The Maya Exploration Center Facebook Discussion
on the Astronomy of 2012 and Tortuguero Monument 6

With introductory and ancillary material compiled by John Major Jenkins

INtrodUCION. ... oot 1
I. The Approach to the Astronomy in Tortuguero Monument 6......................o..... 2

II. Excerpt from the Institute of Maya Studies article of 2000, on Copan Stela C........ 4

III. Inviting Discussion on the Astronomy in the Tortuguero Inscriptions................ 5
IV. Announcement sent to the Aztlan e-list, December 2, 2010...................cceee. 5
V. Invitation sent to a selected list of Maya scholars, December 7, 2010................. 6
V1. John Major Jenkins’ SAA Presentation, St Louis, April 15,2010..................... 7
VII. The MEC Facebook Discussion, November 24 — December 19, 2010.............. 23
V0 BB o ] £35S 206
Introduction

This document is a compilation of the discussion and exchanges that were posted to the
Facebook page set up by the Maya Exploration Center (MEC) to discuss the presentation
I gave at the 75™ Society for American Archaeology (SAA) conference, in St. Louis on
April 15, 2010. It ended up being 173 posts running to 92,000 words. For the sake of
clarity and completeness, several introductory sections have been added, as well as the
entire SAA paper itself, entitled “Astronomy in the Tortuguero Inscriptions.”

As mentioned in my Closing Remarks (p. 202), there are several upcoming
academic conferences that will be addressing the 2012 topic. As I write this, the Oxford
Archaeoastronomy IX conference in Lima, Peru is underway. Later this month, I’ll be
presenting the Tortuguero astronomy research at the Institute of Maya Studies (IMS) in
Miami. In March, the annual Maya meetings at the University of Texas in Austin will
include a session on 2012. For ongoing developments, with a special focus on the
continuing discussion of Tortuguero Monument 6 and the ancient Maya’s knowledge of
the precession of the equinoxes, I’ve set up this resource page:
http://www.Alignment2012.com/SAA-MEC-2010.html. One of the first things that will
be offered on this webpage will be a report on the Oxford Archaeoastronomy conference.

John Major Jenkins
January 6, 2011


http://www.alignment2012.com/SAA-MEC-2010.html

I. The Approach to the Astronomy in Tortuguero Monument 6
Announcement & background, posted at: http://johnmajorjenkins.com, Nov. 21, 2010

A useful approach to identifying astronomy in the dates on Tortuguero Monument 6 is to
begin with looking at the sidereal position of the sun on each date. I have a file of notes
from January 2000 on my tracking of astronomy in some of the Copan dates from Schele
and Mathews’ book Code of Kings. The two notes below led to the writing of the piece
for the Institute of Maya Studies newsletter, which was later incorporated into a section in
my book Galactic Alignment (released in July 2002). The basic insight, or approach, of
looking for like-in-kind solar alignments in the inscriptions, was sidelined as other
concerns and avenues of investigation were pursued. For any investigator who tracks
date patterns via the sidereal positions of the sun and planets, and compares them with
deep-time dates in the inscriptions, compelling parallels will stand out. These kinds of
parallels and patterns suggest the possibility that the Maya were tracking tropical year
intervals as well as precession, and Maya scholar Michael Grofe explored such parallels
in the Dresden Codex in his 2007 PhD dissertation.

Immediately after meeting Michael at the Tulane “2012” conference in February
2009 (we had already been in email communication for almost a year), we discussed
investigating the 13 dates in Tortuguero Monument 6, looking for solar like-in-kind
parallels to the 2012 date. Michael immediately found several important items (Michael’s
letter of February 22). The implications of these findings were immediately obvious, and
very exciting. I was working hard on my book The 2012 Story. In late March I gave a
presentation in Dallas, and shared some of these findings on Tortuguero. By May my
book was done and I had incorporated, with Michael’s permission, his key findings and
other items of relevance to understanding how 2012 was thought about at Tortuguero (see
Chapter 7 of The 2012 Story).

Through 2009 I worked sparsely and sporadically on Tortuguero, being wrapped
up in book writing, editing, travel, and the West Coast promotional tour. I was going to
be able to submit an article to an anthology to be published in 2011, called 2012
Decoding the Counterculture Apocalypse and continued work in earnest on that article in
December 2009. By the end of the month I had identified the 819-day interval in the
inscription and an embedded patterning in the date sequence. My article for the anthology
was completed and submitted by year’s end.

In early 2010 I presented the new findings on the embedded astronomy in the
Tortuguero inscriptions at conferences in Mexico, Dubai, and Cairo. Mid-year, also in
New Jersey, Kansas City, and Boulder. Later in Seattle, Vancouver, and Brazil. On April
15, 2010 I presented the new findings at the Society for American Archaeology
conference in St Louis. This was a concise 2,800-word read presentation, and it stands as
the first presentation of the material in an academic conference setting. I was then invited
to expand my paper for publication in an anthology with the University of Florida Press.
The first draft of this new essay was completed in November 2010.

My SAA presentation of April has itself recently been converted with the images
to a PDF file (see the more recent post, above). Although there are by now new
discoveries to add, I wanted to make the presentation available in its original form. In re-
reading it, I wish I would have emphasized that the Milky Way-ecliptic Crossroads (at
the southern terminus of the Dark Rift in the Milky Way) was probably, for the
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Tortuguero astronomers, an equally important target for marking the sidereal position of
the sun. The Crossroads and the Dark Rift work together, and I’ve acknowledged a
conceptual integration of these celestial referents since my earliest articles and books on
the subject (back to 1994 and 1995, as well as in Maya Cosmogenesis 2012). Here are
the two notes from my files:

1. Notes, January 17, 2000

Copan

The series of monuments in the Great Plaza at Copan confirms the presence of
astronomical ideas that were worked out and featured at I1zapa. The orientations are
straightforward, sunrise/sunset. At least one monument indicates an interest in a 13-
baktun period. Founding dates going back to 159 AD with references to Kaminaljuyu
associate the founding template of Copan with possible Izapan influence. The
iconography involves the Sun, Venus, the ecliptic, the Milky Way, and the dark-rift in
the Milky Way.

The dates feature — incredibly and as a repetitive theme — astronomy on which the
sun was in conjunction with the dark-rift in the Milky Way. In the era of these
monuments’ construction (650 to 730 AD) this date was around December 3rd. The
related monuments indicate, perhaps, an interest in Creation ideology involving
the sun’s approach to the December solstice within the dark-cleft.

2. Notes, January 20, 2000

I was reading about Copan in Code of Kings. The famous Stela C, dated 9.14.0.0.0
(December 3, 711) — the first katun ending after 18-Rabbit’s succession — is
elucidated brilliantly by Schele and Mathews. Two things: The image is of the solar
king emerging from the maw of a crocodile form, holding a double-headed serpent
bar that is the ecliptic. This replicates the basic form of Stela 11 Izapa. The sky on
December 3, 711 has Venus on the Milky Way (as evening star right after sundown).
It is close to the Milky Way. Also, precessing the sky backwards we find that
December S was very close to the date in era-711 AD that the sun was
conjuncting the MW/dark-rift. Solar king in the dark-rift.

I just confirmed that 9.14.0.0.0 occurred on Dec 3 in the 584283 and thus is 19 days
before the solstice. 19 x 71.2 = a precessional shift to within 50 years — thus Stela C
is much like Izapa Stela 11! If, as Schele demonstrates, Stela C encodes the sky on
that date, then we must acknowledge the fact the on that date the sun was right in
the Crossroads and dark-rift — the portal to the Otherworld. This image echoes
the 2012 end-date alignment itself. — John Major Jenkins

Postscript. Additional research on the sidereal positions on the sun in relation to the
Crossroads, in the inscriptions of Quirigua and Copan, will be posted soon on The Center
for 2012 Studies website. http://thecenterfor2012studies.com.



http://thecenterfor2012studies.com/

I1. Excerpt from my IMS article of 2000, on the astronomy of Copan Stela C

I wrote about the Stela C sun-in-dark-rift alignment on 9.14.0.0.0 in my 2002 book
Galactic Alignment, also in an IMS newsletter article from 2000. An excerpt:

Copan Stela C is the famous 18 Rabbit statue that we can see advertised in every
issue of Archaeology magazine. In Schele and Mathews’ book Code of Kings, it is
noted that Stela C is dated 9.14.0.0.0 (December 5, 711 according to the 584285
correlation). This would have been the first katun ending after 18 Rabbit's succession
to rulership. But, as Schele points out, this political anniversary was also attended by
astronomical events, occurring in the eastern sky toward which Stela C faces. The
iconography on the statue helps us understand what it may portray astronomically.

Diagram 1. Copan Stela C: 18 Rabbit in caiman-mouth Regalia

The image is of the solar king standing in the maw of a crocodile form, holding a
double-headed serpent bar that represents the ecliptic. He is wearing a draped breech-
clout (like pants) that are ornamented with the jaws and teeth of a crocodile, and the
meaning is this: he is in the crocodile’s mouth. What is the significance of this? As
David Kelley points out, the upturned frog-mouth glyph means “to be born” and the
upturned crocodile’s mouth probably has a similar meaning. For a king, accession to
rulership was a kind of rebirth into a new identity, thus the motif of “being born” is
appropriate for Stela C. We see this imagery on many Maya monuments. For
example, even the early Maya monument, Stela 11 from Izapa, replicates this basic
idea.

As mentioned, Copan Stela C is dated December 5, 711 A.D. (Gregorian calendar).
As Schele notes in Code of Kings, on December 5, 711, Venus was on the Milky Way
(as evening star right after sundown), and this confirms the Venus iconography on the
statue that she identifies. However, another important conjunction occurred on that
date: the sun was aligning with the dark-rift in the Milky Way. The Milky Way’s
dark-rift feature appears like a great cleft near Sagittarius, and is called the Xibalba be
(the Road to the Underworld) by the modern Quiché Maya. As a portal or doorway,
this astronomical feature was symbolized by a door, a road, a cave, or a mouth (as in
a crocodile’s or snake’s mouth). Clearly, the crocodile mouth in which 18 Rabbit
stands could very well be the dark-rift in the Milky Way.

As an aside, it is worth mentioning that the west-facing side of Stela C depicts an
aged 18 Rabbit (see diagram above). The turtle altar that is in front of him symbolizes
Orion, whose belt stars outline the Ak turtle’s back. In early December, when the
monument was dedicated, an east-west hierophany occurred: the sun, aligned with the
dark-rift, rose in the east while Orion set in the west. This is the Galactic Center-
Galactic Anticenter axis, and the janus-faced Stela C seems intended to encode this
information.



But what, essentially, can we conclude the east side of Stela C depicts? We have a
solar king (sun) holding a serpent bar (the ecliptic), “inside” a crocodile mouth (the
dark-rift). Stela C depicts the sun inside of the dark-rift. This interpretation might
seem facile if it were not confirmed by the astronomy toward which Stela C faces—
on December 5, 711 AD the sun was indeed aligning with the dark-rift in the Milky
Way. Is this simply a coincidence? In Maya ceremony and symbolism, the meaning
of this image involves the rebirth of the sun and the authority of kingship. If the
ancient Maya of Copan consciously intended Stela C to encode this alignment, then
we need to look seriously at the concept of “sun in dark-rift” and how it may have
been included in other facets of Maya cosmology—most notably, the 13-baktun
period-ending astronomy. ---end

III. Inviting Discussion on the Astronomy in the Tortuguero Inscriptions
Second announcement, posted at: http://johnmajorjenkins.com, November 27, 2010.

On November 24, 2010, The Maya Exploration made available a PDF of my Society for
American Archaeology presentation, titled “Astronomy in the Tortuguero Inscriptions,”
which I read in St. Louis on April 15, 2010. The SAA conferences are by-invitation-only
academic venues, inviting review and discussion from the scholarly community. This is
the first time that the astronomy of the 13 dates on this important monument were
presented and discussed in such a venue. (Some of these findings were, however,
mentioned in Chapter 7 of my book The 2012 Story, released in October 2009.) The
results are compelling, because it helps us understand how the 2012 period ending date,
the last date on the monument, was thought about. Based on the evidence laid out in my
paper, which includes the findings of Maya scholar Michael J. Grofe (see Chapter I,
above, for a chronology of the discoveries), it’s quite apparent that astronomy and
political rhetoric were major considerations in the construction of the narrative and in the
use of the 2012 date by Bahlam Ajaw (Lord Jaguar), the 7th-century king of Tortuguero
who is the protagonist of the Monument 6 text.

The Maya Exploration Center has created a link to my PDF paper and has invited
discussion on their Facebook page. Please post comments and items of discussion there.
[Note: The online MEC Facebook Discussion has been deleted; this PDF contains the
exchanges. My SAA presentation is in Chapter VII below and also remains linked on the
MEC website: http://mayaexploration.org/pdf/Jenkins-SAA-April2010.pdf].

IV. Announcement sent to the Aztlan e-list, December 2, 2010

Greetings,

The Maya Exploration Center has posted in the "Research" section of their website a PDF
of the paper I presented at the Society for American Archaeology this past April. I was
invited to give this talk in the "Archaeoastronomy in the Americas" section hosted by Dr.
Robert Benfer. The paper is titled "Astronomy in the Tortuguero Inscriptions" and
analyzes the astronomy associated with all the dates on this important monument, with an
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eye toward reconstructing what Bahlam Ajaw's strategy was in referencing the period-
ending date in 2012. The PDF is a faithful reproduction of what I read at the SAA,
incorporating the 12 illustrations I used in my Power Point presentation.

To invite feedback and discussion, the community of scholars at the Maya
Exploration Center have also decided to set up a discussion on their Facebook page,
where a link to the PDF can be found:
http://www.facebook.com/topic.php?topic=366&post=1429&uid=112933088738563#post1429

Previous and more recent treatments of Tortuguero Monument 6 have focused on
epigraphic decipherment. The SAA event was the first time that the astronomical
references in the Tortuguero inscription were presented to the academic community. A
larger archaeological context is also addressed, bringing in activities of kings at Palenque
and Quirigua. Best wishes,

John Major Jenkins

V. Invitation sent to a selected list of Maya scholars, December 7, 2010

Sent to: Sven Gronemeyer, Barb MacLeod, Peter Biro, Mark Van Stone, Carl Callaway,
Erik Boot, Christian Prager, J. Kinsman, Robert Wald, Gerardo Aldana, Carol Karasik,
Christopher Powell, Marc Zender, Alonso Mendez, Michael Grofe, Robert Sitler,
Matthew Looper, David Stuart, Stephen Houston, Marcos Villasenor, Stanley Guenter,
Peter Mathews, Garth Norman, Anthony Aveni, Susan Milbrath, David Freidel, Dennis
Tedlock, Barbara Tedlock, Vincent Stanzione, John B Carlson, John Hoopes, John Q.
Jacobs, Andreas Fuls, Karen Bassie.

Subject: Invitation to read and comment on my SAA paper on Tortuguero Monument 6
Date: Dec 7, 2010 11:02 AM

Greetings,

For this invitation I've selected a short list of scholars who have been studying the fascinating
implications of Tortuguero Monument 6, and with whom | have had exchanges about
astronomy and 2012 over the years. The paper | presented at the Society for American
Archaeology conference on April 15 of this year (in the "Archaeoastronomy in the Americas"
section chaired by Dr. Robert Benfer) has now been posted on the Maya Exploration Center
website. A discussion page has also been set up on the MEC Facebook page, and | invite you
to read my paper and offer your comments and critique on the Facebook discussion page (link
below). An informative discussion is already underway. My essay examines the astronomy
associated with the 13 dates on Monument 6 and presents evidence and arguments for how
the ancient Maya at Tortuguero thought about and utilized the 13th-Bak'tun period-ending date,
December 21, 2012. The link to the PDF paper and the Maya Exploration Center discussion
page, with an introduction by Dr. Ed Barnhart, is here:

http://www.facebook.com/topic.php?uid=112933088738563&topic=366#topic_top

I look forward to engaging discussions. Happy holidays and best wishes,

John Major Jenkins
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VI. Jenkins’ SAA Presentation, St Louis. April 15, 2010

Astronomy in the Tortuguero Inscriptions
John Major Jenkins

Presented at the 75™ annual meeting of the Society for American Archaeology in
St Louis. April 15, 2010. “Archaeoastronomy in the Americas” Symposium.
Organizer: Dr. Robert Benfer. Chair: Rubén Mendoza.

December 1, 612 AD. The sun aligned with the cross_formed by the Milky Way and the ecliptic
Abstract

First, my “2012 alignment” hypothesis will be clearly defined. I will present evidence
in the Classic Period inscriptions of Tikal, Copan, and Quirigua, with a special focus
on Monument 6 from Tortuguero, for the use of the dark rift in the Milky Way as a
reference point for planetary, lunar, and solar alignments. Using a new method of
schematically diagramming a complex hieroglyphic inscription, an analysis of a
repeating astronomical theme in the thirteen dates recorded on Monument 6 strongly
suggests an awareness of the sun’s future alignment with the dark rift in the Milky
Way on the solstice of 2012 AD, the 13-Baktun period ending recorded in the right
flange of that monument. The methodology acknowledges and incorporates textual
references that are not exclusively phonetic, namely astronomy and astronumerology,
enabling a fuller reading of the intended meaning.

Note. Dates in this paper are given according to the 584283 correlation and in the Julian
calendar (with the exception of the 13-Baktun period-ending date (December 21, 2012),
which is given in the Gregorian calendar). © John Major Jenkins. 2010



Astronomy in the Tortuguero Inscriptions

John Major Jenkins

Part I. Maya Conceptualization of the Dark Rift in the Milky Way

In this brief presentation I will cite evidence for a simple idea that has far reaching
implications. It is this: An astronomical feature called the dark rift in the Milky Way, or
the Great Cleft, was recognized and utilized in Classic Period inscriptions. My previous
research argues that the dark rift was utilized in pre-Classic iconography.

The dark rift in the Milky Way is visible to the naked eye. It is caused by the thick
accumulation of interstellar dust along the galaxy’s mid-plane. It begins at the ecliptic

between the constellations of Sagittarius and Scorpio and extends northward along the
Milky Way.

