition as representative
examples of the indigenous writing system, but it has
questioned all Nahuatl writing created after 1521, the
greater part of the corpus. Even authors favorable to the
presence of phoneticism in Nahuatl writing (see Dibble
1971) have cited Spanish influence in order to justify its
presence in certain postconquest documents. For this
reason, I am going to deal with this subject more exten-
sively, applying the analysis and conclusions not only
to the Tetzcocan group but to all the written testimo-
nies of the Nahuatl glyphic corpus.

The Nahuatl writing system at the arrival of the
Spanish

Elsewhere (see Lacadena n.d), I present a more com-
plete discussion of the features of Nahuatl writing that
will be touched upon here, so I will not repeat them in
detail. All are characteristic of Nahuatl as a writing sys-
tem, and they are present in all documents regardless
of provenience. Of course—and this is what interests
us here—they are present in the written testimonies not
suspected of Spanish influence and considered to be ex-
amples of Preshispanic Nahuatl writing: the cuauhxicalli
of Tizoc and Motecuzoma I, the Matricula de Tributos,
the Codex Mendoza, and the Codex Xolotl.

With regard to the typology of signs, resources uti-
lized, and conventions of orthography, Nahuatl writ-
ing displays the following features:

(1) Use of a signary composed of logograms and
phonograms, where the logograms have the value of
the word which they transliterate in composition and
carry meaning—such as AMA, ama-tl “paper, amate,”
TEPE, tepe-tl “hill,” KYAW, k“aw-itl “tree,” TESKA,
teska-tl “mirror,” TLATEL, tatel-li* “mound”—while
the phonograms comprise a conventional syllabary of
open structure (signs with V and CV value)—such as
a, 0, ko, ma, pa, te, tla, wa, we, and others (for illustra-
tions, see the Nahuatl syllabary, this issue p. 23).

(2) Use of logograms in rebus, for their reading val-
ue and not for their primary meaning, such as NAWA
“to speak” for the locative suffix —nawalk] “next to, to-
gether with” or PA(I)N “to cross, to move” for the loca-
tive suffix —pan “in, on.”

» Vowel length uncertain.
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(3) Optional recourse to the use of phonograms as
phonetic complements to logograms: AKOL/a-AKOL,
AMA /a-AMA, AYOTOCH/a-AYOTOCH, PA(I)N/
pa-PA(DN, OK/0-OK, SIWA /SIWA-wa.

(4) For orthographic conventions of transliteration,
we can point to the following features: the signs con-
vey their integral reading value, except in the case of
phonetic complements where, following the rules of
this scribal resource, they do not indicate the duplica-
tion of the repeated phoneme; given the structure of the
phonetic signary, with signs of V and CV type, there is
no recourse to the use of CV syllabic signs to represent
only the consonant value C(V) in view of the conflict in
the representation of the first consonant in consonant
clusters as well as in final position; this also applies
to phonetic complementation, where phonograms in
complementation always give their value to the read-
ing as V or CV, without the possibility of phonetic
complementation to final consonants of logograms; the
phonemes indicated by the signs of a compound do not
have to be contiguous—TEPE-wa, Tepe[xaJwallko]* a-
chi-me, Achi[to]me[t][*—but always have to represent
at least the first syllable of the word—we, We[tzin]*
me, Mé[xi’ko], TLATEL, Tlatel[olko]. Forms of abbrevia-
tion were by means of syncope, suspension, and the
combination of both.

(5) Disposition of signs in glyph blocks in the form
of an emblem, with various possible reading orders,
although favoring a direction of reading from right to
left and bottom to top.

(6) Specialization in theme, limited to proper names
(anthroponyms, toponyms, and theonyms) and calen-
dric/arithmetical expressions, indicated by number
and counted object.

The first three features (1-3) identify Prehispanic
Nahuatl writing as logosyllabic or hieroglyphic, and
situate it typologically with Sumerian, Akkadian,
Egyptian, Luwian hieroglyphs, Linear B, and Maya.
The final three features (4-6) identify Nahuatl writing
in particular, distinguishing it from other logosyllabic/
hieroglyphic systems.

The Nahuatl writing system after the arrival of the
Spanish

To be able to speak in terms of the influence of Span-
ish Latinate writing on this system, we need to affirm
that all, some, or at least one of these features experi-
enced some significant change after the Conquest, and
that this change was due to the adoption of one of the
scribal features belonging to the new writing. But we
will see that not one of these features characteristic of
Nahuatl writing experienced a change, whereby we
must conclude categorically that there was no Spanish
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influence on the indigenous writing system. Only in
the formal aspect of some signs can any influence be
perceived, with some adopting new conventions in
their representation (a European purse in place of the
indigenous xiquipilli for 8000, a Castilian banner in
place of the indigenous standard); also, the scribal me-
dium now incorporated new materials like European
paper and the format of a book sewn on one edge. But
Nahuatl writing preserved its character as a logosyl-
labic system until the end, maintaining all its defining
peculiarities:

(1) Examples of Nahuatl writing from the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries continue to maintain a ba-
sic distinction between logograms and phonograms,
which is to say, between signs which transliterate
words with meaning and signs which transliterate
the phonemes of language. New logograms are only
introduced to represent new realities (logograms for
“horse,” “crown,” “sword,” special logograms for
saints?”)—and this cannot be attributed to the influ-
ence of the Spanish per se, in that these specific signs
did not exist in their writing system. The repertory of
phonograms was not modified, maintaining its open
syllabic structure with signs of V and CV value; new
signs were not introduced, nor were signs modified
in their reading value to represent consonantal alpha-
betic phonemes—as noted by Lockhart (1992:333), this
is a feature that one might have expected the influ-
ence of the Spanish writing system to have produced.
Nor were new signs introduced to represent Spanish
sounds missing in Nahuatl—/b, d, f, g, r/. To trans-
late these sounds for Nahuatl tongues, existing signs
were utilized, maintaining their original reading value:
the syllables pV or wV for /b_/, pV for /f_/, kV for
/g_/,and tV for /d_/, as in a-to te-TOSA, A[n]to[nio]
te [Men]tosa “ Antonio de Mendoza> (CTLA), to-mi-ko,
Tomi[n]ko “Domingo” (CMEX 23-24), or OLO-IX-wa-
ka, Oloix Waka <gloss: Luys Vaca> (MITE 43r).

(2) The rebus procedure continued to be a produc-
tive resource. It was now also employed in the trans-
literation of Spanish names, on occasion with other
phonetic signs added, such as SOL, Sol[ita] “Zorita,”
me-TOSA, Me[n]tosa “Mendoza,” TZON, Tzom[alaka]
“Zumadrraga,” KAL-a, Kala “Clara,” KAL-e, Kale[ko]
“Gallego.”

(3) Phonetic complementation continued to be at-
tested as an optional resource at the disposition of the
scribes for clarification of the reading of logograms.
Late documents of the Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco school,

% Vowel length uncertain.
% Vowel length uncertain.
% Vowel length uncertain.
2 See the excellent work of Galarza (1979).
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like Mexican Manuscript No. 40 (from the end of the
sixteenth century), display the vitality of this resource,
as can be seen in examples like a-ASKAPOTZAL,
Askapotzallko] <gloss: Azcapotzalco> (MM40 7v) or
TLEMA-ma, Tlemalko] <gloss: tlemaco> (MM40 5v).
Phonetic complementation was applied as well to the
transliteration of Spanish names when a logogram was
involved in the glyphic composition, as in mi-MIK-e,
Mike[l] <gloss: miguel diaz> (MITE 11v), where we
note the simultaneous use of the traditional resources
of rebus and phonetic complementation.

(4) The conventions of transliteration and tran-
scription were maintained without change. Except in
the case of phonetic complementation, as prescribed
by the rules that governed that resource, all the signs
in the transliteration gave their complete value to the
reading. CV syllabic signs were never used to represent
only their value as C(V) consonants. The phonemes
transliterated by the respective signs of a composition
did not have to be contiguous, but the first syllable of a
word had to be represented—the exception being cer-
tain Spanish names beginning with phonemes not exist-
ing in Nahuatl, which could be omitted: IX-to, Ixto[pal]
“Cristébal,” IX-e-i, Ixei or Ix[ol]ei “ Visorrey, Viceroy.” As
for the repertory of forms of abbreviation, these were
maintained, with attestation of syncope, suspension,
and the combination of both; these forms of abbrevia-
tion were applied both to traditional Nahuatl names
and new Spanish ones. In this sense, the writing of
the Spanish names me-TOSA, Me[n]tosa “Mendoza,”
XIW-WA-a, Xiwa[n] “Juan,” or a-to, A[n]to[nio]
“Antonio,” is identical to the writing of the Nahuatl
names TOCH-pa-PAIN, Toch[ilpain “Tochipayn,” we,
Weltzin] “Huetzin,” te-ma, Te[kaJma[n] <Tecama>, or
ko-pi, Ko[kolpi[n] “Cocopin.”

(5) Nahuatl writing continued to maintain the ar-
rangement of signs in a glyphic block in the form of
an emblem. This is one of the features in which the in-
fluence of Latin writing could easily have been most
strongly felt. Latin writing, which displays a canoni-
cal arrangement of the signs on the scribal medium in
horizontal lines executed from left to right and top to
bottom, did not come to affect the indigenous system.
The indigenous glyphs continued to occupy the same
space on the scribal medium. Even the reading order
within the glyphic block was left unaltered (where
again innovation to the original system of multiple
reading orders might have been expected). The ar-
rangement of signs in an emblem was also applied to
Spanish names.

(6) The indigenous writing maintained its special-
ization in the transliteration of proper names, of person
and of place, theonyms, and calendric and arithmeti-
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Figure 11. The governor Don Diego de Mendoza as to-e-ko-
te-TOSA and the name of Tlatelolco as TLATEL (after Valle
2008:70).

cal expressions, with representation of numerals and
the object counted. This contrasts markedly with Latin
writing, employed in all fields of linguistic expression.
There is no evidence that at any moment the tlacuiloque
intended to generate texts in the Spanish manner.?®

If the indigenous tlacuiloque are to be seen to have
been stimulated to a more frequent utilization of pho-
netic signs by the influence of an alphabetic writing
system, one would have expected this behavior to
be more randomly spread, independent of the scrib-
al school (apparently by chance only the scribes of
Tetzcoco succumbed to the influence, and not those of
Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco). And it should have been in-
dependent as well of the content being transliterated,
and yet it is not. For example, the Codex Tlatelolco,
composed around 1560, a document very influenced
in its pictorial component by the representational con-
ventions of the Spanish—perspective in the depiction
of architectural elements, shading in the figures, poses
in the European manner (Robertson 1994:165)—shows
an elevated use of phonetic signs only in the transliter-
ation of Spanish names, where it is more difficult to use