Dark Rift

T

nuclear bulge
of the Galactic Center

Diagram 1. The dark rift and the nuclear bulge of the Galactic Center at the Crossroads of the
Milky Way and the ecliptic: perceivable to the naked eye.

According to Maya scholar Barbara Tedlock, the contemporary Maya in highland
Guatemala refer to it as xibal be or xibalba be, the “road to the underworld” (1982:181).
Dennis Tedlock has also identified, in his recent book 2000 Years of Mayan Literature,
the various roles of the dark rift in the Dresden Codex, the Madrid Codex, the Paris
Codex, and in the Creation Myth inscriptions of Palenque and Quirigua. For example, a



deity utilized in the almanacs of the Dresden Codex is named “Tz’up’e,” meaning “Split
Down the Middle,” and Tedlock argues that he is placed at the dark rift, which splits the
Milky Way down the middle.
' T <= Diagram 2. God Q, Tz 'up’e, “Split Down the Middle.”
- S . Found in the Dresden Codex and the Madrid Codex.
Located at the southern terminus of the dark rift.
Why? Because the ecliptic abuts the southern terminus and the

inscriptions describe planetary and lunar alignments with Tz 'up’e.
From D. Tedlock, 2000 Years of Mayan Literature (2010).

The dark rift is also found in the astronomical topography that
serves as a backdrop for the Maya Creation Myth—the Popol
Vuh." In these manifestations, the dark rift has various
identities including a cave through which a river passes, a
crook between two branches of a tree, a speaking mouth, a
Black Road, and the passageway to the underworld.

My “2012 alignment” theory, first published in 1994, utilizes the dark rift in the Milky
Way and argues that the creators of the Long Count intended the end of the current 13-
Baktun period (in 2012) to target the rare precession-caused alignment of the December
solstice sun with the dark rift in the Milky Way.> 1do not assert that this alignment
necessarily has empirical effects, nor do I associate it with doomsday ideation.” The
theory does not rest on an assertion of absolute precision regarding the ability of the
ancient Maya to have made a forward calculation in precession. At this stage it is good to
emphasize that the Crossroads (of the Milky Way and the ecliptic) is an equally
compelling marker for these alignments. Thus, to be clear we can also use the phrase
“dark rift/Crossroads” to reference the alignments discussed in this paper.

.- . "nuclear bulge":
. . -of the
Galactic Centgr N

ecliptic

Diagram 3. The pression of the sidereal position of December Solstic sun (A = 4000 BC;
B = 1000 BC) into alignment with the dark rift/Crossroads in era-2012 AD (at position C).



In my early approach to the 2012 question I was led to examine the pre-Classic site of
Izapa for the origins of the Long Count system. The Brigham Young University studies
of Izapa by Gareth Lowe and Garth Norman® provided maps and azimuth data, such that I
was able to extrapolate that the ballcourt at [zapa aligns with sunrise on the December
solstice. I traveled to Izapa and observed the solstice sunrise and took measurements to
confirm the alignment.’

Diagram 4. The ballcourt at Izapa is aligned to sunrise on the December solstice. (The throne on
the west end and the six seating stones behind it orient the viewpoint)

When [ was doing my research in the 1990s I was unaware of Tortuguero Monument 6,
which contains a specific date reference to the end of the current 13-Baktun period in
2012.° Since I believed there were no Classic Period inscriptions that referred directly to
the 2012 period ending, I based my investigation on the iconography and
archaeoastronomy at Izapa. Now there is an opportunity and a need to analyze the
inscription on Tortuguero Monument 6, and see what it may tell us about how the 2012
date was being utilized in a 7"-century hieroglyphic text.

Part II. Tortuguero Monument 6
Tortuguero Monument 6 is a T-shaped stone carving originally consisting of some 176

glyph-blocks. The right flange contains two dates, one of which is 4 Ahau 3 Kankin, also
indicated with a 13-pik designation (meaning the end of the 13" Baktun period). The

10



tzolkin-haab combination of 4 Ahau 3 Kankin places this date at December 21, 2012
according to the 584283 correlation.

Left flange

Right flange
2012 date

total glyph blocks. Line drawing adapted from Gronemeyer (2004).

The other date in the right flange is December 5, 510 AD (Julian). On this date a sweat
bath ritual was performed by a person named Ahkal K’uk. The left flange is missing and
was never documented. The main body of the text in the large central panel begins with a
statement about Bahlam Ajaw as the Lord of Tortuguero and a Distance Number
resulting in the accession date of Bahlam Ajaw. He was a seventh-century king of
Tortuguero and a contemporary of Janaab’ Pakal at nearby Palenque.’

Bahlam Ajaw’s accession is stated as occurring on February 4, 644 AD (J). Sven
Gronemeyer first suggested that the Distance Number preceding this date can be
subtracted from the date to reach an earlier date that would have been recorded in the
missing left flange of the monument—his birth date.® Michael Grofe noted that an
ambiguity in the day position of the Distance Number allows a 10-day range of possible
dates for his birth, November 23 to December 3 of 612 AD.’

11



The T-shape of the monument is a structural statement in and of itself, meaning wind, or
perhaps breath or life-spirit. Tortuguero Monument 6 is clearly about the life and royal
career of Bahlam Ajaw, chronicling his war achievements in expanding and transforming
his kingdom while relating him to distant calendrical events in both historical and
mythological time. The inscription brings his life up to 669 AD, when the monument
was carved and the temple it was placed in was dedicated.

With Bahlam Ajaw’s birth date reconstructed, Tortuguero Monument 6 contains a total of
13 dates. In order to understand the astronomical patterns of these dates, we can
recognize the structural frame provided by the left and right flange.

A B .oC. D

Diagram 6. The tzolkin-haab locations of the 13 dates on Tortuguero Monument 6.

12



These two sections literally bracket the main text. The first date, putatively located at the
end of the left flange, is Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday. The last date, in the analogous position
on the right flange, is the 13-Baktun period ending in 2012. In an email communication
of early 2009, and in his paper investigating the astronomy of Tortuguero Monument 6,
Michael Grofe noted that, astronomically, there is a parallel between these two dates.'”
On both dates the sun was in alignment with the southern terminus of the dark rift in the
Milky Way, between Sagittarius and Scorpio. Bahlam’s birthday, as mentioned, contains
a 10-day ambiguity, but even within this range the sun was still reasonably within the
visual parameters abutting the southern terminus of the dark rift. Furthermore, I noted
that on both dates Jupiter was at station near the Pleiades, about to move direct. Jupiter, it
turns out, plays an important role in the astronomical patterns evident on Monument 6.

Curiously, the other date on the right flange (December 5, 510 AD) is also a date on
which the sun was aligned with the dark rift.'"" The event recorded in the inscription for
this date was a sweat bath rite. Sweat baths were seen to be underworld places. Upon
emerging from the sweat bath a person was considered to be emerging from the
underworld, much like a rebirth experience. The doorway of the sweat bath was thus a
portal into the watery underworld. The inscriptional content is thus reinforced by the
astronomy. In other words, the astronomy associated with dated inscriptions can help
elucidate an often missing dimension in the purely phonetic decipherment of texts.

The performer of the sweat bath rite was a person, probably an ancestor or lord, named
Ahkal K’uk in the text. A king named Ahkal Mo’ Naab ruled Palenque from 501 to his
death in 524.'% Gronemeyer (2004) wrote that it is probable that Tortuguero was founded
by an early Palenque king (the two sites share a place name), and thus these two may be
the same person. The sweat bath rite at Tortuguero occurred during Ahkal Mo’ Naab’s
reign, in 510 AD. It may have been the foundational rite that began the dynasty at
Tortuguero, separate but related to Palenque.

Curiously, when Ahkal Mo’ Naab acceded to the throne in 501 AD, Jupiter was aligned
with the dark rift. He died in 524 AD almost exactly 88 years before Bahlam Ajaw’s
birth. As with the Tortuguero king’s birth, Ahkal Mo’ Naab died when the sun was
aligned Wlth the dark rift. These astronomical parallels may underlie the reason why

' Bahlam Ajaw referenced him on his biographical monument.'
It was of great interest to Maya kings to draw parallels between
the lives of ancestor-kings and their own.

The first event after Bahlam Ajaw’s accession is his first war
campaign and victory. It occurred on May 30, 644 (J). As
epigrapher Michael Grofe pointed out, just three days prior to
this victory, there was a lunar eclipse with the eclipsed moon’s
position falling between Sagittarius and Scorpio, in alignment
with the dark rift. (The sun was therefore opposite the dark rift
on this date.) Grofe translates the associated inscription as “in
the caiman.”"*

Diagram 7. Three days after eclipse, “in the caiman.” May 30, 644

13



In the iconography of Izapa, I have argued that the celestial caiman is the Milky Way and
the dark rift is its mouth. This observation is supported by David Stuart’s statement that
Izapa Stela 25 was an early version of the Starry Deer Crocodile—the Milky Way (Stuart
2005:72-73).

The next war event occurred exactly 360 days (1 Tun) after Bahlam Ajaw’s accession,
indicating a conscious use of numerological and calendrical intervals. Other dates
throughout the late 640s include another date of the sun’s alignment with the dark rift
(December 6, 647), this time along with Venus, and Bahlam Ajaw’s final victory on the
December solstice of 649 AD. There are at least six dates on the monument that target
astronomical alignments with the dark rift.

Dark Rift Alignment Dates:
1. Nov 23 — Dec 3, 612 (J)
3. May 27 (30th), 644 (J)

7. Dec 6, 647 (J)

11. July 23, 667 (J)

12. Dec 5,510 (J)

13. December 21, 2012 (G)

Additional secondary or
oppositional alignments:

Dates 2, 3,4, 5,9

At least 6 out of the 13 dates
invelve dark rift alignments
of sun, moon, and Jupiter

e | T [
B CRESE

Diagram 8. Dates of alignments of sun, eclipse, and Jupiter with the dark rift / Crossroads area

The 2012 date—the last of the 13 dates—is, as mentioned, a date of the sun’s alignment
with the dark rift, but unlike the other dates on which this kind of solar-dark rift
alignment occurs, it occurs on the solstice. This is what defines the 2012 period ending as
occurring in a unique era of precessional alignment. It is linked with a Distance Number
to the building dedication event of January 11, 669, which in turn is linked with Distance
Numbers to three other dates: Bahlam Ajaw’s accession, a nearby hotun ending on July
23, 667, and the sweat bath ceremony of 510 AD previously mentioned. The hotun
ending of July 23, 667 is interesting, because although not directly connected to the 2012
date with a Distance Number, the interval between it and the 2012 date nevertheless
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embodies several key divisors. The interval between the two dates is 491,400 days. This
interval is divisible by key numbers in the recognized astronumerological canon utilized
by the Maya: 260, 360, 364, 378, and 819. The use here of the 819-day count is very
early and previously unrecognized, preceding its use by the son of Pakal at Palenque by
over 20 years. Exactly 600 of these 819-day cycles separate the 667 date from the 2012
period-ending date."> The 667 hotun ending date is also characterized by Jupiter being at
station close to alignment with the dark rift. As mentioned, Jupiter at station is also a
characteristic of both Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday and the 2012 period-ending date. I devised
an efficient way to represent the otherwise confusing sequence of Distance Numbers and
dates in the text, and a surprising symmetry emerges.

12

THE DISTANCE NUMBERS:

THE DATES:
All dates are given in the Julian
calendar (except #13), in the

A)1.11.11.6 - 10
584283 correlation

B) 5.16
C)12.4
1) Nov. 28 - Dec. 2, 612 D) 4.9.16
2) February 4, 644 E) 7.8
3) May 30, 644 F) 3.16.1
4) January 29, 645 G)-1.11
5) July 23, 649 H) -14.19.1.6
6) December 18, 649 I)1.5.5.8
7) December 6, 647 J)-1.8.18
8) November 5, 647 K) -8.0.7.7
9) February 26, 353 L) 3.8.3.9.2

10) January 11, 669
11) July 23, 667

12) December 5, 510
13) December 21, 2012

@E@P_ 2@2

Diagram 9. Embedded symmetry in the occurrence of dates generated with negative Distance
Numbers. The 2012 date (Date 13) is connected to eight other dates via astronomy, a DN, and
astronumerology.
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The hotun ending date of July 23, 667 occurs exactly 18 tropical years after another date
recorded on Monument 6, the third event in Bahlam Ahaw’s war campaigns (July 23, 649
AD). This and another tropical year relation between two dates on Tortuguero Monument
6 was noticed by Michael Grofe. The span between the two latter pair of dates (December
5,510 AD and December 6, 647 AD) is one day more than 137 tropical years. Both are
dates on which the sun was aligned with the dark rift. The latter date is one day forward,
suggesting the kind of forward adjustment for precession, through the centuries, which
would be necessary in order to project the sun’s alignment with the dark rift on the
solstice of 2012. Another property of the interval, noted by Michael Grofe, is that 137
tropical years of 365.242 days each equal 139 Tun of 360 days each. These kinds of
observed relations between precise calculations of the tropical year and Tun periods
provide the precedent for calculating the precession of the equinoxes. As explicated in his
2007 PhD dissertation and other essays, Grofe finds accurate precession intervals in the
Serpent Series of the Dresden Codex, the inscriptions of Palenque, and elsewhere. '

Let’s recall that Monument 6 is a chronicle and testimony of the life of Bahlam Ajaw. I
have briefly sketched a framework of patterns involving solar, lunar, and planetary
alignments to the dark rift and Jupiter stations. Bahlam Ajaw died on May 19, 679 AD, as
recorded on the Tortuguero Wooden Box.!” On this day Jupiter was aligned with the dark
rift (see Diagram 10). This final circumstance suggests an intentional timing of his death
date, or a manipulation of the actual death date to fit into the astronomical pattern
evidently intentionally embedded into the 13 dates on Tortuguero Monument 6.

Part II1. Additional Evidence

Additional evidence for the dark rift’s conceptual role during the Classic Period is found
in the inscriptions and iconography of Tikal (Altar 16), Copan (Stela C), and Quirigua,
especially in the use of the Long Count date 9.14.0.0.0."® This date is November 29, 711
AD (Julian) according to the 584283 correlation. Like many of the dates on Tortuguero
Monument 6, including Bahlam Ajaw’s birthdate, the date of the sweat bath rite, and the
2012 period-ending date itself, 9.14.0.0.0 is characterized by the sun being positioned at
the southern terminus of the dark rift (at the Crossroads). The associated iconography on
Copan Stela C affirms this astronomical alignment as a recognized characteristic of the
date, and supports my interpretation that the dark rift was at times portrayed as the mouth
of a caiman. This Long Count date also appears on Tortuguero Monument 2.

Part IV. Summary

This has been a very brief treatment of a topic that deserves a more detailed presentation.
Of the 13 dates on the Toruguero monument, six involve alignments of the sun, Jupiter,
and a lunar eclipse with the dark rift/Crossroads, with possibly five additional dates of
significance to the dark rift. Based upon the pattern of astronomical references on the
2012 monument from Tortuguero, it’s likely that the people of Tortuguero intentionally
used an awareness of the sun’s future alignment, on a solstice, with the dark rift in the
political rhetoric of a 7"-century king. Furthermore, the pre-existing calendrical structure
of the Long Count, having been developed centuries prior to Tortuguero, requires that the
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knowledge of the 2012 alignment of the solstice sun and the dark rift/Crossroads was
embedded into the Long Count at its very inception, over 2,000 years ago.

Jupiter - /.

11:00 p.m.

Diagram 10. May 19, 679 AD (J) death date for Bahlam Ajaw. Jupiter rises at the Crossroads in
alignment with the dark rift, just after sundown. Death date is from the Tortuguero Wooden Box

The evidence presented here argues that the dark rift/Crossroads was utilized as a
reference point by the Classic Period Maya in a veritable symphony of alignments
involving the sun, the moon, planets, eclipses, and the solstice position of the sun.
Overall, it appears to be involved in rituals and ideation relating to sacrifice, rebirth,
transformation, period endings, building dedications, and king making. This Classic
Period evidence invites a more serious and factually accurate assessment of my earlier
archaegastronomical reconstruction work on precession and dark-rift astronomy at
Izapa.

End Notes:

1. Examples of various symbolic roles of the dark rift: The dark rift is the Black Road, it
is a mouth because it speaks to the Hero Twins, and it also serves as the crook in the
calabash tree where One Hunahpu’s head was hung. These various uses suggest the dark
rift was the astronomical reference point for a rather pliant symbolic complex that has
many meanings. It is represented in Classic Maya iconography as a skeletal maw and is
very likely to be the astronomical reference point, at least in some instances, of the
“Black Hole” glyph. See B. Tedlock (1982:181), D. Tedlock (1985), and Jenkins (2009).
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2. My previous research also argues that the dark rift was utilized in an astronomical
alignment caused by the precession of the equinoxes that occurs in the era of the 13-
Baktun period ending in 2012 AD (Jenkins 1995, 1998, 2009).

3. I have defined and discussed in my books, presentations, and articles, published and
online, the various parameters of the alignment, ranging from a reasonable minimum of
thirty-six years upward to five hundred years, depending on which astronomical features
are utilized in ones definition. See, e.g., Jenkins, “The True Alignment Zone”
http://alignment2012.com/truezone.htm. My argument for intention rather than
coincidence, however, is based on the presence of the solar-dark-rift alignment concept in
Maya traditions (the ballgame and the Creation Myth), iconography, and inscriptions.

4. See Gareth Lowe et. al (1982) and Garth Norman (1973, 1976).

5. An examination of the iconography of the Izapan monuments, combined with their
preserved orientations to important astronomical horizons, provided evidence for my
thesis, which is best known from my 1998 book Maya Cosmogenesis 2012. This book
documented details on the fact that the ball court at Izapa aligns with the dawning
December solstice sunrise, which was first recognized and published in Jenkins (1995).