% The pictographic catecismos testerianos were works produced
by, or on behalf of, the Spanish missionaries for purposes of con-
verting the natives, and do not represent the indigenous system of
traditional writing.
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traditional logograms in rebus. But indigenous names
continue to be written according to custom, without
any perceptible increase of phonetic signs. Thus, the
indigenous governor of Tlatelolco, who adopted the
Spanish name of “Don Diego de Mendoza” and who
appears seated in the traditional manner on top of the
toponym of Tlatelolco, shows his Spanish name as to-
e-ko-te-TOSA, To[n] Eko te [Men]tosa—or perhaps To[n]
[Tileko te [Men]tosas—written with five signs, of which
four are syllabic. But at the same time the toponym be-
low is shown in the traditional manner with the logo-
gram TLATEL, Tlatel[olko], without phonetic comple-
ments and without the indication of the —co ending of
the locative suffix, in the manner of the Tenochtitlan-
Tlatelolco school (Figure 11). In fact, the toponym of
Tlatelolco written as TLATEL, and others present in
the document, such as KOL, Kol[wa’kan] “Colhuacan”
and WEXO-TZIN, Wexotzin[ko] “Huexotzinco,” ap-
pear in exactly the same form as they did during the
Prehispanic era in the same school. The scribe of the
Codex Tlatelolco never felt impelled to write the name
of his city with anything more than the logogram
TLATEL, as he always would have done in his scribal
school.

Therefore (and this is an important point), we must
not even take the more phonetic transliterations of
Spanish names as an example of influence or modifica-
tion of the system, but rather as a testament to the vital-
ity and efficacy of Nahuatl writing, which applied its
own resources to a new situation. The Maya scribe of
the Dresden Codex who used glyphic sequences com-
posed entirely of syllabic signs—infrequent in person-
al names even in Maya writing—to write the foreign
Nahua names Tlahuizcalpantecuhtli, Xiuhtecuhtli,
and Cactonal as ta-wi-si-ka-la, xi-wi-te, and ka-ka-
tu-na-la (see Whittaker 1986; Taube and Bade 1991;
Grube, in Schele and Grube 1997) was not changing
his writing system, but simply applying the possibili-
ties which it offered to a new necessity. Similarly, the
Nahua tlacuiloque were applying the possibilities of-
fered by their writing system to a new challenge—but
without modifying it in any way. All of the signs used
by the tacuilo of the Codex Tlatelolco already existed
in the repertory of Nahuatl signs, with the same func-
tion and reading value. The readings of Spanish names
like KAL-e, Kale[ko] <gallego> in the Codex Osuna, or
mi-MIK-e, Mike[l] <miguel diaz> and OLO-IX-wa-ka,
Oloix Waka <luys vaca> in the Memorial de los Indios
de Tepetlaoztoc, or the interesting series identified by
Galarza (1979) in the Codex Mexicanus—to-mi-ko,
Tomi[n]ko“Domingo,” pa-si-ko, Pa[n]si[s]koFrancisco,”
ko-me, Ko[s/me “Cosme”—are perfectly valid exam-
ples of the indigenous writing system, in the same way
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that the transliterations of Greek and Roman names
on late Egyptian monuments—ptolmés, “Ptolemy,”
alksantrs “Alexander,” antékns “Antigonus,” késr/
ksrs “Caesar,” tomténs “Domitian”—continued to be
perfectly valid examples of Egyptian writing (and pre-
cisely the origin of its decipherment, as seems to have
been forgotten).

In fact, taking heed of the continuity of the features
which I have previously enumerated, and in direct
contrast to what has come to be affirmed, if we want
to define in any manner the system of Nahuatl writ-
ing in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, it is as
a consumately conservative writing system. Even if,
given the very limited progress in the decipherment of
the writings that came before Nahuatl in the region,
we can only speculate about their possibly logosyllabic
character, the other features—arrangement of signs in
an emblem, and writing specialized by theme—can be
recognized in the Epiclassic writings of the area, as in
Cacaxtla, Xochicalco, or Teotenango, and even going
back to Teotihuacan of the Classic Period, the ultimate
source of the physiognomy which the writings of all
of western Mesoamerica would come to manifest for
more than fifteen centuries. This strong conservatism
(which, after all, is characteristic of writing systems)
would be maintained up until the last examples of tra-
ditional Nahuatl writing. Just as Egyptian hieroglyphic
in late times coexisted first with the Greek alphabet and
then with the Latin and only died out with the disinte-
gration of the old Egyptian culture in the Roman Late
Imperium, Nahuatl writing coexisted with Spanish
Latinate and would gradually disappear during the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, but not owing to
a presumed inferiority or in the face of a hypothetical
inability to compete with the new alphabetical writing,
but as a consequence of the progressive disintegration
of the cultural universe that sustained it.

The incorporation of Tetzcocan documents in
the Nahuatl glyphic corpus: Implications for
decipherment

The writings of the Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco tradition
have always been considered the most representative
of the Nahuatl system. The descriptions of this system
have been largely based on the writings of this group,
more specifically on one of these, the Codex Mendoza.
The undeniable expressive beauty of this codex, with
the certain line of its strokes, vivid colors, comprehen-
sive subject matter, abundant examples, and similarly
abundant glosses in Latin characters, has made it the
quintessential document for the study and exemplifi-
cation of Nahuatl writing. Studies which have sought
to analyze and exemplify the writing system, its signs
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and scribal resources, have used this manuscript ex-
clusively or nearly so (see Manrique 1989; Prem 1992;
Galarza 1979b, 1996).

However, as we have seen throughout this work,
the documents of the Tenochtitlan-Tlatelolco tradition
are not uniquely representative of the Nahuatl writing
system. They are not even the most representative, if
this term implies the minimization or underestima-
tion of the other equally important scribal traditions
of Central Mexico. In spite of their undeniable impor-
tance, the isolated use that has been made of the written
testimonies of the Mexica and specifically the Codex
Mendoza in the exemplification of the functioning of
Nahuatl writing has come to present a mutilated and
distorted image of the system, in that at times certain
phenomena and scribal resources have been underes-
timated, while others, on the contrary, have been over-
inflated, contributing to the misunderstandings which
are still maintained in this field regarding the character
and function of the signs, the scribal resources, the or-
thographic conventions, and even the very categoriza-
tion of the system and its situation within the general
typology of writing.