6. Linda Schele’s 1982 catalog of Maya verbs contained a reference to 13.0.0.0.0 on the
Tortuguero monument. Assuming that someone knew about this, it was never brought up
in the many debates about 2012 that occurred as long ago as 1996 on the Aztlan forum
(Foundation for the Advancement of Mesoamerican Studies) and later on in the
University of Texas “Mesoamerica forum” online. Nor was it mentioned by Schele
herself in her 1996 dismissal of the relevance of the 2012 date to the ancient Maya. See
http://alignment2012.com/app5.htm.

7. Bahlam Ajaw lived from 612 AD to 679 AD while Janaab’ Pakal from Palenque lived
from 603 AD to 683 AD. They were both rulers whose lives touched five Katuns, a rare
occurrence which gave such Maya kings a special legacy and status.

8. Also, Erik Boot suggested that the entire left flange, containing twenty glyphs in
parallel construction with the right flange, contained the correct amount of glyph blocks
to express a complete Initial and Supplementary Series for Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday.

9. Michael Grofe, p.c. February 2009. See his article “Astronomical References in
Tortuguero Monument 6,” n.d. [Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday range was corrected during the
Facebook Discussion to Nov. 28 — Dec. 2]. Some of this material was summarized in
Jenkins 2009 (Chapter 7). The date that corresponds to the sidereal position of the sun on
13.0.0.0.0 is November 30, 612 AD (J), which is the tzolkin day 1 Ik. I’ve suggested that
the T-shape of Monument 6 might be a clue that Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday falls on this Ik
day, because Ik is a T-shaped glyph. Interestingly, 1 Ik may have been the Calendar
Round seating of 0 Pop at Tortuguero.

10. Grofe, “Astronomical References in Tortuguero Monument 6,” n.d..
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11. Ibid. See also my forthcoming essays at The Center for 2012 Studies
(http://thecenterfor2012studies.com).

12. See Martin and Grube (2000) on Ahkal Mo’ Naab at Palenque and his possible role at
Tortuguero.

13. The haab positions of Ahkal Mo’ Naab’s accession and death day are the same,
suggesting that his death date was intentionally selected or the record of it was
manipulated for political and rhetorical purposes.

14. Grofe noticed this eclipse date as well as the sun’s position on Bahlam’s birthday
(personal communication February 22, 2009).

15. This 819-day observation is my own. It is unlikely that this is a coincidence and
therefore it was most likely an intended connection with 2012, much in the way that the
3114 BC date was intentionally connected to other dates in both historical and
mythological time. See Jenkins 2011.

16. Grofe 2007, and his “Astronomical References in Tortuguero Monument 6,” n.d.
17. Looper 1991.

18. As mentioned, these types of dark-rift alignments were recognized and used beyond
Tortuguero, as argued in the recent book of Dennis Tedlock and elsewhere. I have noted
additional examples of dark-rift alignments in Maya inscriptions in various articles and in
my recent book The 2012 Story. For example: the Long Count date 9.14.0.0.0, occurring
at Tikal, Tortuguero, Copan, Calakmul, and elsewhere, is November 29, 711 AD—a date
when the sun was aligned with the dark rift/Crossroads (Jenkins 2009:267-268). The
caiman mouth iconography on Stela C at Copan reinforces this astronomy. This is
underscored as an astronomically meaningful precedent when you consider that the
Copan king 18 Rabbit’s decapitation, on April 27, 738 AD (J), was a date on which
Jupiter was aligned with the dark rift (Jenkins 2009:271-273)—exactly as it had been 59
years earlier when Bahlam Ajaw died. The inscription from Quirigua Stela F states that
the decapitation “happened at the Black Hole,” (Looper 2003:77) which very probably
alludes to the dark rift. These are just a few examples.

19. Jenkins 1995, 1998, and my Web page: http://www.Update2012.com.
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Ilustrations in the SAA 2010 Power Point presentation:

Opening slide: The sun’s alignment with the dark rift on Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday.

. Layout of galaxy with dark rift feature indicated

. The Dresden Codex deity named 7z up e

. The precession-caused galactic alignment process over thousands of years

. Izapa’s ballcourt alignment to the December solstice sunrise

. Tortuguero Monument 6 w/ close-up of 2012 date (Gronemeyer 2004; revised 2009)
. Line drawing of Tortuguero Monument 6 w/ 13 dates highlighted

. Close up of the caiman and eclipse glyphs, w/ tzolkin/haab date

. Dark rift alignment dates on Tortuguero Monument 6 indicated (6 out of 13 dates)
. Depiction of symmetrical relations of the 13 dates on Tortuguero Monument 6

10. Jupiter-dark rift alignment on Bahlam Ajaw’s death date, May 19, 679 AD (J)
11. Chart 1, simplified, alignment dates highlighted
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Chart 1. Dates, DNs, and Astronomy on Tortuguero Monument 6 (see next page).

Postscript. November 2010. Most of the present paper was worked out in December 2009.
Many of the ideas and discoveries presented in this paper grew out of conversations with Michael
Grofe immediately after the Tulane “2012” conference in early February, 2009. It is at that time
that the astronomical importance of Tortuguero Monument 6 was first realized. The events of the
Tulane conference are described in Chapter 6 of my book The 2012 Story, released in October
2009. In Chapter 7 of that book, some of the astronomical reconstructions of the date sequences
in Tortuguero Monument 6 were presented, for the first time in print. Researcher Geoff Stray
summarized the key items of this work in an article which was posted online. Maya scholars
revisited the Monument 6 inscription in two subsequent treatments, one being a self-published
book by Mark Van Stone released in April 2010 and another being a study by Sven Gronemeyer
and Barbara MacLeod, posted as #34 on the Wayeb website in August 2010. These studies did not
mention or treat the astronomical content of Tortuguero Monument 6. Columbian researcher
Carlos Barrera Atuesta released an essay in September 2010 which was an “Open Letter to
Mayanists” exploring calendrical relationships between dates in the Tortuguero Monument 6
inscription and the Venus Tables in the Dresden Codex. This suggests Tortuguero was an
important location for the practice of Maya astronumerology and Venus tracking.

The present paper was read at the 75" Society for American Archaeology conference in St
Louis on April 15, 2010. It is a concise treatment of the astronomical strategies that underlie
Bahlam Ajaw’s rhetorical statements in his inscriptions. An expanded version of this material
has been prepared for publication with the University of Florida Press.
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Chart 1. Dates, DNs, and Astronomy on Tortuguero Monument 6

All dates are given in the Julian calendar (J) in the GMT2 correlation (JD# 584283).
DN = Distance number; L.C. = Long Count. (G) = Gregorian. DR = dark rift. MW = Milky Way.

Date and event

Derived from

Astronomy

1. L.C. Between 9.8.19.10.0 and 9.8.19.10.4
(Nov. 28 — Dec. 2,612 AD ().

12 Ajaw 8 Kankin — 3 Kan 12 Kankin
Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday = 1 1k? T-shape.

DN 1.11.11.__ at E4-
ES5 subtracted from
Date 2.

Sun in DR. Jupiter just reached
STATION after retrograde period,
below and slightly west of the Pleiades.

2.L.C.=9.10.11.3.10 (Feb. 4, 644 AD). 1
Ok 3 Kumku. Bahlam Ajaw’s accession.

Established with
tzolkin-haab date at F6-
E7.

Uranus in DR. Jupiter & Venus
conjunct, east of DR on edge of the
MW.

3.L.C.=9.10.11.9.6 (May 30, 644).
13 Kimi 14 Zec. First war event.

DN 5.16 at E9 added to
Date 2.

Sun opposite DR. Lunar eclipse 3 days
earlier, in DR (conjunct Uranus).
Jupiter goes retrograde a few days
earlier.

4.L.C.=9.10.12.3.10 (Jan. 29, 645).
10 Ok 18 Kayab. Second war event.

DN 12.4 at F12 added
to Date 3.

5.L.C.=9.10.16.13.6 (July 23, 649).
8 Kimi 9 Mol. Third war event, Yohm Pi
“was chopped.”

DN 409.16 at F15-E16
added to Date 4.

6.L.C.=9.10.17.2.14 (Dec. 18, 649).
13 Ix 17 Muan. Big victory over Comalcalco.
Skull piles.

DN 7.8 at G2 added to
Date 5.

Winter Solstice. Moon and Mars close
to Pleiades on the 19™. Sun and Uranus
conjunct 5 days later.

7.L.C.=9.10.15.1.11 (Dec. 6, 647).
11 Chuen 4 Muan. Unknown event.

DN 3.16.1 at H9-G10
added to Date 2

Sun and Venus conjunct in DR. Jupiter
at STATION, about to go direct.

8. L.C.=9.10.15.0.0 (Nov. 5, 647).
6 Ajaw 13 Mac. Hotun ending.

DN 1.11 at H13 sub-
tracted from Date 7.

Jupiter STATION. Sun & Mercury
conjunct, Venus nearby, west edge of
MW.

9.L.C.=8.15.16.0.5 (Feb. 26, 353).
11 Chicchan 13 Muan. Event in the “Plaza of
Baakil” (Palenque?).

DN 14.19.1.6 at H15-
H16 subtracted from
Date 7.

Jupiter just turned direct after
STATION. Jupiter and Uranus (very
close) and waxing moon conjunct,
opposite the DR. Evening sky.

10. L.C.=9.11.16.8.18 (Jan. 11, 669).
9 Etznab 6 Kayab. Building dedication event.

DN 1.5.5*.8 at I3-14
added to Date 2.

Theoretical eclipse on Jan. 8, not
visible. Sun will conjunct Jupiter in 5
days.

11.L.C.=9.11.15.0.0 (July 23, 667).
4 Ajaw 13 Mol. Hotun ending. Six houses
and images “laid down.”

DN 1.8.18 at J8-19
subtracted from Date
10.

Jupiter at STATION in the DR (west
side), about to go direct. Seen in mid-
heaven at sundown.

12. L.C.=9.3.16.1.11 (Dec. 5, 510).
8 Chuen 9 Mac. Ahku’ul K’uk does sweat
bath ritual.

DN 8.0.7.7 at L16-L17

subtracted from Date 10

Sun in DR (east side). Mercury at
evening station.

13. L.C.=13.0.0.0.0 (Dec. 8, 2012 (J), Dec.
21,2012 (G)). 4 Ajaw 3 Kankin. 13-Baktun
period ending, Bolon Yokte event.

DN 3.8.3.9.2 at M5-P1
added to Date 10.

Sun in DR (on the solstice). Jupiter
almost at STATION, after retrograde
period, below and just east of the
Pleiades (compare w/ Date 1).

*This appears as “6” in the text, but is a scribal error; it must be 5 to reach the stated tzolkin-haab position.

Note: “DR” is shorthand for “dark rift.” A measure of specificity can be added to the actual location
of a given celestial body’s alignment with the dark rift. For example, it is more precise to say that the
alignments occur with the southern terminus of the dark rift. Several are some distance east or west of
the galactic equator. The point is to highlight the astronomical region involved, which could be said
to embrace the Crossroads and, conceptually, the larger nuclear bulge of the Milky Way’s center.
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VIII. The MEC Facebook Discussion, November 24 — December 19, 2010

John Major Jenkins

Note: These posts are unedited except for minor spelling corrections. The
MEC moderator deleted some posts because they were not relevant to the
topic or, in one case, indulged in ad hominem attacks. Overall, contributors
were very civil. Somehow, many Facebook member icons were lost in the conversion.

Attn: The name of the person making a post appears above their post.

=IiIE W

Topic: Jenkins’ Paper on Astronomy in the Tortuguero Inscriptions.

Maya Exploration Center. November 24, 2010.

Please join us in a discussion of the paper John Major Jenkins presented at the 2010
Society for American Archaeology, entitled "Astronomy in the Tortuguero Inscriptions".
We at MEC have reviewed it and find his observations on the ancient astronomy very
solid. His interpretation of the associated texts has drawn more debate within our ranks.
What do you think? It's posted on our website at:
http://mayaexploration.org/pdf/Jenkins-SAA-April2010.pdf

From John Major Jenkins. November 24, 2010.

Thank you to The Maya Exploration Center for hosting the PDF of the paper I presented
at the SAA in April. This year two treatments of Tortuguero Monument 6 published by
Maya scholars. They focused on the interesting ongoing epigraphic decipherment of the
inscription but did not treat the astronomy associated with the 13 dates recorded on the
monument. As many know, Tortuguero Monument 6 is of great interest because it
contains the famed 13th baktun period ending in 2012 (December 21, 2012 according to
the 584283 correlation). Certain astronomical themes are evident in the dates. One theme
in particular is compelling and suggests that the astronomy associated with the 2012 date
was intentionally incorporated into the rhetorical strategy of the inscription. Please read
the PDF for an overview of this information. I was invited to speak at the SAA by Dr.
Robert Benfer. The PDF is a duplicate of the paper that I read in the time slot provided,
incorporating the 12 slides that I showed during my presentation. I've included additional
comments and citation sources in the notes section. The astronomy in the dates embedded
in the Tortuguero Monument 6 inscription helps us to more fully understand how the
Maya, at Tortuguero, were thinking about 2012. I look forward to the discussion.

John Major Jenkins

J. Christine Tegler-Del Campo
Great stuff! I, unfortunately, am not a 'scientific explorer", but I know JMJ is right on! I
still plan on joining The Maya Institute studies in Miami, btw.....$$$ is an issue only
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From Wolak Barbara

Dear Mr Jenkins, I hope you dont mind me sharing your article in my blog:
http://galacticdoor2011.blog.com/2010/11/26/maya-exploration-by-j-m-jenkins/
Looking to read it soon and will post my reply to it next week.Thank you sincerly B.
Wolak

Deni C'¢

Great job! My question is if Mr. Jenkins is planning some special event or ceremony, or
just a conference (something special for that date), especially in IZAPA, where the
monuments where found? It could be fantastic! Thanks

John Major Jenkins

To Barbara Wolak:

Actually, please do not strip out the text and post the article in full on your blog. This is
how completeness and clarity begins to erode as, for example, now there are no images
and the formatting of tables is messed up. The second step of this erosion process is that
pieces get cut and paste out of the exported text version, without references to proper
context and authorship. Please remove the duplication and simply provide a link to the
original document as it exists on the MEC website or, preferably, a link back to the
discussion page that was set up on the MEC Facebook page. Thank you.

From Wolak, Barbara
Dear John,

Sorry if I caused a problem, I placed in a blog because I could not open the file on my
home computer. I am using now library but my time here is limited so I wanted to read it
at home. I will make correction as you suggested. Thank you.

From John Major Jenkins:
Thanks Barbara!

Maya Exploration Center
This is Ed Barnhart, MEC's Director, with a question for John.

I should just fire up my astronomy program and look for myself, but I want to ask about
the time of day, azimuth, and angle above the horizon for each one of the dark rift
alignments you identify in the paper. Are they all at a consistent time of night and

location in the sky, or different?

For example, your hypothesis about Dec 21, 2012 puts the Sun in the dark rift - 1. At
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dawn, a moment that can be consistently noted without a modern time piece, 2. At the
horizon line, and 3. At winter solstice, when the Sun rises as very far south along the
horizon as it ever can. All these are very exact points and times, observable without
modern technology, and to my mind very Maya thinking.

Where were the other dark rift alignments in the sky, and when? Consistency in their
apparent observation methods would support your hypothesis, where as a random pattern
of locations in the sky and times of night would lessen it. Can you comment?

Thanks, Ed

From John Major Jenkins

Thanks Ed, these are important considerations. The sun’s alignment with the dark rift at
the Crossroads (of Milky Way and ecliptic) would have been a calculation rather than an
observation. This is because, of course, the sun is right there and will obscure the view of
the dark rift behind it. However, much like Venus’s period of invisibility during inferior
or superior conjunction, the dark rift’s disappearance during the sun’s annual passage
through it could have been easily calculated. It probably remained conceptually
meaningful to the Maya, evocative of the sun’s passage through the underworld (there’s a
discussion of this with citations in my Maya Cosmogenesis 2012 book of 1998). The
conscious recognition of this by the Classic Maya is suggested by the iconography and
astronomy of the 9.14.0.0.0 date on Copan Stela C, which I mentioned in the paper.

Other relevant alignments to the dark rift/Crossroads in the dates from Tortuguero
Monument 6, of the eclipsed moon in 644 AD and of Jupiter on both the 667 hotun date
and on Bahlam Ajaw’s death date in 679, can be addressed. Using Starry Night Pro
astronomy software, we can see that in the early morning of the full moon eclipse on May
27 of 644 AD, the eclipse began about two hours after midnight local time, after the full
moon passed the southern meridian and began setting in the west. It was a very long
eclipse, and was almost completely dark right around 4:00 a.m. at an altitude of 30
degrees, with the Milky Way extending vertically from the SW horizon (at about a 221
degree azimuth). The configuration with the dark rift is visually clear. The position of the
eclipsed moon at this moment is approximately 3.5 degrees west of the precise crossing
point of the Milky Way and ecliptic. By 6:00 a.m. the eclipse is over, the sky is
lightening with dawn, and the full moon has shifted a half degree closer to the precise
crossing point.

Diagram 10 in my paper depicts Jupiter’s alignment with the Milky Way on the death
date of Bahlam Ajaw, May 19, 679 AD (J). The diagram is time stamped 10 p.m. and the
view is eastward. Thus, Jupiter was rising with the dark rift in the Milky Way just after
sundown. By 10 p.m. it is about 18 degrees altitude above the horizon and will continue
to be observable throughout the night. It is positioned, on this day, about 3.5 degrees east
of the precise crossing point of Milky Way and ecliptic.

Jupiter’s position on the Milky Way on the hotun date of July 23, 667 is about 7.5

degrees west of the precise crossing point. Being west of the crossing point, this provides
the visually nice situation of it having access to the more open western side of the dark
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rift. Considerations of the celestial features involved in night sky observations need to be
held in mind. The dark rift and the Crossroads both had potent mythological meaning for
the Maya, not necessarily as precise calculation targets but as visually or conceptually
compelling signifiers. In the case of this date in 667, also true of other examples, the
interest isn’t necessarily and always about pinpointing precise alignment dates, as in a
scientific table. This date is a hotun date (9.11.15.0.0), and was meaningful as a
calendrical nexus. As I note in my paper, the interval between this date and the 2012
period-ending date (13.0.0.0.0) embodies astronumerological divisors such as 260, 360,
364, 378, and 819. The presence of these “astro”’-numerological factors highlights the
probability that Jupiter’s position on this date would have been part of the date’s
significance in the minds of the Maya elite. It presents a theme that, for whatever reason
and under whatever circumstances, gets repeated twelve years later on Bahlam Ajaw’s
death date.