From the excellent book on the history of decipher-
ment by Maurice Pope (1999) we can infer the three con-
ditions necessary for the successful decipherment of a
writing system. These conditions are the knowledge of
the language transcribed in the texts, the existence of a
sufficient corpus of writings, and a point of departure,
normally a biscript or bilingual text, or else a seman-
tically controlled context—for example, identification
in the texts of known anthroponyms or toponyms. In
the case of Egyptian hieroglyphic writing, the three el-
ements were present: through Coptic admittance was
gained to the ancient Egyptian language; the corpus of
texts was made up of thousands; and there were avail-
able, moreover, several biscripts, of which the Rosetta
stone is the best known. For the decipherment of Maya
writing, the three requirements were also at hand: ac-
cess to the language of the inscriptions could be gained
through Colonial lexicons and grammars as well as the
modern Mayan languages of the Lowlands; a sufficient
corpus of some thousands of texts was known; and a
point of departure was available in the “alphabet” of
Landa and numerous semantically controlled contexts,
such as the names of the months, or texts associated
with scenes in the Postclassic codices.

Theoretically, the decipherment of Nahuatl writ-
ing can count on the same three requirements: the
language, Nahuatl, is well known; the corpus of texts
is sufficient, being made up of an ample collection of
writings which together add up to several thousand
glyphic compounds; there exist as well numerous bis-

cripts comprised of abundant glosses in Latin char-
acters associated with glyphic compounds, as well as
numerous semantically controlled contexts (the major-
ity transliterate anthroponyms and toponyms, which
can often be checked against ethnohistorical sources).
However, despite the presence of these requirements,
150 years after the start of the Nahuatl decipherment
by Aubin, the system is still not understood in full.
Proof of this can be seen in the frequent mischaracter-
izations of Nahuatl writing as semi-writing (Manrique
1989), imperfect writing (Prem 1992), symbolic-phonetic-
grammatical-expressive writing (Galarza 1996), and writ-
ing in the broad sense (Boone 2000). None of these labels
is employed in describing the typology of other writ-
ing systems. All, including (let us not forget) Maya,
are purely termed logosyllabic/hieroglyphic, syllabic,
mixed alphabetic-syllabic, or alphabetic. The general
posture which has been adopted in the field of Nahuatl
writing studies with respect to variations between the
different written testimonies and consideration of an
important group of documents as spurious or not rep-
resentative of the system (and here we have to include
not only the Tetzcocan documents but also the latest
ones like the Codex Mexicanus) has led to the practical
exclusion of a relevant part of the corpus of texts sus-
ceptible to analysis. On the other hand, the tendency of
the specialists of the disclipine to center their investi-
gations on one or some few documents of the total has
impeded the study of Nahuatl writing from achieving
a necessary perspective. Both factors have conspired to
artificially limit the otherwise sufficient corpus of texts
available for decipherment, bringing it about that only
partial results have been attained in the comprehen-
sion of the functioning of this system of writing.

We can extract interesting theoretical applications
and methodologies for the decipherment of Nahuatl
writing from the successful decipherment of Maya in
recent decades (see Coe 1992; Houston 2000). It is per-
haps with total justice that Nicholson (1973:1) wrote at
the beginning of the seventies of the last century that
Nahuatl was the best known of indigenous Mesoamer-
ican writings—at that time Maya epigraphers found
themselves immersed in a fierce debate over the extent
and nature of phoneticism in their writing—but now,
thirty years after Nicholson’s article, the situation has
changed radically. Maya writing has been deciphered
almost in its entirety, while specialists still debate
the extent and nature of Nahuatl phoneticism. Maya
epigraphers have the advantage of considering their
corpus as a whole, independent of medium and time
period. Neither the long texts of Palenque (the Temple
of Inscriptions alone contains as many glyph blocks
as the Codex Mendoza) nor the thousands of glyphs
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of the Postclassic Maya codices would have sufficed
for decipherment if Maya epigraphy had been based
on these alone. Experience has demonstrated that, on
occasion, the key combination which guaranteed the
decipherment of a phonetic sign, or the example of
phonetic complementation or complete syllabic substi-
tution that provided the evidence for the reading of a
logogram, could be found only in a secondary or mi-
nor text. Whereas in alphabetic writing the majority or
even the entirety of the signs of the respective alphabet
can appear even in a short text, in logosyllabic writ-
ing, with substantially more extensive sign repertories
than alphabetic, there is a high probability of signs not
being represented in any given text or document, no
matter how long it might be. For example, the Madrid
Codex, the longest Maya hieroglyphic manuscript,
with almost three thousand glyph blocks (five times
more than the Codex Mendoza), does not contain all
the logograms and phonograms of the Maya signary.
To take an example, and dealing only with phono-
grams, the syllables be, cho, ha, he, ho, hu, k’e, pu, t'u,
wo, xi, X0, ye, me and tz’e, do not appear in the entire
manuscript. The appearance of some of these syllables
is rare even in the corpus of thousands of texts from the
Classic Period.

For this same reason, given the character of Nahuatl
writing—logosyllabic, with an extensive signary—the
Codex Mendoza does not contain all the signs of the
writing system. Many of those that do appear do so
only a single time; others repeatedly occupy the same
position. The Codex Mendoza does not provide all of
the contexts in which a sign can appear: if a logogram,
in its primary function or in rebus, with or without
phonetic complements; if a phonogram, representing
a sequence of phonemes in a composition, or as a pho-
netic complement to a logogram. And it is precisely
these different contexts which are required to correctly
establish the reading value and function of a sign. To
restrict, therefore, the search for information to a soli-
tary document—including one with the characteristics
of the Codex Mendoza—or a reduced group of written
testimonies that show the same characteristics, means
condemning the study of this writing to failure at the
very outset and obtaining results of limited scope—
which is just what has occurred.

It is precisely the variations within the system and
the multiple cross-references that are most informative
for detecting behaviors like phonetic complementation
and phonetic substitution, which are the basis for the
decipherment of a writing system of this kind. Taking
the illustrative case of Maya writing, in Chichen Itza
the name of the Maya deity K'awiil is written on at least
fourteen occasions: six as K’AWIL-1a, two as K’AWIL-
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wi-la, one as k’a-K’AWIL-1a, and five as k’a-wi-la. The
word ofoot “house” appears written at least twenty-four
times: three as yo-OTOT-ti, sixteen as (y)o-to-ti, once
as yo-TOT, and four as yo-TOT-ti (this last manner of
writing “house” in rebus with the logogram TOT, a
type of bird, is peculiar to Chichen Itza). These propor-
tions are not typical of the corpus of Maya glyphs; in
truth, it is just the opposite, in that outside of Chichen
Itza, in the rest of the Maya cities, the name of the same
deity K'awiil appears written in the majority of cases
as K’AWIL or as K’AWIL-Ia, rarely as K’AWIL-wi-la
and never, as far as I know, as k’a-wi-la. As regards
otoot, it is mostly written as yo-OTOT or yo-OTOT-
ti, very rarely as yo-to-ti (most frequently in northern
Yucatan). We could say the same about the word k’ahk’
“fire,” written in the majority of cases at Chichen Itza
as k’a-k’a and less frequently as K’AHK,” K'AHK’-k’a,
or k’a-K’AHK,’ as distinct from the rest of the Maya
Lowlands, where the proportion is exactly the reverse.
At the same time, the canonical disposition of signs in
glyph blocks is subverted at Chichen Itza, where the
scribes do not always respect the limits of the words
by making them coincide with the separation between
glyph blocks, instead running them together on many
occasions.

This particular, and of course more phonetic, way of
writing at Chichen Itza was carried out entirely within
the realm of Maya hieroglyphics, utilizing at all times
the same repertory of signs, the same rules of tran-
scription, and the same scribal resources. The texts of
Chichen Itza, therefore, are to be understood as the tes-
timony of a regional school of scribes of marked per-
sonality—who favored compositions of greater pho-
netic transparency—a school of which we have scant
notice during a brief period of time centered on the sec-
ond half of the ninth century AD. If, as has been done
with the corpus of Tetzcoco, the texts of Chichen Itza
had been questioned as spurious and unrepresentative
of Maya writing, information of consummate value
would have been lost, and quite possibly the evidence
for reading several signs of the writing system would
have been spurned. It was precisely the substitutions
at Chichen Itza in which the name of the deity K’awiil
and the words for “house” and “fire,” in addition to
appearing in their statistically more common forms,
are written phonetically—as k’a-wi-la, (y)o-to-ti, and
k’a-k’a—that offered in due course the final evidence
for the reading of their respective logograms K’AWIL,
OTOT, and K’AHK’, contributing the definitive proof
for their decipherment (for K’awiil and otoot, see Stuart
1987; for k’ahk,” see Kelley 1962).

Throughout this work we have seen how the differ-
ences between the Nahuatl writing traditions consist-
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ed in a greater or lesser use of resources like phonetic
complementation or phonetic substitution, and not
that the scribes of one tradition or the other utilized a
different list of logograms, a different repertory of pho-
netic signs, a different catalog of scribal resources, or
different conventions of orthographic transliteration—
in short, a different writing system. We have been able
to prove that the tacuilogue of the different schools al-
ways operated within the margins of a single system of
Nahuatl writing. We have observed as well that both the
general and the defining characteristics of the system
were maintained unaltered over time, and there is no
evidence of external influence. If my argument is cor-
rect and there was no difference in the type of writing
employed in the different written testimonies, then it is
methodologically appropriate to use whichever written
testimony contains Nahuatl writing, regardless of its
provenance or time period, in order to study and de-
scribe the functioning of the system. The implications
are very important. The recovery of a complete corpus
of written testimonies in Nahuatl, with the inclusion
of the different traditions, principally those documents
of the Tetzcocan school but also others—the schools of
Huexotzinco, Tlaxcalla, and Cuauhtinchan—multiplies
exponentially the examples susceptible to study. Thus,
the study of scribal resources, like rebus or phonetic
complementation, has available to it a greater number
of examples for its categorization, characterization,
and location within the rules of the system, and we
can finally make use of a sufficient number of cross-
references in order to observe the behavior of the same
sign in different contexts and positions, thereby obtain-
ing its reading value and function in the system as a
logogram or a phonetic sign. Only thus can the avail-
able corpus of Nahuatl written testimonies definitely
be said to qualify as sufficient.