So, context is always a consideration. We don’t have here a comprehensive and
consistent almanac of dark rift alignments with rising times and dates. We have specific
uses of certain alignments in the patterning of just 13 dates, within the limits of this
specific text, which incorporates general conceptualizations of planetary, lunar, and solar
alignments to the dark rift/Crossroads within the rhetorical strategy of a specific king’s
life narrative. The overall frame of this scheme seems to be the astronomical parallel
between Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday and the 2012 period-ending date.

John

From John Major Jenkins

Ed, I want to complete my answer to your question by addressing three other dark rift
alignments I alluded to in my paper. Other dates of solar or Jupiter alignments with the
dark rift/Crossroads include the accession date (501 AD) and death date (524 AD) of the
early Palenque king Ahkal Mo’ Naab, who may have been the Ahkal K’ uk who
performed the sweat-bath rite in 510 AD, documented on Tortuguero Monument 6. Also,
the sacrifice-death date of Copan ruler 18 Rabbit in 738 AD. Let’s explore this one a
little. This was a decapitation or perhaps a self-inflicted bloodletting from the neck (see
“Ritual Suicide of Maya Rulers” by Jurgen Kremer and Fausto Uc Flores at
http://ajchich1.blogspot.com/2009/02/note-from-carl-callaway.html), which was in any
case “supervised” by Quirigua ruler K’ak Tiliw. Astronomically, it was a solar zenith-
passage day at that latitude and Jupiter was near the dark rift/Crossroads (about 5 degrees
west of the precise crossing point).

Two things: the text states that the sacrifice “happened at the Black Hole” which very
well may be a confirmation of the celestial location of Jupiter (with the dark rift being
designated by "the Black Hole" glyph --- NOT the astrophysical singularity called the
Black Hole, but the visually perceivable dark rift in the Milky Way). Second, Jupiter is
often associated with the deity K’awil, and 18 Rabbit’s name includes a reference to
K’awil: Waxaklajun Ub’ah K’awil. Third, the Jupiter/dark rift/Crossroads complex was
visible for about 8 night hours. It rose with the dark rift/Crossroads around 10 pm local
time, at the 114 degree azimuth (curiously, this is the azimuth of the winter solstice
sunrise at the latitude of Quirigua). By 3:30 a.m. it was passing the southern meridian. By
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5:30 am Venus was rising and Jupiter was 38 degrees above the southwest horizon (with
the Milky Way extending almost vertically from the southwest horizon). By 6:00 a.m. the
sky was lightening and Jupiter was sinking in the southwest sky.

The larger context of events outside of Tortuguero involve themes of death and accession
and involve alignments of the sun or Jupiter with the dark rift/Crossroads --- this theme is
consistent with the astronomical alignments associated with the birth and death (and
other) events in the life of Bahlam Ajaw from Tortuguero. It suggests that what Bahlam
Ajaw was doing with astronomy (with the 2012 astronomy) was consistent with the
strategies evident in a larger context of Maya ritual and rulership.

John

Carlos Barrera Atuesta
John:

Thanks again for taking into consideration my short essay on Tortuguero Monument 6.

Before commenting on your interesting work, I would ask what are the equatorial
coordinates for the crossroads of Milky Way and ecliptic, and how much deviation
should be allowed to declination and right ascension.

I have also noticed that you use the term "STATION" for what would be the second
stationary position of Jupiter. Am I right?
Carlos

John Major Jenkins

Carlos,

Yes, I use the word "station" to refer to Jupiter's apparent stationary position, either prior
to retrograde motion or forward motion. These stations occur in different sidereal
locations through time. The process is one of slowing motion as the precise stationary
point is reached; thus to naked-eye skywatchers Jupiter can appear to hover within a
degree for over a month before reversing its motion. If a meaningful celestial background
feature was involved, such as the Pleiades or the Crossroads (on 9.11.15.0.0, Date 11 in
Chart 1, for example, ), the Maya astronomers would no doubt have noted it. And yes, in
both 612 AD and 2012 it is the second station of Jupiter.

Regarding equatorial coordinates, it depends on which era you are referring to. In era-
2012 (J2000) the Crossroads is at 18 h right ascension (270 degrees from the vernal point,
i.e, aligned with the winter solstice). In the precession era of 612 AD, the year Bahlam
Ajaw was born, the Crossroads was at 16 h 40 m right ascension, which translates to
about 19 to 20 degrees of precessional shifting between 612 AD and 2012 AD. In other
words, within a few days of his birth the sun was aligned with the Crossroads, but 19 to
20 days before the solstice. In 2012, the sun is aligned with the Crossroads, on the
solstice.
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I believe that the T-shape of Monument 6 is a clue that he was born on the day-sign Ik,
which within the range provided by the partially reconstructed Distance Number would
fall on 1 Ik, November 30, 612 AD (J). If this is the case, the sun is right on the
Crossroads on both dates, within a 5 m right ascension variance. The sun is one-half a
degree wide, so it's kind of a moot point. In any case, the known range for his birth still
provides a compelling case for an astronomical parallel drawn between his birth and
2012, in consideration of the overall rhetorical strategy laid out in the monument.

John Major Jenkins

Carlos Barrera Atuesta
John,

I agree with MEC: I made the respective astronomical simulations and found that your
statements about the dark rift are very consistent and open a new and interesting
perspective on the study of Maya Archaeoastronomy.

However, I find a bit far those positions of Jupiter described by the dates 9.8.19.10.7,
9.10.15.0.0, 8.15.16.0.5, and 13.0.0.0.0, but only when the criterion used is exactly the
second stationary position of Jupiter.

In recent years, | have repeatedly mentioned the importance of the 819-day station of
Pakal's birth (9.8.9.12.0) and its relationship with the stationary positions of Jupiter and
Saturn (among many others). And it is precisely here that I find something quiet
interesting:

The first stationary position of Saturn, on the date 9.8.9.12.0, was aligned with the dark
rift!

Moreover, the distance between the dates 13.0.0.0.0 and 9.11.15.0.0, (600 x 819 days =
30 x 16,380 days), would confirm the importance of the "contrive numbers" of
Lounsbury (63 x 18,980 days = 73 x 16,380 days), and perhaps also the importance of the
intervals I proposed a couple of years ago (9.8.9.12.0 - 12.19.13.3.0 = 83 x 16,380 days;
9.10.15.16.0 - 12.19.13.16.0 = 84 x 16,380 days).

Finally, I would like to mention that the synodic position of Jupiter on the date of "the
other end of time", corresponds to that of 9.10.15.1.11, both being excellent
representations of the second stationary position of Jupiter.

As if this were not enough, the date of "the other end of time", 20.0.0.0.0 = 1.0.0.0.0.0, is
located exactly 399 days after its respective 819-day station, or what I call [Eph.819d +
399d], being 399 days, the canonic cycle of Jupiter.

A more accurate astronomical simulation, will reveal that the date of the 80th CR
anniversary of Pakal's accession (20.0.0.0.8 = 1.0.0.0.0.8), describes with astonishing

28


http://www.facebook.com/profile.php?id=667257599

precision the second stationary position of Jupiter.

So here you have other astronomical relationships between the lives of Bahlam Ahaw of
Tortuguero and Pakal of Palenque, wich complement what is already written in my
"Open Letter" essay, and of course, what is already written in your paper.

Carlos

John Major Jenkins
Carlos,

Thank you for your interesting contribution. Yes, if the exact mathematically determined
date for Jupiter station is used, then you find the LC’s often ranging over some variance
in precision. This may be expected if the LC had its own importance as a calendrical
nexus. But the visually perceived slowing down and reversal of Jupiter --- being in effect
at station within a degree, could last weeks.

Your findings support a useful approach to working on the astronomical content of the
inscriptions --- namely, that we shouldn’t isolate one particular planet or alignment. They
were probably being tracked simultaneously and the various astronumerological periods,
stations, and alignments were seen to be interdependent. Where certain phenomena got
singled out has to do, I think, with their relevance to the rhetorical strategy of a particular
king. For Pakal, the 20th Bak’tun worked, because of the calendrical relationship with his
birth and accession; for Bahlam Ajaw, the 13th baktun period ending worked, because of
the astornomical relationship with his birth and the sweat bath founding rite. It does seem
that Pakal, his son, and Bahlam Ajaw were all working with the same milieu of
astronomical features.

I like your addition to the astronumerological list I provided for the relationship between
9.11.15.0.0 and 13.0.0.0.0 (the 819 x 600 interval). There are several other compelling
patterns going on that I did not include in the SAA piece, because the time slot for
presentation was 15 minutes. It was a good exercise to boil it down to the main points.
Pakal’s association with the 20th Bak’tun ending, it should be said, was asserted after
Pakal’s death, by his son in the 690s. Other things in the Triad Group at Palenque are
very interesting. The date of Kan Bahlam’s investiture rite at age 7 in 642 AD occurs at a
sun-Crossroads alignment, and this was linked in the narrative with a deep time
mythological date in a very compelling way. So, there’s a lot more to explore here, which
is forthcoming in other publications. Michael Grofe’s work on these themes is
indispensable. Four out of the 13 dates on Tortuguero Monument 6 involve the sun’s
position at the dark rift/Crossroads. Another involves a lunar eclipse at that same
position. Another involves Jupiter.

John

From Wolak, Barbara
Hello, This all is very interesting reading but is there any possibility that the correlation
date that John is supporting is not the right date. In your Tzolkin-Visionary perspective
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book You mention list of other correlation dates made by other people. I found
interesting that one such date the Julian 588466- by Mukerji 1936 was actually February
19 3102 BC just two days of 17 February 3102 BC date of staring New Kali yuga cycle
in Vedic Calendar. I looked at my small astronomy program Red Shift and see that
conjunctions of Venus Jupiter also Mars Sun and Moon at the end of Pisces beginning of
Aries Constellation. I have also seen other dates from that era that show Venus Jupiter
Mars conjunctions. I used to channel spirit teachers who told me to study constellations
and they said that our sky is the cosmic clock. The ancient people all over the globe knew
that, Mayans Egyptians, Hindu some of them were not influenced by others and their
knowledge stayed clean and unchanged like in Vedic tradition. I can not stop feeling that
this year 21 December Solstice when few hours before there will be total Full Moon
eclipse visible especially well from South America continent is very significant and
connected to Maya calendrics.

Barbara Wolak

John Major Jenkins
Barbara,

Yes, I listed many of the proposed correlations in my 1992 book Tzolkin (BSRF,
Garberville, CA). However, in that book, which presented the culmination of about 4
years of my early studies on the correlation question, it was easy to show that many of the
correlation proposals were generated by scientists or mathematicians running computer
stats on astronomy routines without considering the interdisciplinary context necessary
for addressing the correlation question.

In the end, the issue basically boils down to the GMT family, and in my 7zolkin book 1
looked at the two GMTs, the December 21 one and the December 23 one argued by
Lounsbury. Lounsbury's proposal is flawed, for reasons indicated by Dennis Tedlock and
John Carlson, and also for reasons I pointed out in my critique of Lounsbury's 1992
article, which is online here: http:/www.alignment2012.com/fap9.html

The primary problem with all non-December 21 correlations is that they dismiss,
undervalue, or ignore the ethnographic placement of the 260-day tzolkin, which in effect
provides a litmus test for any proposed correlation. More recent proposals by Wells-Fuls
and the recent well-publicized critique by Aldana continue to dismiss the relevance, or
veracity, of ethnographic continuity, a position which can no longer be maintained.

Having said that, this is not the place to rehash the correlation debate. Many of my
arguments and comments on this, going back 14 years, can be tracked and followed on
the Aztlan archives or the UT Meso forum and in my other books of 1998, 2002, and
2009. For the purpose of the Tortuguero article under discussion here, I use the 584283
correlation (13.0.0.0.0 = December 21, 2012). Nevertheless, even if the 285 was assumed
(resulting in only a 2-day difference), all of the dark rift/Crossroads alignments would
still be within range.

John Major Jenkins
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Miguel Sague

I understand the importance of not getting bogged down in a debate of the correct
correlation elements but I feel compelled to make a remark from an Indigenous
perspective. This is exactly what John is referring to when he speaks of the
"ethnographic" evidence. To put it plainly, Only the December 21, 2012 end-date derived
from the GMT correlation coincides with the current day-count followed by the highland
Maya people. If we are to respect the veracity of this unbroken tradition then we must
accept a correlation that provides a LC end date that coincides with the K'iche Cholk'ij
date "Four Junajpu" and stop arguing over other correlations. Taino Ti Miguel

Carlos Barrera Atuesta
John,

I've been applying some methodological procedures that I developed for my research, to
the dates of Tortuguero Monument 6, and I think you're right about the T-shape of
Monument 6 as a clue that Bahlam Ahaw was born on the day-sign Ik.

The date 9.8.19.10.2, 1 Ik 10 K'ank'in, occurred 286 days after an 819-day station,
[Eph.819d + 286d]. This means that 37,960 days before Bahlam Ahaw's birth, there was
other 819-day station. I can assure this because 46 x 819 days + 286 days = 37,960 days.

The date in question, 9.3.14.2.2, describes the second stationary position of Mars and,
according to the mathematical model that I use, is located 365 days after the opposition of
Jupiter, while our original date, 9.8.19.10.2, is located 584 days after the opposition of
Mars, being 365 days, one Jaab' calendar, and 584 days, the canonic cycle of Venus.

As we all know, 37,960 days equals 65 canonic cycles of Venus, 104 Jaab' calendars, 146
Tzolk'in calendars, and two Calendar Rounds, so all of this seems to make sense.

By using these same procedures, | was able to extract a wealth of information from the
other dates in your document that you might want to check with Michael, whom I
consider a great person and an excellent archaeoastronomer.

Carlos

John Major Jenkins

Carlos,

You write that Bahlam Ajaw's birthday, if it did indeed fall on 1 Ik, occurred 286 days
after an 819-day station. However, what if the 819-day reckoning was developed after
Bahlam Ajaw's birth? You could back project the stations indefinitely into the past, but
do we know that the 819-day accounting was being used at the time he was born and
before? I think that the haab and Venus numbers you are finding with the 1 Ik date comes
from the likelihood that 1 Tk was the Calendar Round initiator for some Maya sites
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(including possibly Tortuguero) during the Classic Period, and thus a commensurate
astronumerological lineage into the Dresden Codex material you have studied can be
identified.

The Calendar Round seating of 0 Pop would have thus happened in 622 AD and 674 AD.
In the year of Bahlam Ajaw's birth (612 AD), 1 Ik with 10 Kan'kin was merely a
recurrence of the potent 1 Ik. It is in this that I think the relevance is found. For 1 Ik in
the CR system would have been conceptually analogous to 4 Ajaw in the Long Count,
especially in consideration of the interest in the 13.0.0.0.0 =4 Ajaw = 2012 date on
Monument 6. It (1 Ik) would have provided a nice rhetorical reiteration that Bahlam
Ajaw had a special, inborn, role to play in the 2012 ritual with Bolon Yokte. His role in
this regard was explored by Gronemeyer and MacLeod in their Wayeb #34 study,
released in August. The parallel between Bahlam Ajaw's birth and 2012 could thus be
two-fold --- in the shared alignment of the sun-in-the-Crossroads, and in the calendrical
analogy between 1 Ik and 4 Ajaw. (In their respective systems, the CR and the LC, these
two dates have the same function as era markers). Finally, even if he wasn't born exactly
on 1 Ik, the general calendrical nexus (with a maximum of 7 days discrepancy) remains
conceptually compelling.

John

Miguel Sague

Hi John

I'm trying to follow this dialogue doing the arithmetic on my calculator, counting Venus
Cycles, multiplying them by the number 65 and educating myself on the cycles of other
planets and their relevance in regards to the dates at Tortuguero. What I need a little
clarification on, if you guys don't mind, is this issue of 1 Ik. This rings a bell concerning
the reading I was doing way back in the 1980's when the 2012 meme first hit the public
consciousness. At that time, as you know. there was a lot of random connecting of Maya
mythology and Aztec mythology to explicate aspects of the 2012 phenomenon. Now, is
this "1 Ik"-as-Calendar Round-initiator thing you are discussing here in any way related
to the connection made by the Calendar Round-conscious Aztecs between Ehecatl and
the return of Quetzalcoatl at some sort of End-of-Cycle event?

Miguel

Carlos Barrera Atuesta
OK, John:

We don't know if the 819-day accounting was being used at the time Bahlam Ahaw was
born and before, but we do know that it had to be in use by the time Tortuguero
Monument 6 was carved, otherwise, we could not say that the distance between

9.11.15.0.0 and 13.0.0.0.0 equals 600 x 819 days.

In the other hand, I like your argument about the Tzolk'in date 1 Ik and its role as a
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Calendar Round initiator for many Maya sites.

Regarding the "master structure" of the Venus Table of the Dresden Codex, please note
that not only the date 9.10.11.3.10 seems to be a Mercury projection of the starting point
9.5.10.8.0, but also the date 9.10.11.9.6, (which is located 116 days after 9.10.11.3.10);
while the date 9.11.16.8.18 might be a Mercury projection of the terminal point
9.10.15.16.0.

Other potential "projecting points" for Mercury would be the dates 9.10.15.1.11,
9.10.12.3.10,9.11.15.0.0 and 9.11.16.8.18, but I'm not sure if it is appropriate to address
that topic here.

Carlos

John Major Jenkins

Miguel,

I am not all that familiar with the Central Mexican day-sign associations. Grofe has
explored connection in the Palenque Creation Texts. But yes, Ik, or Wind, was associated
with Quetzalcoatl. All the more reason for it to have been preferred as the senior year-
bearer at Western Maya sites like Palenque and nearby Tortuguero. Palenque's Central
Mexican associations are known.