Considering the entire corpus of Nahuatl writing

The decipherment of Nahuatl writing is still a work in
progress. While we can gain access to the correct con-
tent of many glyphic compounds with the aid of the
associated glosses, established bases for systematiza-
tion are still lacking. The pending work depends on the
identification of the repertory of signs, their reading
values and functions, the identification and explication
of the mechanisms that govern the scribal resources,
and the orthographic conventions employed in Na-
huatl writing. For that it is essential to adopt the meth-
odology of decipherment that has been employed suc-
cessfully (and has been amply confirmed) with other
writing systems of the Old World and New. In the case
of Nahuatl we have the invaluable aid of glosses to es-
tablish a first association between signs and sequences

Figure 12. The logogram WILO “dove”: (a) WILO-TEPE,
Wilatepelk] <gloss: huilotepec.pu®> (CMDZ 15v) (after Berdan and
Anawalt 1997); (b) WILO, Wilo[tl] <gloss: huilotl> (CSMA 48v);
(c) wi-WILO, Wilo[tl] <gloss: huilotl> (CSMA 5r); (d) WILO-o,
Wilo[tl] <gloss: huilotl> (CSMA 58v) (b-d, after Williams 1997).

of phonemes. Moreover, the highly iconic character of
the signs permits the justification in many cases of the
ostensible association between a sign and its reading
value. But we must complete the analysis. To take one
case, we can all agree that the hand sign always cor-
responds to /ma/ sequences in the glosses, such that
this may be its reading. And we can all agree as well
that there exists a direct relationship between the read-
ing value /ma/ and the fact that in Nahuatl “hand”
is ma-itl, as correctly observed by Aubin (1849:36). But
there still remains the crucial question of establishing
the function of the hand sign within the system; that
is to say, whether the hand sign is the logogram MA
“hand” or the phonetic syllable ma. To read the glosses
and identify the objects of the physical world to which
the graphic signs refer does not mean that we have
finished the work of decipherment, no more so than
reading the Greek inscription of the Rosetta stone and
gaining access to the content of its glyphic texts signi-
fies that we have read Egyptian writing. Only with the
help of the entire corpus can we truly understand the
functioning of Nahuatl writing, systematize it, and fin-
ish the work of decipherment begun one hundred and
fifty years ago by Aubin.

I am going to present two examples of the decipher-
ment of signs, a logogram and a phonetic syllable. The
examples were chosen to be paradigmatic, first, of the
method which I have followed and which I propose
that my colleagues follow (see Lacadena n.d), and sec-
ond, because both cases illustrate the necessity of work-
ing with the corpus of Nahuatl texts in its entirety.
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Figure 13. The drum sign: (a) TE-WEWE, Tewewe[k] <gloss: tehuehuec.pu®> (CMDZ 28r) (after Berdan and Anawalt 1997); (b) Tlacahuepan
(CCRZ Trecena 8) (after Dibble 1981); (c) Huetzin (CXOL 3) (after Dibble 1996); (d) <nochhuetl> (CSMA 6v); (e) <tlahuel> (CSMA 42r);
(f) <tohuexiuh> (CSMA 50r) (d-f, after Williams 1997); (g) AWEWE-we, Awewe[pan] <gloss: ahuehuepan.pu®> (CMDZ 24v) (after Berdan

and Anawalt 1997).
The logogram WILO “dove”

To take an example of how we can establish the read-
ing of a sign using cross-evidences provided by the
corpus of Nahuatl texts, we begin the discussion with
a logogram, WILO “dove.” It appears on one occasion
in the Codex Mendoza in a compound whose associ-
ated gloss is <huilotepec.pu®> (CMDZ 15v) (Figure
12a). Given that the compound is composed of two
signs, the second of which is the hill sign TEPE, we
can reasonably conclude (and scholars have in fact
concluded) that the first sign, a type of bird, must cor-
respond in some manner with the /huilo/ sequence of
the gloss (Barlow and MacAfee 1982:21). In fact, there
exists an entry in Nahuatl, huilo-tl “dove,” which is
appropriate for the type of bird portrayed. In accord,
therefore, with the indications provided by the asso-
ciated Latin gloss and the iconographic identification,
WILO “dove” is quite probably the reading of the bird
sign in the glyphic compound. However, the Latin
gloss and the iconographic identification are only two
of the three possible proofs that we can use when it
comes to establishing the secure reading of a logogram.
What proof do we really have that there was a sign
with the value WILO “dove”? To the first two indica-
tions we must add script-internal evidence (the most
important of the three) consisting in the documenta-
tion of examples where the logogram is complement-
ed phonetically in initial and/or final position, or has
been completely substituted for by phonetic signs. We
are looking for evidence of phonetic signs associated
with the logogram, or for its complete transliteration
by means of phonetic signs, independent of its icono-
graphic identification (which could be incorrect) and
the gloss (which also could be mistaken). In this case, if
we limit ourselves to the isolated example of WILO in
the Codex Mendoza, we cannot find the answer to the
question. However, outside of this document are the
proofs that we seek, because we encounter examples
of the same logogram associated with glosses which
transcribe the sequence /wilo/. In the Codex Santa
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Marfia Asuncién, of the school of Tetzcoco, we find this
logogram on nine occasions also associated with the
gloss <huilotl>, a personal name: in three of the nine
occasions, the presumed logogram WILO “dove” ap-
pears without phonetic complements, as in the Codex
Mendoza; in the six remaining occasions, happily, it
appears three times with initial phonetic complemen-
tation in wi, and three times with final complementa-
tion in o:

WILO Wilo[ 1] <gloss: huilotl> (CSMA 48v; 51r; 62r)
wi-WILO Wilo[t] <gloss: huilotl> (CSMA 5r; 13v; 23r)
WILO-o0 Wilo[tl] <gloss: huilotl> (CSMA 58, 71v, 751),

which permits us to verify that WILO, “dove,” is the

secure reading of the logogram (Figure 12b-d).”

» A brief note on the syllable wi that I am discussing: the ex-
amples of this sign have in common the presence of a sequence of
/wi/phonemes in the associated glosses, as in Huihuaxtzin (CXOL
1, vid. Dibble 1981:27), <oquihui> (CSMA 5z, 5v, 13v, 14r, 231, 14v),
<mahuiz> (CVRG 38v), or <huilo> (CSMA 5r; 13v; 23r). As Aubin
(1849:34, Note 3) has previously noted, the sign represents a dig-
ging stick, wictli “spade, hoe” in Nahuatl (Siméon 1992:754),
whereby we can establish a primary association between/wi/ and
the Nahuatl name of the object which it represents. The value in
the compound wictli is uic-, but there isn’t a single example of the
sign transliterating the phoneme sequence /wik/, only /wi/, nor
does it signify a “digging stick.” This behavior suggests therefore
that we should not think in terms of a logogram WIK but rather a
syllable wi. The confirmation that it is a phonetic sign, the syllable
wi, comes from the fact that it works as a phonetic complement in
ma-wi-WITZ, Mawitz (vowel length uncertain) <gloss: mahuiz>
(CVRG 38v) and wi-WILO, in the aforementioned examples from
the Codex Santa Maria Asuncién. As regards the well known road
sign o (Aubin 1849:34), we need not discuss its derivation in order
to confirm its function as a phonetic complement in compounds
like 0-OK (CMDZ 23r), XIKO-ko-o, Xiko" <gloss: xico> (CSMA
56v), and also, of course, this WILO-o which we are discussing.
We can affirm yet again that the scribes of both the Tenochtitlan-
Tlatelolco and Tetzcoco schools made use of the same phonetic
sign, the road sign o, in order to complement logograms beginning
or ending with /o/. The digging-stick sign wi does not appear in
the Codex Mendoza, nor does any other sign serve its function
(see the Nahuatl syllabary, this issue p. 23).
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The syllable we

In the Codex Mendoza appears a sign recognized for
some time now as the huchuetl “upright drum.” The
glyphic compound consists of a sign for a drum with
stone markings (Figure 13a). The associated gloss is
<tehuehuec.pu®>. Given the meaning of this toponym,
“place of the drum or huehuetl of stone,” and given
the clear recognition of the part of the compound that
represents the sequence /te/ “stone,” we might con-
clude that the drum sign is a logogram with the value
WEWE; in this fashion:

TEX-WEWE Tewewe[k] <gloss: tehuehuec.pu®>
(CMDZ 28r).

The same WEWE value appears to obtain in the
Codex Osuna, where we find a glyphic compound
with the same drum sign, associated with the
gloss <huehuetocan / ¢e encomendero>, and in the
Codex Xolotl, where it would form part of the name
Huehuetlilpic (Dibble 1996:110).

This same drum sign appears again in the Codex
Xolotl and in other Nahua documents, like the Mapa
Tlotzin, the Codex en Cruz, and the Codex Santa
Maria Asuncién. The examples in which it appears
are associated directly or indirectly with names like
Tlacahuepan® (CCRZ Trecena 8), Huetzin® (CXOL 3),
<nochhuetl> (CSMA 6v, 15v, 25r), <tlahuel> (CSMA
421, 44v, 46v), or <tohuexiuh> (CSMA 50r, 61r, 74r) (Fig-
ure 13b-f). However, in these cases, when we proceed
to the transcription and transliteration of the glyphic
compounds, a value for the drum sign as WEWE does
not work, given that in none of the examples cited
would the hypothetical sequences *TLAKA-WEWE-
pa, *"WEWE, *NOCH-WEWE, *tla-WEWE-EL, or *to-
WEWE-XIW correspond to the readings Tlacahuepan,
Huetzin, <nochhuetl>, <tlahuel>, or <tohuexiuh> (one
of the characteristics of logograms in that they always
maintain their integral reading value in translitera-
tion, even when functioning in rebus).*® The value of
WEWE for the drum sign in these cases is therefore im-
possible.

All of these examples share the phoneme sequence
/we/.To allot the drum sign a reading value of /we/ in
place of /wewe/ would solve the problem. Therefore
we can hypothesize that in addition to a logographic
value of WEWE “drum, huchuetl”—or even instead of
it—the drum sign has a second value as a phonetic syl-
lable we. It cannot be a logogram WE because this has
no meaning, a defining feature of logograms. The only
way to be certain conclusively that the drum sign is a
phonetic syllable with the value we is to identify an ex-
ample where it acts as a phonetic complement to some
logogram beginning or ending in /we/, given that

only phonograms can act as phonetic complements,
this being one of their functions in writing systems. In
this case, the conclusive proof which we require can
be found in the Matricula de Tributos and the Codex
Mendoza, where a second example in which the drum
sign occurs shows it united with the sign of a tree (Fig-
ure 13g). The gloss associated with the glyphic com-
pound is <ahuehuepan.pu®>. The tree sign possibly
has the value AWEWE (Barlow and MacAfee 1982:10)
ahuehuetl “cypress, ahuehuete” (Karttunen 1992:8;
Siméon 1992:46), and the drum sign, with the /we/
value suggested by the Tetzcocan documents and con-
firmed by these Mexica collocations, is the phonetic
syllable we acting as a final phonetic complement on
the logogram® in this fashion:
AWEWE-we Awewe[pan] <gloss: ahuehuepan.pu®>
(CMDZ 24v)

and, therefore, in the cited Tetzcocan examples,

TLAKA-we-pa, Tlakawepa[n] “Tlacahuepan”
(CCRZ Trecena 8)
we, We[tzin] “Huetzin” (CXOL 3)

NOCH-we, Nochwe[tl] <gloss: nochhuetl>
(CSMA 6v, 15v, 25t)
tla-we-EL, Tlawel <gloss: tlahuel>
(CSMA 421, 44v, 46v)
to-we-XIW, Towexiw® <gloss: tohuexiuh>
(CSMA 501, 611, 74r).