Type 1I year-bearers (Ik, Manik, Eb, Caban) are still used by Maya groups in Guatemala.
David Stuart discussed an example of a “1 Ik’ seating of Pop” on Naranjo Stela 18, in
“New Year Records in Classic Maya Inscriptions.” The PARI Journal 5(2):1-6. Pre-
Columbian Art Research Institute, San Francisco. Electronic version:
www.mesoweb.com/pari/publications/journal/0502/NewYear.pdf, John.

Pg2:

Carlos Barrera Atuesta

Miguel,

You can find David Stuart's article here (there was an extra zero in John's link):
www.mesoweb.com/pari/publications/journal/502/NewY ear.html

Regards

John Major Jenkins
Carlos,

Thank you for the link correction. These are interesting astronumerological associations.
As you noted, the first war campaign of Bahlam Ajaw’s career (near the lunar eclipse)
took place 116 days after his accession. I think it’s definitely worth exploring the role of
CR periods and the various planetary periods that seem alluded to in these and other
Maya inscriptions.

There are other interesting things going on that are appropriate to discuss because the
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Maya were naked-eye sky-watchers, such as the times when the moon occults the
Pleiades, which defines a certain location of the lunar nodes and thus where and when
eclipses may occur. Such a lunar occultation of the Pleiades occurred in the weeks before
Bahlam Ajaw’s birth. Also, Bahlam Ajaw was born in 612 AD at a tumultuous time in
the region, a short time after Palenque’s decimation by Calakmul and just about five
weeks after the enigmatic figure of Muwaan Maat was installed on the Palenque throne
(Pakal followed in 615 AD). Perhaps both Pakal and Bahlam Ajaw came to be celebrated
as reformers and champions for the region. They were both “5 katun” kings.

John

Miguel Sague
Thanks for the link gentlemen

Maya Exploration Center

As the moderator of this discussion board, I am making the the decision to delete Barbara
Wolak's last lengthy post because it does not relate to the discussion at hand --- that being
the subject matter of Jenkins’ paper on Tortuguero Monument 6. We are open to having
conversations about other topics, including the correlation debate or a comparison of
Maya astronomy with that of other ancient cultures, but we ask that this particular string
be confined to discussing Jenkins’ paper.

Barbara, we appreciate your participation in this discussion. Please send a message
through MEC's Facebook page if you would like to suggest we establish another
discussion string on the other topics your post brought up.

Robert Sitler’s question.

Robert Sitler asked a question whether anyone had catalogued or compiled all the Long
Count dates, looking for dark rift alignments. It was a brief question and for some reason
it is not preserved in the discussion pages. John’s response is below.

From John Major Jenkins
Hi Robert,

A systematic study and/or catalog of dark rift alignments would certainly be useful. The
9.17.10.0.0 date on Quirigua Zoomorph B is interesting, depicting a "cosmic monster"
which Looper in his 2003 book Lightning Warrior calls a "form of the Milky Way"
(174). The sun was positioned on the Milky Way on this day, at the dark rift/Crossroads.
Looper wrote: "On Zoomorph B the ruler [K'ak Tiliw] emerges from the mouth of the
crocodilian just as the maize deity is reborn from the cleft shell of the cosmic turtle"
(176). However, the cleft shell of the turtle is opposite the dark rift, whereas the date of
Zoomorph B identifies a sun-dark rift alignment. The clarification of the astronomy is not
explicitly made, but nevertheless we see here how K'ak Tiliw is depicted as the sun in the
dark rift. In his subsequent discussion (176 ff) Looper discusses Zoomorph B's role as the
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"culmination" of a "sacrifice/rebirth cycle" that it shares with the related narratives on
Stelae C and A. Maya kings could therefore imitate the solar deity's sacrifice and rebirth.
This deity complex, complete with the implicated astronomical features, is congruent
with what I identified happening on the carved monuments of Izapa (e.g., [zapa Stela 11
and the ball court throne).

As it stands, such dark-rift alignments have been found and noted, and many of these are
doubly meaningful because they are tied in narratives to contexts of accession, death,
birth (of kings or deities), or other royal rituals. One is the investiture rite of the 7-year
old future king of Palenque, K'an Bahlam, his “coming down from the tree” in the
reading of Dennis Tedlock (2010:80), that did occur on 9.10.10.0.0 (December 1, 642
(J)), a very nice alignment of the sun with the Crossroads near the dark rift. This
circumstance is very intriguing because it is tied to other mythic events in the narrative
and meanwhile, nearby at Tortuguero, Bahlam Ajaw would be taking the throne in just
over 14 months.

So, a quick answer to your question is that yes, meaningful dark-rift alignments (often
solar) that reiterate inscriptional narrative content can frequently be found. Epigraphers
should be tracking astronomy, as an aid to decipherment of meaning, and especially take
note of dark-rift alignment events if the glyphic phrase "the Black Hole" is present in the
dated inscription. For example, as I mentioned in my the SAA paper, 18 Rabbit was
sacrificed on April 27, 738 (J). It's been noted that this date was a solar zenith passage at
the latitude of Quirigua, but it was also a day when Jupiter was aligned with the dark rift
(see previous post). A similar Jupiter-dark rift/Crossroads alignment occurred on Bahlam
Ajaw's death date, May 19, 679 (J).

IMJ

From Miguel Sague
Clarification requested: Is the "black hole" reference that you are making here equivalent
to Freidel and Schele's "Black Transformer"? Miguel

John Major Jenkins
Miguel,

No, the Black Hole in Schele's usage is when the Milky Way rims the horizon. This
occurrence may be relevant in some usages by the Maya, but I do not find it compelling.
The "Black Hole" hieroglyph is found in Creation Myth contexts in relation to the
Crossroads (the part of the dark rift that allows an alignment with planets, the moon, and
the sun is at the Crossroads). It's also connected with king-making and ballgame contexts,
and other alignment contexts in which the dark rift is involved.

IMJ

From Miguel Sague:
Thank you for the clarification. I remember that now, including the various sky diagrams
illustrating the book that show the Milky Way lying along the horizon. Miguel
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Wolak Barbara

Dear Moderator, as you decide to take away my reply, "controling" the so called Topic.

I will write my observations in my blog regarding this article and other topics related to
Maya long count calendar as being connected to a cycles of Jupiter. I will not participate
here in discussion that is controlled by 'Big Brother'. I am learning and was looking for
answers to my Questions. So if anybody feels to talk with me on this subject or any other
related I invite to post in my blog. http://galacticdoor2011.blog.com/2010/12/07/synodic-
jupiter/ My question to panel is Do you think that it is possible that What ancient Maya
observe as Long count is the same cycle what Hindu call the Kali Yuga. I think they are
the same cycles which probably are based on planetary movement of Jupiter and
especially when Jupiter is in Pisces sidereal sign conjuncting Venus being closes to the
Earth and The Sun. I apologize to the panel if my posts were in bridge of the rules here.
Lovingly from my heart I wish everyone Happy New Year 2011 . Sincerely, Barbara

John Major Jenkins
Dear Barbara,

This discussion page has a specific purpose. The moderator's role is to keep the posts on
topic, which is not to say that your information is not interesting. Feel free to email me
privately at John@alignment2012.com with your email address and I will respond. Best
wishes,

John

Wolak Barbara

Thank You John, I will email you. I 'm not offended and I do not wish to offend anyone
here. I'm kind of free spirit, and go with the flow... I just started my discussion on my
blog. http://galacticdoor2011.blog.com/2010/12/08/my-discusion-on-jupiter-cycles-
connection-with-vedic-calendar-kali-yuga-mayan-long-count-calendar/

Stanley Paul Guenter
Hello John,

we met in Antigua last June but didn't have a chance to talk then. As you know, [ am a
2012 skeptic. In fact, I am about as skeptical of everything 2012 as one can possibly be,
not believing that 2012 was of much importance to the Classic Maya at all, let alone that
their calendar was geared towards this "end date". [ have a few comments about this
paper of yours, and a few more general problems with the 2012 issue that undergirds your

paper.

First to the specific comments:
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On page 3 you mention a deity named Tz'up'e, meaning "Split down the Middle", and
quote Dennis Tedlock for associating this god with the dark rift of the Milky Way. I find
this problematic, as I do not see any reason to read the hieroglyphic name of this deity
this way, nor do I see any reason to believe this deity in the Dresden Codex is associated
with any particular area of the night sky, let alone the "dark rift". I admit I have not read
Dennis Tedlock's work on this, but I don't think it helps your case to simply cite him as
an authority, without providing the actual evidence for this. I recognize that this was an
SAA paper, and thus painfully short on space, but as it stands, this claim appears to stand
on thin air, and won't impress many of our colleagues.

On the bottom of Page 4 you mention that you were unaware of Tortuguero Monument 6
when you began your 2012 research. I applaud you for making this admission, but I think
it is still a major problem for you. Tortuguero Monument 6 was not unknown when your
research began and while I sympathize that my colleagues did not bring this up when you
began discussing this subject with them back in the 1990s, the fact is that this text was
known and available to Maya epigraphers before then. So you and other 2012ers came up
with interpretations of what this date meant to the ancient Maya without taking into
account any actual texts from the period specifically addressing this date. Now, either
you guys are exceedingly prescient, or I would expect your "discovery" of this text to
cause significant changes to your theories. That is, if you are doing science. That, or, as |
said, your are amazingly prescient and phenomenally perceptive. Knowing many Maya
archaeologists, I can tell you that is quite rare in our field. And yet the 2012ers, on the
basis of no specific evidence, apparently figured out the basis for Maya culture, or at least
their astronomy, calendrics, and religion. That sparks my skepticism.

On the bottom of page 5 you mention Sven Gronemeyer and Michael Grofe for ideas

about the birth date of Bahlam Ajaw. While I applaud giving credit to young, publishing
scholars, the fact is that these guys are not the first to make these observations. I learned
about this from Peter Mathews when [ was in the University of Calgary back in the mid-
1990s and Grube, Martin and Zender have this in the 2002 Texas Notebook (page 11-17).

On page 6 you write, referring to Mt. 6, "In order to understand the astronomical pattern
of these dates ...". My question is: why assume these dates have any astronomical pattern
to begin with? Other than because you assume there has to be one? This is one of the
biggest problems I have with not only 2012ers but archaeoastronomy in general. Too
often claims are made for which there is not only no proof, but no reason for assuming
astronomical significance to begin with. On Monument 6, for example, which are the
glyphs that make us suspect the scribes here were concerned with astronomy? I don't see
many, and I doubt you do either. In fact, the only one you mention is the AHIIN glyph at
F10. However, "crocodile" is a common glyph, appearing in the names of many people
and places. There is nothing particularly "celestial" about the ahiin in this text. Where are
the sun, moon, star, or sky glyphs that would signal an interest in astronomy tied in to
these dates? I think you are ignoring the possibility that the scribes weren't much
interested in astronomy here, and, for that matter, in most Maya texts. Explicit mentions
of astronomical events are exceedingly rare. So why assume astronomy was so important
to the ancient Maya? Personally, I think it is mostly a hold-over from the early 20th
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century epigraphers. But that is a discussion for another time. My point is that there is
almost no reason whatsoever to think that the dates of Tortuguero Monument 6 are
patterned astronomically.

On page 7 you mention that Ahkal K'uk' may be the same individual as Ahkal Mo' Nahb
of Palenque. I will use the name Ahkul in place of Ahkal as the former is clearly how this
name was pronounced at Bonampak (I and most of my epigrapher colleagues reject Dave
and Steve's morphosyllable argument). I do not see why we should see these two as the
same person. Yes, both have the name Ahkul as part of their own names but their full
names are not the same. Consider that Frederick William III of Prussia was a
contemporary of William IV of Britain; these were obviously not the same king. You also
mention that he was involved in a sweat bath event. This is not quite accurate. The text
actually mentions that an event occurred to the pib naah of Ahkul K'uk'. While pib naah
does mean sweat bath, at Palenque it refers to the shrines within the Cross Group
temples, and this is probably the reference here at Tortuguero. Remember to
contextualize the specific text here. This reference to Ahkul K'uk's pib naah follows
directly after a very long text describing the dedication of Monument 6 as part of a
structural dedication on 9.11.16.8.18, 9 Edznab 6 Kayab. I suspect this structure, where
Monument 6 was housed, was the replacement for this earlier pib naah structure that
Ahkul K'uk' had dedicated. That is certainly the normal pattern for many similar Classic
Maya texts.

Now, let's move on to the 2012 reference on Monument 6. I don't think astronomy has
any basis for the mention of this date, nor do I think it confirms any Classic Maya interest
in 2012 as the end date of their calendar. The reason for this reference comes from just
earlier in the text. Note that the dedicatory date of the monument, the 9 Edznab date, is
specifically linked to the immediately preceding hotun ending, 9.11.15.0.0, 4 Ahau 13
Mol. Far more than being astronomers, the Maya were astrologers or, more precisely,
chronomancists. That is, the Maya were obsessed with the patterns not of the stars so
much as of their own calendar. The best days were those that mirrored the creation date,
13.0.0.0.0, 4 Ahau 8 Cumku. This can be see in the stelae of Waxaklajuun Ubaah K'awiil
of Copan, where the stelae were often dedicated not just on the various katun endings, or
hotun endings, but on the last 4 Ahau date, or Ahau date fitted with a Cumku date, that
occurred before these major period endings. 4 Ahau was a very sacred date because of
this association with creation. Note that the last period ending before the dedication of
Monument 6 was a 4 Ahau hotun. This, I believe, is not coincidental, and Monument 6
was likely the monument that Bahlam Ajaw dedicated in honor of that period ending.
This, I think, explains the final date, 13.0.0.0.0, 4 Ahau 3 Kankin. Just as we see at
Quirigua the association of contemporary dedicatory Period Ending katun endings with
similarly coefficiented Ahau period ending dates in the supernatural past, I think Bahlam
Ajaw is tying his Period Ending in to grander cycles. The 4 Ahau date of 2012 was going
to be the greatest Period Ending presided over by 4 Ahau since the Creation date of 3114
BC itself. I think this handily explains why Bahlam Ajaw has provided us with the only
ancient reference to 2012. Not because it marked the end of any "Great Cycle", but
merely because it was the greatest Period Ending that 4 Ahau would rule over in the
future.
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In fact, we know that the scribes of Tortuguero didn't believe 2012 was the end of the
calendar because in the text the mention that this is the end of 13 baktuns. Note that they
do not state this was the end of 1 pictun, which they would have if this was the end of a
"Great Cycle". I have noticed that in Maya period ending texts the reference is always to
the end of the highest cycle. Thus baktun endings are never referred to as the end of a
mere katun. If the Maya of Tortuguero thought that there were only 13 baktuns in a
"Great Cycle" we should have seen a reference to the end of 1 pictun here. That we only
see "end of 13 baktuns" means the Tortuguero scribes, like those of Palenque, saw 20
baktuns in a pictun. Yet another strike against 2012.

Finally, I would like to point out one of my greatest arguments against your 2012
interpretations, John, and this is cross-cultural comparison. Calendars fascinate me, and
I've looked at quite a number. I don't know of a single Long Count-style calendar from
any culture that is predicated upon its "final date". Frankly, I don't know of any calendars
that have "end dates". They all have beginning dates that are important, but continue
indefinitely until replaced by a new calendar. So, what you are proposing about 2012
makes the Maya extremely unusual. While this is not a mortal strike against your ideas, it
does mean that you are going to have to find a lot of solid evidence to get your ideas
accepted by the scientific community. And, as | hope to have shown here, the evidence
stacks up strongly against your 2012 arguments.

Anyway, those are my thoughts, and I look forward to your response. All best,
Stan

Miguel Sague
Stan, I know your comment is directed at John but I just can't hold back some questions:

The well-documented post-classic text tradition of naming katuns after the last date ie.
"katun 6 Ahau", "katun 4 Ahau" etc. that doesn't provide some evidence that at least Post-
Classic era Maya were interested in the end-date of a time period? And who said that 4
Ahau- Eight Kumku is a beginning date? It is the Creation Date, yes, but (and correct me
if I'm wrong) isn't it actually the end date of a previous time period. Should not 5 Imix 9
Kumku be a better candidate for the actual "beginning Date" of this current time period.
Isn't there strong linguistic evidence to suggest that these Ahau dates were perceived as
"completion dates", dates when the time periods were neatly tied into "bundles" and new
time periods began with the next day?

Maybe in your cross-cultural research you should actually admit that in fact you scholars
have discovered in the ancient Maya a culture that is unique in its peculiar interest in end-
dates rather than beginning dates.

And you are trying to make an argument that the classic-era Maya were not interested in
astronomy. Are you stating that as a generalization (that their astronomical interest was
not as intense as John and others make it out to be)? Or are you making a literal statement
(they were not at all interested in astronomy)? What were the observatories for? Do you
perhaps suggest they were not observatories? Were these buildings used for something
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else than celestial observation? What are the Venus and moon and eclipse tables in the
Dresden Codex all about? Is this irrelevant material? Does it not appear to you to be some
kind of intense classic era interest in the movement of heavenly bodies? What is the well-
documented contemporary traditional Maya interest in a huge number of astronomical
phenomena? Is this just some recent post-colonial development with no antecedent in
Classic era usage?

Lastly I need clarification on a statement that you made about the "Creation Date". Your
mention of "pictuns" as the only valid "Great Cycle" periods recognized by the classic era
Mayas suggest a preference either by them (or by you) for periods of twenty over periods
of thirteen. And yet you mention that the beginning of this creation is the date 13.0.0.0.0
four Ahau Eight Kumku. Do you see where I'm going with this one? Your admission that
the current creation began at the end of a thirteen baktun period kind of contradicts your
argument. Does the date 13.0.0.0.0 not hint at some sort of recognition by the ancient
Mayas of a thirteen baktun time period as relevant, perhaps as relevant as a period of
twenty baktuns?

I Know I am a crass amateur and my questions will appear impertinent because I don't
have a lot of the updated and fine-tuned epigraphic and archeological evidence at my
disposal as you have. But I assume that this forum was created for participation of a
wider range of people than just academics so you must expect the interjection of opinions
and questions from people without PHD's, and in my humble opinion the challenges that
you have made against the theory that the classic era Mayas were interested in the date
Dec 21st 2012 appear to have weaknesses of their own. But, of course, that's the opinion
of an amateur and I hope that you can clarify my confusion.

respectfully

Miguel

Carlos Barrera Atuesta
A respectful request for clarification to Stanley:

When you say that the Maya were obsessed with the patterns not of the stars so much as
of their own calendar, Does this mean that the Tzolkin Calendar or the Jaab' Calendar did
not originate, or were not motivated by astronomical observations?

Thanks in advance for your reply. Carlos

John Major Jenkins
Thank you, Stan, for your response and well considered comments on my SAA paper.

Yes, the SAA presentations are brief and this is a detriment to the full exploration that is
necessary, and forthcoming. Some of the additional info is coming forth in these posts! I
alluded to Tedlock’s identification of a deity in the Dresden Codex with the dark rift in
the Milky Way because, in this case, I believe his observations and arguments are
compelling. The argument lies in his methodology of reading the sequence of almanac
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deities as positions in the sky, and are found in chapter 15 of his book 2000 Years of
Mayan Literature. When 1 gave my presentation in St Louis I offered audience members
a Xeroxed hand-out --- my notes to and review of Tedlock’s book.

Another compelling item in Tedlock’s book involves the Venus almanac in the Dresden
and the sidereal position of Venus on the 1 Ajaw dates. He finds a consistent sidereal
backdrop pattern, including the use of the “Ayin” crocodile in the sky. Tedlock writes
that on one of the 1 Ajaw Venus dates, “the Great Star [ Venus] is caught where the day
begins by the Crocodile, when 2,920 days have passed” (208). Tedlock explains this
passage in the Dresden almanac as follows: “The last of all the characters is Ayin, or
“Crocodile,” who catches the Great Star [Venus] when it is in Sagittarius. His home is
probably in the Milky Way, perhaps in the part that includes the Great Rift” (2010:212).
And this isn’t an unfounded assertion, it’s a reading based upon the patterning of the
dates in the Dresden in consideration of the associated astronomy --- much like my
approach to Tortuguero Monument 6.

This Ayin example also partially addresses your comment about the many instances of
ayin glyphs in the inscriptions. It’s fairly easy to register skepticism based on the
prevalence of ayin references, but discerning examination of context can sort out ones
that pertain to astronomy. Similarly, we have words or phrases in English --- such as
“Milky Way” for example. We could examine occurrences of this phrase and find that
some, but not all, refer to candy bars. And some refer to a celestial feature. We can’t
dismiss the evidence that in some contexts the ayin phrase refers to the Milky Way,
especially in light of other iconographic evidence that the Milky Way was indeed
portrayed as a caiman or crocodile. Tedlock’s idiosyncratic poetic rendering of some
Maya names is possibly a stumbling block for some scholars to take a discerning look at
his arguments regarding how Maya texts, ritual, and astronomy are interrelated. No
offering or reconstruction of ancient motivations and paradigms is perfect, but we can
have a discerning eye and I think the Tz up’e argument (see page 176 of his book)
deserves consideration --- you should check it out. In any case, there are numerous other
examples of the dark rift’s role which could serve the point I was making in citing
Tedlock. The best place to find these references are in my previous books and articles. I
also alluded to several instances of dark rift uses in the SAA piece and in several of my
posts above.

I don’t think it helps your position as a “skeptic” (meaning, I assume, unbiased) to be
using the phrases “you and other 2012ers” and “you guys” --- please identify the team of
“2012ers” that I am colluding with. These are also slightly pejorative phrasings and give
rise to prejudicial attitudes by corralling many people into one category. My hope --- and
the hope of the MEC --- is that this venue would be a chance for the 2012 discussion in
academia to get beyond that. Like it or not, I’ve been researching Maya cosmology,
astronomy, and calendrics with a specific focus on 2012 for over twenty years. I believe
you are blending me together with other writers who have distorted my work. This reflex
is understandable given the 2012 mess in the marketplace. However, I have invited civil
dialogues and have attempted to clarify the factually inaccurate characterization of my
work, including the presentation / critique of “2012ers” offered by you and David
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Freidel, which I critiqued and sent during an email exchange with David in the summer
0f 2009. It 1s here: http://update2012.com/response-to-freidelMay.html. I don’t mean for
this to be defensive or to open up another debate; I offer this link as a reference point so
that misconceptions that you have had, or that any other scholars may have shared with
you, in the past about my work can be clarified. I don’t know if you or David received
this, as our email exchange stopped after I sent it and my subsequent email query went
unanswered. Perhaps you already read this and have taken my factual clarifications to
heart. In any case, we can address the new exchange at hand.

Yes, it’s fascinating that, as you noted, no one offered up the TRT 2012 reference during
the many years of debate that occurred on Aztlan and elsewhere beginning with Linda
Schele’s post on 2012 in 1996. For many years my critics repeated the comment “there
are no 2012 references in the inscriptions.” It’s ironic that one rare early reference in
English to the TRT 2012 date is found in Schele’s Maya Verbs catalog of 1982. That’s
pretty funny. At any rate, things happen when they will. So, yes, I was drawn to examine
intentionality in the 2012 date because it falls on a solstice, according to the 584283
correlation that I had already concluded was the best correlation, from my studies
between 1986 and 1992. Focusing on the 2012 question at that time, I found in the
academic literature that the pre-Classic context of the Izapan civilization was the likely
origin place (and time) of the Long Count system. My examination of the archaeo-
astronomical situation at [zapa, the Creation Myth iconography, and the ballgame
symbolism, resulted in my so-called “2012 alignment theory,” as presented in my 1998
book. This theory involves a solstice-sun alignment to the dark rift/Crossroads in the
Milky Way --- a result of the precession of the equinoxes. That we are now finding that 4
of the 13 dates on our Tortuguero 2012 monument involve the solar alignment with the
dark rift/Crossroads is not so much an indication that [ was magically prescient, but that |
had deduced enough from the pre-hieroglyhic evidence at Izapa to get the outlines of the
reconstruction correct. I’d really like your opinion on whether you think that the 4 out of
13 dates is a coincidence. Also consider the lunar eclipse date at the dark rift/Crossroads
and the Jupiter alignment with that same position on the hotun date of 667, which is
linked via many astronumerological numbers (including 819) back to the 2012 date.
These are core facts I noted in my paper, which I believe should be a focus of a dialogue.

You wrote: “On the bottom of page 5 you mention Sven Gronemeyer and Michael Grofe
for ideas about the birth date of Bahlam Ajaw. While I applaud giving credit to young,
publishing scholars, the fact is that these guys are not the first to make these observations.
I learned about this from Peter Mathews when I was in the University of Calgary back in
the mid-1990s and Grube, Martin and Zender have this in the 2002 Texas Notebook
(page 1I-17).”

I think your statement here about “the ideas about the birth date of Bahlam Ajaw”
requires clarification. A compelling linchpin for the argument I present is the
astronomical situation that was occurring around Bahlam Ajaw’s reconstructed birthday,
as a parallel to the astronomy on the 2012 date. In my experience, it was Michael Grofe
who first identified this during our discussions of the TRT dates in February of 2009. So,
are you claiming that Grube, Martin, Zender, and/or Mathews made this astronomical
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observation in the mid-1990s and/or in 2002? That would be astonishing. If so, one
wonders why it wasn’t offered up long ago --- can you provide a scan or a quote? I’d love
to incorporate that. Did they also observe, as I believe Erik Boot did, that the 20 missing
glyphs in the left flange provide the correct amount of space for an Initial and
Supplementary Series for Bahlam Ajaw’s birth?

I think you must be referring to mere reconstruction of the birthday using the surviving
Distance Number in the main body of the text. In any case, I can’t be aware of everything
that goes on in private conversations you’ve had or at various conferences. This is a
minor point. I referenced the birthdate reconstruction through Sven’s thorough study of
the site, augmented by Grofe’s careful examination of the eroded distance number.

You note my astronomical focus in looking at the dates and then wonder, “why assume
these dates have any astronomical pattern to begin with? Other than because you assume
there has to be one?”

I didn’t assume there MUST be astronomical patterns. But since we find astronomical
patterns and references in the inscriptions of many other texts from Copan, Palenque,
Quirigua, and elsewhere, it’s reasonable to suspect that there may be astronomy
happening in the Tortuguero inscription. Especially when a royal narrative is involved,
we find many links between the king and distant rituals in mythic as well as historic time,
and these are often embedded with astronomical repetitions --- involving Venus for
example at Copan. Or, demonstrably, sidereal positions of the sun. And yes, as you point
out, patterns can include calendrical parallels, such as haab positions or 260-day
positions. Why should astronomy be left out of the examination? Why is your default
position in the negative, when astronomy is already known to be an important aspect of
many rituals and narratives?

You asked: “On Monument 6, for example, which are the glyphs that make us suspect the
scribes here were concerned with astronomy? I don't see many, and I doubt you do either.
In fact, the only one you mention is the AHIIN glyph at F10.”

Here we find your own assumption that astronomy must be explicitly described in the
textual statement --- and only in hieroglyphic statements. Iconography is not, in your
view, a statement. Astronomical orientation of a mural fagade or a stela is not, in your
mind, a viable statement or acceptable piece of “evidence” for understanding Maya intent
or narrative content. Is it possible that the Maya would not necessarily need, or want, to
underscore astronomical content that was already alluded to by the dates or orientations
themselves? What about the tendency of Maya ceremonialists or folklorists to mask
levels of meaning through allusion? In the narrative of these inscriptions, such an explicit
spelling-it-all-out practice, as you would prefer, may have simply seemed redundant to
Maya scribes. We can’t pretend to know or understand all of the complex motivations of
Maya narrative structures, the many subtexts and nuances of glyphic forms, puns,
rhymes, inflections, and iconographic insinuations. In any case, mine is a straightforward
approach to map out the astronomy of the 13 dates and look at what we find. This is the
scientific method --- collect your data-set and organize what you find into categories that
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the data represents. Are there repeating astronomical themes and patterns? Yes. Beyond
chance? Yes. Since Tortuguero Monument 6 has been known for so long, ’'m wondering
why this wasn’t done long ago. If it was, I’d love to see previous work done, as I'm all
for collaborating on reconstructing these interesting areas of astronomy within narrative.

You wrote: “Explicit mentions of astronomical events are exceedingly rare.” Yes, this is
curious. Don’t you think it’s unusual that a civilization so universally lauded for their
astronomical achievements and abilities would have such a dearth of EXPLICIT
mentions of astronomical events? I think your statement indicates that your sights are set
too literally, that you are assuming that the Maya scribes would need or want to make
such explicit statements very frequently, as if they were writing scientific texts, and you
are missing other contextual sources of data and evidence. I submit that the dates
themselves provide astronomical “statements” --- it’s like a subtext that must me delved
into to see the full meaning of the inscription. I think we need epigraphers, astronomers,
and poets working on these texts. A grammarian, for example, is concerned only with the
surface and literal reading, with correct punctuation and syntax --- but we need something
more of a literary stylist sensitive to nuances and multiple references. Astronomy is a
manageable resource for fuller context and fuller readings. As an example, please read
the fuller reading of Quirigua Zoomorph B that I described in my post to Robert Sitler,
above.

You wrote: “My point is that there is almost no reason whatsoever to think that the dates
of Tortuguero Monument 6 are patterned astronomically.” Stan, this is a very sweeping
statement, and must be qualified. I wouldn’t say, and do not say, that astronomy is the
only factor involved in the choice and placement of the 13 dates on TRT Mon 6. That
some kind of intentional structuring of the dates is going on is evident in my Diagram 9.
This diagram is not an imaginary construct; it is also not the only way that the structural
patterning of the dates can be representation --- the point was to illustrate the symmetry
of the two hotun dates and the two dates generated with negative distance numbers. With
this diagram, we see that there is more intention going on in the inscription than can be
seen literally. It’s the perfect example of hidden content --- kind of neat now that I think
of it, how it replicates the T-shape of the monument itself. There is no glyphic statement
that reads “we the Maya have embedded a symmetrical pattern into this inscription.” Yet
it is there. It’s not far-fetched to suspect that there are things going on in these texts that
we haven’t quite figured out yet, is it? And then, if we examine the texts carefully, that
we can discover them?

As mentioned, you are looking for an explicit hieroglyphic statement --- a problematic
approach considering how slippery epigraphic decipherment of meaning is (not the
phonetic pronunciation, which is the area of greatest advance in epigraphy, but the
meanings are often hard to resolve and often slide between several sets of possibilities).

When you say “there is almost no reason whatsoever to think that the dates of Tortuguero

Monument 6 are patterned astronomically” you ignore several reasons that my paper
presents:
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1. The structural and astronomical parallel between Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday and the
2012 date. These are facts.

2. The theme of this astronomical alignment image is repeated on many of the other dates
on the monument --- coincidence?

3. The consistent presence, in these alignments, of mythologically potent astronomical
features (already known from many Creation narratives such as at Palenque and
Quirigua).

4. The astronumerology evident in many date relations, indicating theoretical
computations of the planetary number canon, not least of which is the 819 x 600 interval
between the 667 AD hotun date and the 2012 date --- thus a concern with astronomy.

Are you saying these aren’t reasons, or just not reasons that you agree with? Or that these
are the reasons that are “almost no reason?” They seem a little more weighty than that.
Plus, they are all facts.

You offered a disagreement as to the spelling of Ahkal / Ahkul K’uk. In my original
piece I had it as Ahkul K’uk, but then in my minor editing of this piece I changed it to
Ahkal K’uk because that’s what Gronemeyer and MacLeod report in their Wayeb #34
study (page 59). Boy, you epigraphers keep my head spinning!

Regarding the POSSIBLE identity of this Ahkal K’uk with the Ahkal Mo’ Naab of
Palenque, you wrote “I do not see why we should see these two as the same person.”
Well, we don’t have to, but other scholars have noted the possibility, supported by the
fact that the 510 AD date of the pibna:h rite coincides with the rule of Ahkal Mo’ Naab at
nearby Palenque (501 AD to 524 AD). Taking this possibility as a hypothetical, when I
looked at the astronomical events associated with this king’s accession and death date |
found an interesting parallel to the astronomical theme found throughout Bahlam Ajaw’s
biographical monument, as I described in my paper. These are contextual circumstances
that add weight to the possibility that the two Ahka[u]l’s are one and the same. Ahkal
Mo’ Naab was an oft-cited foundational ruler at Palenque; it’s possible that he had a
similar revered status at nearby Tortuguero, and maybe was even recognized as an early
king of the Tortuguero polity, which shares a placename with Palenque.

Also, you register your preference that the pibna:h of Ahkal K’uk does not have a
conceptual connection with the sweat bath. Gronemeyer & MacLeod write: “On
9.3.16.1.11 ... the text specifies the positioning or placing of something in a dedication
ritual for the “steambath” (pibna:h) or temple sanctuary (Houston 1996 : 133), of a
person named Ahkal K’uk ...” (2010:7). Here, both “steambath” and “temple sanctuary”
are referenced. It seems that the multiple meanings inherent in many epigraphic
decipherments can result in epigraphers being divided, if they feel compelled to decide on
one specific interpretation. I feel this narrows the scope and doesn’t serve understanding
the full meaning of the text. Since there is some ambiguity on this point, it is more open
minded to keep the possibilities stated.

As for Ahkal K’uk possibly not being the agent of the placing of the object in the
dedication ritual, I see your point. The steambath / sanctuary is his, but he might not be
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present. However, my point remains because he is named in the text and therefore gets
evoked in the context of the narrative, my point being that he was an important ancestor
or lineage founder in the eyes of Bahlam Ajaw. Here, again, we circle back to my
proposal as to the reason why this might be so, which --- if the two Ahkals are one and
the same --- could involve the theme of the dark rift alignments that I believe Bahlam
Ajaw reiterated in his rhetoric of power. It must be at least a little bit interesting that
Ahkal Mo’ Naab died in 524 AD when the sun was aligned with the dark rift/Crossroads,
the same alignment that was happening on the date of the “pibna:h” rite as well as at
Bahlam Ajaw’s birth. And, of course, on 13.0.0.0.0 in 2012. I’'m not claiming that this
presentation of striking parallels provides bullet-proof evidence, and skeptics can always
exploit ever-present gray areas or the lack of absolute 100% proof. Reconstructions of
narrative intention do not rest on mathematical equations.

You wrote: “That is, the Maya were obsessed with the patterns not of the stars so much as
of their own calendar.” Not sure why you need to take a mutually exclusive position here.
It’s clear that they were integrating astronomical, calendrical, and astronumerological
considerations --- all of it. In your repeated skepticism of references to astronomy, I sense
a bias. So far, you haven’t actually addressed or mentioned the main point of my paper ---
the astronomical parallel between Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday and 2012, and the reiteration
of this theme on other dates in the text. The fact of this, as mentioned, is not my own
discovery, as Michael Grofe noted this and his work on sidereal positioning at long
intervals supports that these types of alignments were utilized by the Maya. The
implications of it for understanding Bahlam Ajaw’s strategic motivations and
construction of his biographical text, asserting his special connection with 2012 and
Bolon Yokte (as can be read in Gronemeyer & MacLeod’s Wayeb 34 essay), are worth
exploring. A useful explanatory framework is the astronomy (in addition to calendrical
and astronumerological considerations).

You wrote: “...nor do I think it confirms any Classic Maya interest in 2012 as the end
date of their calendar.” Hooray! We agree! I do not believe that 2012 is the end of the
calendar. Never have. I think it could be conceptually the end of a 13-baktun cycle,
perhaps only in certain contexts. It’s certainly the end of the 13th Baktun. But not the
“end of the calendar.” The loose terminology around this in the media and the
marketplace is certainly frustrating.