Possibly the scribe of the Codex Mendoza felt it ne-
cessary to phonetically complement the logogram
AWEWE given that—as distinct from other logograms
of names of trees written in the document (AWAKA
“avocado,” WAX “guaje, gourd,” WEXO “huejote,
willow, TZAPO “zapote, sapodilla”), which are clearly
individualized—nothing identifies it clearly as a
cypress or ahuehuete; instead, it is similar to the generic
form of the tree sign KNAW / k*a?, with which it may
otherwise have been confused.

% The stone-glyph is a polyvalent sign with the value of a logo-
gram TE “stone” and phonogram te. In this case it may possibly
function as a logogram, and I transcribe it as such.

3 For the identification of this character I follow Dibble
(1981:32).

% For the identification of this character I follow Dibble
(1981:49).

% For example, the logogram WILO “dove” discussed earlier,
even were it to function as a rebus, would maintain its complete
reading value as WILO in transliteration, and could not be used
for /wi/ or /wil/ alone.

% For a discussion of CV phonetic signs originating in words of
C,V,CV - structure —nene-tl > ne, toto-tl > to, huahuan(a) - wa,
huehue-tl > we—see Lacadena n.d.

% Vowel length uncertain.
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One Hundred and Fifty Years of Nahuatl Decipherment

Marc Zender

Peabody Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology, Harvard University

Why do we stand now almost at the same point as in 18507
—Daniel Garrison Brinton (1886:356)

Although written over a century ago, Brinton’s lament
on the meager results obtained in Nahuatl decipher-
ment since the groundbreaking work of Joseph Marius
Alexis Aubin is still relevant today. Aubin’s monu-
mental Mémoires sur la peinture didactique et ’écriture
figurative des anciens Mexicains, first published in 1849,
included the lexical identification of over a hundred
Nahuatl signs, the recognition of alternating logo-
graphic and phonetic spellings of the same names (see
below), and a detailed study of the glyphic compounds
in the Codex Vergara, the Mapa Tlotzin, and the Mapa
Quinatzin. It remains even today a critical reference for
those interested in Acolhua history, for Aubin repro-
duces numerous examples of glyph compounds from
the Codex Vergara (otherwise unpublished) and also
includes five color plates comprising the whole of the
remarkable Mapa Tlotzin (Figures 1 and 10) and two
thirds of the Mapa Quinatzin.

Perhaps this edifice seemed too imposing to add
to, or perhaps Brinton (1886:356) was correct that
scholars of his era simply lacked sufficent training in
the Nahuatl language or were not sufficiently famil-
iar with “the forms, the methods, and the variations”
of Nahuatl writing to build constructively on Aubin’s
foundation. But whatever the reason, Aubin’s insights
remained to be systematized into a concrete account
of script typology and scribal practice, much less con-
sidered in the light of other hieroglyphic writing sys-
tems. Thus, it was with some justification that Brinton
(1886:347) wrote: “[I]t must frankly be confessed that
the results obtained ... have been inadequate and un-
satisfactory. We have not yet passed the threshhold of
investigation.”

Yet Brinton concluded his discussion on a positive
note, citing the recent discovery of ‘determinative’ or
‘complementary’ signs in Nahuatl writing by Zelia
Nuttall (1888, reprinted in this issue).! In brief, Nuttall
had recognized that certain phonetic signs served to
complement or disambiguate the reading of associated
logographs (e.g., a-AKOL for ahcol-li “shoulder, up-
per arm” and te-TEMO for temo “to descend”).? This
pattern is well known in other hieroglyphic scripts,
and is usually referred to as ‘phonetic complementa-
tion” (Gelb 1963:104-105). Although incorrect on a few
points of detail, Nuttall’s article was nonetheless the
first inkling of a method by which native sign catego-
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ries such as logographs (AKOL, TEMO) and phonetic
signs (a, te) could be discerned. Had someone with a
background in comparative writing systems and some
knowledge of the Classical Nahuatl language followed
up on Nuttall’s discovery, Nahuatl hieroglyphic writ-
ing may well have been deciphered half a century or
more before the Maya script.

It is only now, on the eve of the sixteenth decade
since Aubin’s Mémoires, that the necessary work of sys-
tematization has at last begun. With the publication of
this issue of The PARI Journal, Alfonso Lacadena pres-
ents the results of more than a decade of systematic
investigation into Nahuatl writing. Drawing on his in-
timate experience with Maya decipherment, as well as
a background in comparative writing systems and the
Nahuatl language, Lacadena assesses the bewildering
list of Nahuatl sign types proposed during the past
hundred years—pictographs, ideographs, semasio-
graphs, determinatives, and so on—and concludes that
there are really only two types of sign to contend with
in this system: logographs and phonetic signs. Logo-
graphs (word signs) carry both sound and meaning,
and take the form of lexical roots in the language (e.g.,
KOA, “snake,” most familiar in its dictionary form
coa-tl). They evidently do not convey any information
about vowel length or glottalization which, given its
importance to the language, must therefore have been
supplied by the knowledgable reader (Lacadena and
Wichmann 2004). Phonetic signs convey sound only;
they are CV (consonant + vowel) or V (vowel only)
in shape, and include a number of well-known signs
such as a, pa, me, te, o, and ko. (For illustrations of
these signs as well as a complete list of deciphered syl-
lables, see Lacadena’s Nahuatl syllabary, this issue.) As
with phonetic signs in Maya writing, they can either
appear in groups to ‘spell’ words (e.g., ko-a > koaltI])
or they can be employed as phonetic complements to
logographs (e.g., ko-KOA > kaa[t]), disambiguating or
otherwise reinforcing their reading.

! Brinton and Nuttall were both presenters at the August 1886
Meeting of the American Association for the Advancement of Sci-
ence in Buffalo, New York. Thus, just as Brinton was lamenting the
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