Your comments on the use of the 4 Ajaw parallel of July 23, 667 AD to 4 Ajaw in 2012
is interesting. But packaged with this parallel (a 260 commensuration to 2012) is also the
other astronumerological commensurations I pointed out in my paper --- 360, 364, 378,
and 819. How do these factor into your suggestion? There are also other haab and tzolkin
parallels that are worth exploring, one of which brings in a Venus cycle commensuration
and a larger context of the other surviving monument from Tortuguero, including
Monuments 1 and 8. Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday itself provides a near calendrical nexus
with 3 Kankin. This might be a statement that people will jump all over, but: Given the
Maya penchant for obscure manipulations and noting mathematical parallels and
calendrical commensurations, the most reasonable default position is probably that
anything we might stumble across, the Maya probably did too. Someone at Palenque, for
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example, figured out that clever connection between Pakal’s birth, accession, and the 20"
Baktun as a near-80" Calendar Round anniversary. That’s a lot more convoluted than
Bahlam Ajaw’s birth-relation to 2012 (which, by the way, is 1400 tropical years plus
approximately 20 days).

You wrote of the presence of the 20th Baktun period-ending at Palenque, and compare it
to the presence of the 13th Baktun period ending at Tortuguero and suggest this provides
proof that “the calendar doesn’t stop in 2012.” Van Stone does this too. This is a
misleading framework. I’m not saying that the Tortuguero inscription states that 2012 is
the end of the calendar. Who is? I don’t know. In fact, I allow for the 20th Baktun ending,
the 10th Baktun ending, and the 13th Baktun ending in 2012 (and the previous one in
3114 BC) to ALL be viable connection points with Creation imagery and calendrical
power points that were exploited by various Maya kings in their rhetoric of power ---
that’s a key idea in my treatment of this material, which may not be clearly enunciated in
this paper but which I am currently working on for another publication. It’s not about the
calendar “ending” or the world ending, but I do think that these calendrical power
stations --- particularly the 13th Baktun endings in 2012 AD and 3114 BC (despite what
Pakal’s crew claimed for the 20th baktun ending) --- were of great interest to the Maya.
Obviously, we see them being used with great effect at Quirigua and at Tortuguero, and
elsewhere. But 20?7 Palenque, only. Nevertheless, it had meaning to Pakal’s son and his
rhetoricians. The challenge was for the kings to show how they were connected to a
power date (whichever one they chose), with a clear connotation of period-ending rites
and the sacrifices and renewal that happens in the Creation myth and at period endings.
Bolon Yokte’s presence in 2012 supports this notion.

I’d like you to read your following statement carefully: “If the Maya of Tortuguero
thought that there were only 13 baktuns in a "Great Cycle" we should have seen a
reference to the end of 1 pictun here. That we only see "end of 13 baktuns" means the
Tortuguero scribes, like those of Palenque, saw 20 baktuns in a pictun. Yet another strike
against 2012.”

First of all, you seem to be stating that the Maya would equate the completion of 13
baktuns with 1 pik. There’s no evidence anywhere that they did or would. And no, this is
not a strike against 2012. It is a strike against the idea (an erroneous assumption to begin
with) that all Maya people everywhere in all times always thought that the math of the
Long Count must stop at 13 baktuns. Many critics of 2012 point to Pakal’s son’s clever
use of the 20th baktun period ending to accentuate the status of his father. But so what?
Pure propaganda politics, and not that surprising. In my open-minded recognition of what
was actually going on among the Maya elite, in their employment of rhetorical strategies,
I see the use of a 20th Baktun at Palenque NOT as a definitive statement that the 13th
Baktun period-ending at Tortuguero is meaningless or an abherration from canonical
usage, or that it must be “struck out,” but that different Maya kings exploited great period
endings in different ways --- but with the same motivation in mind. And that was, to
accentuate their power. They were challenged with asserting or demonstrating their
connection with their preferred big period-ending in the Long Count by highlighting their
personal association with it. This could be via calendrical analogies and near-
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commensurations, as with Pakal, or via astronomical and calendrical analogies, as with
Bahlam Ajaw’s use of the 2012 date. It’s really not that radical a suggestion. What seems
unacceptable to many critics is that the Maya at Tortuguero would have had to have been
aware of the sun’s positioning at the dark rift/Crossroads on 13.0.0.0.0 in 2012, such that
the analogy with Bahlam Ajaw’s birth astronomy could be consciously drawn. This
involves an awareness of precession, evidence for which is being identified by scholars
such as Barbara MacLeod and Michael Grofe. By the way, many of these critiques and
questions were already addressed in a long email with Ed Barnhart in July.

You wrote: “I don't know of a single Long Count-style calendar from any culture that is
predicated upon its "final date". Frankly, I don't know of any calendars that have "end
dates."

Well, there are a lot of things in Maya intellectual achievements that have no precedent in
other cultures. And again, that loose terminology --- 2012 is a period-ending date,
perhaps a cycle-ending date in some perspectives, but not an “end” date that gives the
connotation of a final end to time, the calendar, the world. (Your critique here does not
apply to my position; why are you using it?)

Regarding the intention underlying the location of 13.0.0.0.0 on December 21, 2012.
Well, the solstice placement of 13.0.0.0.0, according to the 584283, already suggests that
some kind of intention is present in the Long Count’s configuration in real time. Is that
forward projection in the tropical year of 365.242 days permissiable, but a precessional
calculation is not? Or must the fact of the alignment of the sun with the dark
rift/Crossroads in era-2012 be a coincidence? To qualify my response to your comment, [
lately believe that different precessional alignments projected back to 3114 BC and
projected forward to 2012 AD were both at work in the construction of the Long Count.
This is for another topic.

If Bahlam Ajaw, as my argument and the astronomical data and previous findings of
Grofe indicates, was rhetorically asserting his connection to the 2012 date because of the
astronomical parallel between his birthdate and the 2012 date, then the Tortuguero elite
were aware that the sun would be aligning with the dark rift/Crossroads in 2012. And this
is, it must be said, a fact of astronomy. Now, was this just a happenstiantial discovery that
was exploited by Bahlam Ajaw? Or was it part of an older knowledge that was laying
about? I believe the latter scenario is more likely, and therefore we are faced with
grappling with good precessional knowledge being known to the pre-Classic people who
devised the Long Count, possibly as late as the 1st-century BC. That would make them
on par with Greek astronomy at the same time. Is that really impossible to swallow? The
reason | frame it this way is because my work is rejected not on grounds of a lack of
evidence or good argument, but because there is deep prejudice against accepting the
implications—the level of astronomical achievement required (despite the mounting
evidence for it). And the implications have nothing to do with an argument for doomsday,
space aliens, or astronomical knowledge that was impossible to achieve. Izapan
archaeoastronomy, Tortuguero date astronomy, the 3-11 pik formula, sidereal positions
of the sun and other bodies evident in the Dresden Codex and elsewhere, shared
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rhetorical strategies employed by Maya kings using 10th, 13th, and 20th Baktun period
endings at Quirigua, Copan, Palenque, and Tortuguero---when all the evidence from
these different areas are integrated, the picture is clear.

Thank you, Stan, for your well considered questions and critique. I appreciate your taking
the time to respond. I do not feel that the specific contexts and arguments you brought up
present problems for the arguments I’ve laid out. You’ve helped me to see a few areas
that need better contextualizing and more cautious or clear phrasing. I reiterated the
primary points of my argument above, which unfortunately you did not specficially
address, and I clarified what appear to be a few misconceptions about my assumptions
and position on how the Maya thought about 2012. It is, overall, great that we are
beginning to have a conversation about how the Maya thought about 2012, based on
Tortuguero Monument 6. Clearly, they did think something about it, and that something
--- as with the use of other big period-endings elsewhere --- utilizes rather profound
ideation involving Maya kingship, calendrics, the rhetoric of power, and Creation myth
deities. Best wishes,

John Major Jenkins

From Stanley Paul Guenter
Hello Miguel,

Thank you for your comments. Now, I can tell by your last paragraph that my post has
struck a nerve with you, and I am sorry for that. I do want you to know that my criticism
of John’s ideas are not based upon any kind of academic elitism. [ work as a tour guide in
the Maya area and I cannot tell you how much I have learned from the “amateurs” who
accompany me on my trips. I do not believe a degree lends any automatic authority to
one’s ideas. On the 2012 subject, I think a lot of my academic colleagues are dead wrong
on a lot of issues. I actually agree with John on a preference for the GMT 585283 [sic,
584285] correlation, and don’t see much going for the 58525 [sic, 584285] variant, or
other proposed correlations. I think it is sad that too many of my colleagues cavalierly
dismiss his ideas as New Age ravings of the fringe. [ have to admit that I don’t think John
does himself much help on this matter by attending New Age conferences, where he
stands shoulder to shoulder with individuals we all admit are indeed on the
pseudoscientific fringe of Maya studies. But I think John has done a lot of interesting and
provocative work, and while I disagree with his ideas I think we need to have an open
discussion of these matters. And the less polemics we have in the matter, the better. Thus
I will do my best to speak to you and John on an open, even level, and will not talk down
to you and I hope you will not automatically assume I am.

Now, on to your specific points. Regarding the Postclassic tradition of dating katuns to
their end date, you are indeed correct on this. However, these katuns, while based upon
part of the old Long Count system, are not the Long Count system in and of themselves.
These katuns of the Postclassic period are cyclical time, and thus all the confusion of
chronology one finds in the books of Chilam Balam. The interest in the end date of

49


http://www.facebook.com/profile.php?id=549552025

katuns is no different than the emphasis on the end date of the sequence of tzolkin day
names, Ahau, and is comparable to how the Jewish “week” emphasizes Saturday as the
day of rest. The Long Count calendar is a different ball of wax, however. What reason do
we have to believe that the ancient Maya found the end date of a Great Cycle to be more
important than the beginning date? We have more than a dozen references to the 3114
BC 4 Ahau 8 Cumku date of 13.0.0.0.0, while we have only one reference to the 2012 4
Ahau 3 Kankin date of 13.0.0.0.0. That is damning evidence against those who
emphasize 2012, I believe. Now, did the ancient Maya believe that the 4 Ahau 8§ Cumku
date was the end of a previous cycle. In later years of the Classic period, yes. (More on
this below.) However, note that for the Maya the end of one cycle is the beginning of the
next. We see this in both the way the turnover of haab months works, as well as the
description Landa gives us for the gods of the year being rotated in and out of shrines.
The “creation” events on 4 Ahau 8 Cumku clearly pertain to the following period of time,
and do not so much cap off the previous age.

One of the biggest problems, I think, is that the Maya apparently modified the Long
Count calendar during the Classic period. Previous references to 4 Ahau 8 Cumku don’t
mention this as the end of the 13th baktun, and then there is a sudden spate of these in the
7th century. As Mark Van Stone points out in his book on 2012, the “full Long Counts”,
which have higher units than the baktun, are not in sync around the Maya world. What
they hold in common is only the basic Long Count, and that is probably what was
invented by the epi-Olmec in the Late Preclassic. At Coba we know the extra cycles add
up to 20 units, each set at 13. This includes the baktun, and suggests that the scribes
expanding the Long Count did so to include these two sacred numbers and at the same
time make the Long Count only one part of a grander series of cycles, thus providing
earlier and later “eras” to the one we are living in.

Now, you state that either the ancient Maya or I have a preference for 20 over 13. The
fact is that the Long Count is essentially a base 20 system, with only the second level
modified to 18 in order to vaguely approximate a solar year. Every other level in the
Long Count is based upon 20; that is how the Maya counting system works, of course,
and the Long Count is merely a count of the days elapsed since 4 Ahau 8 Cumku. That 4
Ahau 8 Cumku is set at 13.0.0.0.0, I argue, is based upon a later modification to the idea
of the Long Count, and I have already pointed out why I think Tortuguero Monument 6
mentions the 2012 version of 13.0.0.0.0. The 13 is an important level in the Long Count,
for example as a Period Ending (eg// 9.12.13.0.0 or 9.15.13.0.0), and we see this in the
Temple of the Inscriptions at Palenque. I argue this is because the 13th tun ending in a
katun replicates the Ahau coefficient of the previous katun ending. Thus 9.12.0.0.0 and
9.12.13.0.0 have the same Ahau date, 10 Ahau in this case, and that kind of chronomancy
was very important to the Maya. 13.0.0.0.0 is 4 Ahau, whether in 3114 BC or in 2012,
and that undoubtedly would have made this baktun ending special for the ancient Maya.
But not inordinately so, and as I’ve pointed out, it is curious for your position that the
ancient Maya made numerous references to 4 Ahau 8 Cumku but only one to 4 Ahau 3
Kankin.

Finally, you ask about my beliefs of the importance of astronomy to the ancient Maya.
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Yes, the Maya did have an interest in astronomy, as most ancient peoples did, but I think
this interest has been very greatly exaggerated. If astronomy was so all consuming a
passion of their society, it is odd that now that we can decipher their texts, we find that
almost none of them explicitly reference astronomy. There are numerous mistakes in
astronomical calculations and from the codices we can see that the ancient Maya were
clearly fudging the astronomy to fit their calendar. Once again, this emphasizes
chronomancy over astronomy as a major interest of their culture.

What about the observatories, you ask. Indeed, my position would be to ask the question;
what observatories? There are precious few of these, and those that have been proposed
as observatories make rather bizarre viewing stations. The Observatorio at Chichen Itza is
the only one I have seen a major argument been made for in terms of astronomical
observations, and this proposed system of viewing from opposite sides of narrow
windows strikes me as bizarre and horribly inefficient. I have noticed in the Mayapan
round temple, a copy of the Chichen one, there are four doorways and four niches, each
set between two of the doorways. This gives us eight openings, and I find it interesting
that these fit the cardinal directions and the intercardinal directions, that in Rio Azul
Tomb 12 were clearly of interest to the ancient Maya. As Juan Pedro Laporte pointed out
for E-Group structures, they may be astronomical commemoration complexes, but they
don’t work well as actually observatories.

As for the codices, these indeed do contain a lot of astronomy, but again, the

astronomical observations are subordinated to chronomantic concerns. And these kinds of
references, with clear glyphs mentioning the sun, moon, stars and eclipses, are notable by
their general absence from Classic period texts. The ancient Maya were interested in
astronomy, but not every date in Maya historical texts is tied to astronomy. Arguing that
Bahlam Ajaw’s death date may have been fudged to fit astronomical patterns, in the
absence of any reference to astronomy in this text, strikes me of having the theoretical
cart before the horse of facts.

All best,
Stan

Stanley Paul Guenter
Carlos,

the tzolkin is a 260 day calendar based upon the combination of cycles of 13 and 20. I do
not know of any astronomical cycles that would match this. The haab is a calendar of 365
days that is obviously based upon a solar year. No other celestial cycles or patterns seem

to be implicated in these calendars as far as I can tell.

John, thanks for the reply. Given its length, I may take a while to respond. All best,

Stan
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Miguel Sague

Stan,

Your argument concerning the supposed "astronmical observatories" admitedly has a lot
of merit but does not by itself preclude the possibility and plausibility of naked-eye
observation using simple geographical landmarks and impermanent tools such as wooden
gnomons and the like to make accurate astronomical observations. And is it impossible to
give a people credit for extraordinary astronomical prowess without them getting it all
exactly right? So sometimes they fudged! After all we base a lot of current astronomy on
the observations of ancient Mesopotamian and Greek astronomers and later Medieval
astronomers who thought the sun revolved around the Earth. They obviously did not get
it all exactly right either but we respect their accomplishments.

Your comments regarding the 13.0.0.0.0 Long Count assignment to the date 4 Ahau--- 8
Kumku is a surprising one to me. I had no idea that there was impirical evidence that this
association between LC and Tzolkin had not always existed, that it was a latter-day
concoction not evident in earlier references to Creation Day. I thank you for informing
me on the possibility that this assocition may not have been present in the Pre-Classic.

However there is something that still can not be ignored. I know that the Maya
numbering system is based on the numeral 20. I often stress this fact to the people I do
workshops for that this is not so inconceivable to a culture such as ours which functions
on the decimal system, it having been the basis of Lincoln's thinking when he began his
Gettysburg Address with the words "Four Score and Seven Years Ago". And yet the
basis of the magic and spiritual significance of the most ancient of Maya calendar
elements, the Tzolkin, is a permutation between the number 13 and the number 20. So the
number 13 is just as important in ancient Mesoamerican numerology as the number 20
(from the very beginning), with as ancient a pedigree as the vigesimal system, perhaps
more ancient than all of the other numerals that surface later as important in their culture.
Why is it impossible to conceive that the ancient Mayas (even as far back as 200 BC)
may have seen the need to establish this same numerical permutation (20 X 13) in the
mechanics of their creation mythology.

The 13.0.0.0.0 assignation to the date 4 Ahau 8 Kumku obviously yields a numerical
permutation that mirrors the Tzolkin, thirteen periods of twenty katuns each. I believe,
and so do a lot of people who subscribe to the 2012 theory that the Long Count, as
expressed in the 13 baktun cycle is a kind of macroscopic representation of the Tzolkin.
The much-maligned Arguelles, whom everybody loves to dump on, actually makes a
pretty elegant representation of the symetry that exists in the comparison between a
thirteen-baktun expression of the LC and a Tzolkin, presenting 100-year periods in the
LC as the counterpart to the individual days in the Tzolkin, yeilding 260 LC "tun-
centuries" which compare with the 260 days of the Sacred Almanac.

Miguel

Carlos Barrera Atuesta
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Stanley,

Please take your time to check the following astronomical applications for the Tzolkin
Calendar that I proposed some months ago:

First time that Mercury reaches its Greatest Western Elongation (ideally 19 to 21 days
after Inferior Conjunction) + 2 Tzolkin Calendars = First day(s) of visibility of Mercury
after Superior Conjunction

First days of visibility of Mercury after Superior Conjunction + 1 Tzolkin Calendar =
First stationary position of Mercury

Last days of Greatest Eastern Elongation of Mercury (ideally 19 to 21 days before
Inferior Conjunction) - 2 Tzolkin Calendars = Last day(s) of visibility of Mercury before
Superior Conjunction

Last days of visibility of Mercury before Superior Conjunction - 1 Tzolkin Calendar =
Second stationary position of Mercury

ELAST/Inferior Conjunction/MFIRST of Venus + 2 Tzolkin Calendars = Greatest
Eastern Elongation of Venus

ELAST/Inferior Conjunction/MFIRST of Venus - 2 Tzolkin Calendars = Greatest
Western Elongation of Venus

First Stationary position of Jupiter + 1 Tzolkin Calendar = Superior Conjunction of
Jupiter

Superior Conjunction of Jupiter + 1 Tzolkin Calendar = second stationary position of
Jupiter

First Stationary position of Saturn + 1 Tzolkin Calendar = Superior Conjunction of
Saturn

Superior Conjunction of Saturn + 1 Tzolkin Calendar = second stationary position of
Saturn

First Stationary position of Jupiter + 2 Tzolkin Calendars = second stationary position of
Jupiter

First Stationary position of Saturn + 2 Tzolkin Calendar = second stationary position of
Saturn

Now, I'm going to subtract 7 Tzolkin Calendars (5 Computing Years) from the date
9.11.15.0.0, 4 Ajaw, so that you can identify some interesting astronomical patterns:

53



9.11.15.0.0, 4 Ajaw = Base Date:

Near...

First day(s) of visibility of Mercury after Superior Conjunction; second stationary
position of Jupiter; Saturn in Opposition.

[Neptune is aligned with the DR]

About one lunation after this date, The Sun will be aligned with the lunar node

9.11.15.0.0 - 1 Tzolkin Calendar =9.11.14.5.0, 4 Ajaw:

Near...

First stationary position of Mars; first day of invisibility of Jupiter before Superior
Conjuction.

[Neptune is aligned with the DR]

About one synodic cycle of Mercury after this date, The Sun will be aligned with the
lunar node

9.11.15.0.0 - 2 Tzolkin Calendars = 9.11.13.10.0, 4 Ajaw:

Near...

Greatest Western Elongation of Mercury; Greatest Eastern Elongation of Venus; first
stationary position of Jupiter.

[Neptune is aligned with the DR]

About one lunation after this date, The Sun will be aligned with the lunar node.
About one synodic cycle of Saturn after this date, it will be the EFIRST of Venus.

9.11.15.0.0 - 3 Tzolkin Calendars =9.11.12.15.0, 4 Ajaw:

Near...

First stationary position of Mercury; MLAST of Venus; second stationary position of
Jupiter; Saturn in Opposition; Full Moon

[Neptune is aligned with the DR]

About one synodic cycle of Mercury after this date, The Sun will be aligned with the
lunar node.

About one synodic cycle of Venus after this date, Saturn will be in Superior Conjunction.
About one synodic cycle of Jupiter after this date, Saturn will be in Opposition.

9.11.15.0.0 - 4 Tzolkin Calendars =9.11.12.2.0, 4 Ajaw:

Near...

Autumn Equinox; Mercury projection of the starting point of the Master Structure of the
Venus Table of the Dresden Codex [9.5.10.8.0 + 378 cycles of Mercury]; MFIRST of
Venus; first stationary position of Mars; Superior Conjunction of Jupiter; second
stationary position of Saturn.

[Neptune, and perhaps Saturn, are aligned with the DR]

About one lunation after this date, The Sun will be aligned with the lunar node.

About one synodic cycle of Jupiter before this date, Mars will be in Superior
Conjunction.

9.11.15.0.0 - 5 Tzolkin Calendars =9.11.11.7.0, 4 Ajaw:
Near...
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EFIRST of Venus; first stationary position of Jupiter.

[Neptune], and perhaps Saturn and Mars, are aligned with the DR

About one synodic cycle of Mercury after this date, The Sun will be aligned with the
lunar node.

About one synodic cycle of Mercury after this date, Jupiter will be at its second stationary
position.

9.11.15.0.0 - 6 Tzolkin Calendars =9.11.10.12.0, 4 Ajaw:

Near...

Greatest Western Elongation of Mercury; Greatest Western Elongation of Venus; second
stationary position of Jupiter; first stationary position of Saturn.

Saturn is aligned with the dark rift.

About one synodical cycle of Saturn after this date, Jupiter will be at its second stationary
position.

About one synodical cycle of Mercury after this date, Jupiter will be in Superior
Conjunction.

About one lunation after this date, The Sun will be aligned with the lunar node.

9.11.15.0.0 - 7 Tzolkin Calendars =9.11.9.17.0, 4 Ajaw:

Near...

First stationary position of Mars; second stationary position of Saturn.

About one synodical cycle of Saturn after this date, Jupiter will be in Superior
Conjunction.

About one synodic cycle of Mercury after this date, The Sun will be aligned with the
lunar node.

So maybe you should consider reviewing your position on this issue. Carlos

From the Maya Exploration Center

Carlos, this was a bit too long a reply for a comment that strayed from the topic of John's
paper. Again, we can set up another discussion of the Tzolk'in's astronomical
significance, but please help us stay on track on this thread.

As I'look at this discussion, I begin to wonder if Jupiter was not the hidden focus here. I
agree with Stan's caution that we should not automatically assume that a text has an
astronomical pattern to discover and I am also troubled by the question of why texts don't
speak to astronomy more directly. However, I also believe that Maya scribes, for
whatever reasons, embedded hidden astronomically based numerology in distance
numbers.

Its interesting that the even multiples of 819 and 478 have come up here, and also
interesting that Jupiter was at stationary retrograde positions in a few dates. Given that a
young Kan Balam could have been developing the 819 cycle and watching Jupiter at this
same time in Palenque, and that Tortuguero's emblem glyph connects it so closely to
Palenque, its possible that Balam Ahaw was focused on the same subjects. As Kan Balam
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was running 819 numerology into the past to creation, perhaps Balam Ahaw was running
it into the future 13 bak'tun date.

Thoughts?

From Carlos Barrera Atuesta
Sorry about the length of my previous post.

In my opinion, there was as much implicit information in the dates as there was explicit
information in the texts that a good Maya "reader" was able to figure out.

Going a little further, I would say that it was so important one date itself, as it was its
immediate surroundings and distant relationships with other relevant dates.
Carlos

Stanley Paul Guenter
John,

Thanks for the response. As I have not yet had a chance to read Tedlock’s book, I'll
reserve further comment on that subject. On the question of Gronemeyer and Grofe cited
at the bottom of page 5, my comment on Grube, Martin and Zender having already
mentioned this was due to your sentence “Sven Gronemeyer first suggested the Distance
Number preceding this date can be subtracted from the date to reach an earlier date that
would have been recorded in the missing left flange of the monument — his birth date”.
That information, at least, was known and published earlier is all that I meant to point
out. This was published in the 2002 Texas Maya Meetings notebook. This is the most
important glyph conference there is, and anyone writing about ancient Maya hieroglyphs
should be certain to get ahold of these publications. Admittedly they are not the easiest to
purchase, if you don’t attend the conference, but if you want to be up to date on
epigraphy, they are crucial, and no, this does not qualify as mere “private conversation”. |
agree this is not crucial to your arguments, but I do think it helps your position to be
citing earlier work.

Now, you admonish me for referring to “you and other 2012ers” and “you guys”. I am
sorry if you find this offensive, but frankly, I don’t know what else to call “you guys”
who emphasize 2012. I agree there are many different ideas about 2012, and that your
position is quite different from, for example, Daniel Pinchbeck and Joseph E. Lawrence
and other 2012ers. However, I do admit I find it somewhat curious that while you protest
your being lumped in with these other guys you appear at New Age and 2012
conferences shoulder-to-shoulder with them, all trying to present a common front on the
2012 subject for whatever audience you’re in front of.

Now, you mention astronomical patterns in the texts of “Copan, Palenque, Quirigua and

elsewhere”. Frankly, I am skeptical but am willing to be convinced. What astronomical
patterns that parallel what you are proposing for Tortuguero Monument 6 do you think
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are most compelling? Why my “default position [is] in the negative” regarding astronomy
is simply because as a scientist, the null hypothesis we should be testing against is,
frankly, null. Without firm evidence, we are not in the right to make the claim the Maya
were encoding astronomical patterns. They may have been, but without firm evidence,
we cannot make that a scientifically supported position. Why I want to see explicit
reference to astronomy in the hieroglyphs is because without that the patterns may just be
in our own heads. Especially when the astronomical patterns can be almost anything
under the sun or night sky(literally), these could easily be coincidental and not
intentionally patterned by the ancient scribes.

You state that “I submit that the dates themselves provide astronomical “statements’”. |
find that to be a very dangerous position. Now, I will be the first to claim that to truly
understand ancient Maya inscriptions we need to read between the lines, or double
columns if you will, in order to understand what message the scribe was trying to get
across, this involves looking at what each individual dated event in a text is talking about,
and then considering them as a whole. The events themselves are at least explicit in the
text. What you are proposing is something completely different; that the message not
only has to be read between the lines, but that there is no reference in any of these
individual events to their actual significance. This does not strike me as convincing and
without any basis. It reminds me of the Mormon claim that the Book of Abraham that
Joseph Smith translated is indeed just a common late Book of the Dead, but that there
was a hidden, 2nd message, encoded (somehow) in the text, which is what Joseph Smith
actually translated. The simpler hypothesis is that Joseph Smith’s “translation” was
something he invented and was only in his own mind. Without some solid evidence, such
as explicit hieroglyphic references to astronomy in these texts, why should we assume
there is a completely hidden message here? Occam’s Razor doesn’t support your
arguments.

Now, one way you could get around this is to find a pattern that was super strong.
However, the patterns I’ve seen proposed don’t come close. Your analysis of Mt. 6 notes
that only a few of the dates here come close to fitting a “dark rift” alignment. You count
as “hits” in this pattern either the sun, or Jupiter, or a lunar eclipse, and even there give
yourself a good amount of latitude in the dates and alignments (the lunar eclipse falling
three days before Bahlam Ajaw’s first victory). Sorry, but without explicit hieroglyphs
telling us that these are significant, this strikes me as you just looking for anything that
aligns with the “dark rift”. That’s not scientific. Now, the fact that the sun was in the
same position in the sky on Bahlam Ajaw’s birth date and the 2012 date does strike me as
interesting, and this may well have been intentional, in why the 2012 date was referred to
on this monument. But we don’t have any proof of this, and like so much in Maya
epigraphy, cannot be confirmed. It is an interesting proposal, but I think we have to leave
it at that.

So, as for your numbered “reasons”, reason 1 is interesting but inconclusive. Numbers 2
and 3 I disagree with, or at least feel you have no solid evidence for. As for
astronumerology, I think the popularity of this is still just a holdover from Thompson’s
era of “epigraphy”. I obviously accept the 260 day pattern between these dates; this is
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what has the 2012 date replicating the 4 Ahau date of the hotun ending, and what I think
1s most important in understanding the 2012 reference. The 360 day replication I do not
think is significant; this is automatic with any two period ending dates. The 364 and 378
cycles I don’t see as being significant, unless you have a specific, explicit reason for
citing these. The 819 day pattern is interesting, but could well just be coincidence; neither
date is provided with an 819 day count reference, which seriously weakens this argument
I believe.

Now, regarding Ahkul K’uk’ and Ahkul Mo’ Nahb I, I simply don’t buy that you’ve
found any significant pattern here. You argue that Ahkul Mo’ Nahb’s death occurred on a
Jupiter alignment with the Dark Rift while Bahlam Ajaw’s birth fell on this same
alignment, and that this may suggest that Ahkul K’uk’ = Ahkul Mo’ Nahb I of Palenque.
That isn’t going to impress many Mayanists, I can assure you. One alignment is a birth,
the other a death, and no text at all at either Palenque or Tortuguero suggests any
alignment with the Dark Rift, let alone specifically with Jupiter, was important. Nor is
there any reason to believe that Ahkul K’uk’ is Ahkul Mo’ Nahb 1. All you have is
ungrounded speculation used to further yet other ungrounded speculations. What I want
to see 1s something concrete that indicates your ideas have some basis. I see none of that.

Yes, you do sense a bias in my post; a bias for facts as opposed to speculation. I stand by
my statement that the Maya were obsessed not so much of the patterns of stars as they
were by patterns in their own calendar. The Dresden codex proves this point, as it has
long been known that the cycles were fudged in order to have these cycles end on Ahau
dates and the like. I’'m not saying the Maya weren’t interested in astronomy, but their
astronomy was second to chronomancy.

I will respond to the second half of your reply in a separate message.
Stan

Gary C. Daniels
John:

You state: "I lately believe that different precessional alignments projected back to 3114
BC and projected forward to 2012 AD were both at work in the construction of the Long

Count. This is for another topic."

I know this is off-the-current-topic but if you've developed this idea further elsewhere,
could you post a link? Thanks.

From JMIJ: Postscript. See link at: http:/www.Alignment2012.com/SAA-MEC-2010.html

From Stanley Paul Guenter
John,

You argue that 2012 represents the end of a 13 baktun “Great Cycle” and that the 20
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baktun cycle was not important to anyone but the scribes of Palenque. Now, here is the
problem. There is no evidence for a 13 baktun “Great Cycle”. None. The only reference
to 2012 doesn’t mention this as the end of a “Great Cycle”, it is merely the end of 13
baktuns. You have no evidence of any 13 baktun Great Cycle, but we do have evidence
from Palenque that there was a “Great Cycle” of 20 baktuns, forming a pictun. You are
proposing a new “cycle”, but have no evidence for it, other than by citing earlier
epigraphers, who we know were wrong on a lot of things. My point is that the way the
scribes of Tortuguero Monument 6 referred to 2012, as the ending of 13 baktuns, makes
it clear that they didn’t believe in a 13 baktun “Great Cycle”, because in every other case
the Maya refer to the end of the highest cycle to “turn over” on that Period Ending date.
There are many references to the 10.0.0.0.0, 7 Ahau 18 Zip Period Ending in Maya texts
and none of them refer to the end of the katun on that date. Rather, all refer to the end of
10 baktuns as that was the greatest cycle that ended on that date. The “Great Cycle” that
is higher than the baktun, in all inscriptions that have higher units of time, is the pictun.

At Palenque we know it is formed of 20 baktuns. At Tikal, on Stela 10, we have a
reference to a date with a very odd extended Long Count, with the pictun position at 19.
So here again we have positive proof that a pictun is 20 baktuns. And, as I pointed out,
Tortuguero Monument 6, with its reference to the end of 13 baktuns, makes it clear that
the pictun here too was not thought of as ending at 13 baktuns, and that means that it
must have been thought of as being formed of 20 baktuns, just as at nearby Palenque.
Therefore, we have 3 sites where we can say that the pictun, the only “Great Cycle” we
know the Maya were interested in above the baktun and below the calabtun, was based
upon 20 baktuns. This fits with the basis of the Long Count calendar, on which all other
cycles are based upon 20 (or the slight tweaking of the uinals to vaguely fit the solar
year). There are no references to a 13 baktun “Great Cycle”. None.

Now, you write that “What seems unacceptable to many critics is that the Maya at
Tortuguero would have had to have been aware of the sun’s positioning at the dark
rift/Crossroads on 13.0.0.0.0 in 2012, such that the analogy with Bahlam Ajaw’s birth
astronomy could be consciously drawn.” I don’t think our problem, or at least mine, is
that the Maya would have had to have been aware of precession here, but that there is no
evidence that they were. Without some specific reference to astronomy here, and the fact
that you have to stretch to get even a few “dark rift alignments”, you don’t have much of
a scientific argument that there are astronomical patterns in the text of Monument 6. As I
said above, there may be something to the pattern of the sun on the first and last dates of
this text, but at present I have seen no evidence to progress this idea beyond that of an
interesting coincidence.

As for cross-cultural examples of calendars, you argue that there are lots of things in
Maya culture for which there are no precedents. Sorry, but in the absence of evidence for
2012 as having been an important station in the Maya calendar, let alone that the Long
Count was invented with this specific date in mind, when your argument flies in the face
of all other cultures, you’ve got a problem. No evidence in favor of your claim, and no
precedent for it either. In every other case of Long Count-style calendars, the calendar
was invented with a specific beginning point in mind, and the calendars just continue on
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indefinitely. We’ve got the Jewish calendar, the Christian calendar, the Muslim calendar,
the Greek Olympic calendar, the Roman calendar based upon Rome’s foundation, the
Hindu Shaka calendar, the Buddhist calendar ... I could go on and on. All of these
calendars count elapsed time, and all count it from a specific, intended beginning point,
and not counting down to some future end date, or even towards some future
astronomically important station. Your claim has no support, and no precedent, and for
those reasons, I cannot accept it.

All best,
Stan

Stanley Paul Guenter
Miguel,

I have no doubt there were many great Maya astronomers, who did great work
considering their primitive tools. That is not my point. I simply think that there is still too
much emphasis placed on this, especially in interpreting hieroglyphic texts, when we can
now read these texts and they contain almost no explicit references to astronomy at all.
Regarding the relationship between the Long Count and the tzolkin, note that the latter is
held in common throughout Mesoamerica. John and I are in agreement on using the
585283 correlation, which sees a lot of commonality of this 260 day calendar throughout
Mesoamerica. However, only the Maya and the Isthmian, epi-Olmec had the Long Count
calendar. The earliest evidence for the calendar, and the fact that it spread around
Mesoamerica in the Preclassic period, at the same time as Olmec religious beliefs and
iconography were spreading, make me suspect the Olmec invented the 260 day calendar.
They gave this to all of Mesoamerica, but only a few peoples, many centuries later,
adopted the Long Count calendar.

As for Maya numerology, you are indeed correct that both 20 and 13 were sacred
numbers to the Maya. We know that the tzolkin is based upon a combination of these
two. However, while “full Long Count dates” from Coba and Yaxchilan suggest a
preference for placing these Long Count cycles at 13 on the day of creation, they all seem
to be based upon cycles of twenty (other than the slightly tweaked uinal cycle), and not
13. I think it was the symmetry between 13 and 20 seen in the tzolkin that inspired the
scribes of the Classic period to decide that the higher units of the Long Count were 20,
but all set at 13.

The Maya were obviously aware of the symmetry between the Ahau coefficients of dates
that fell 13 katuns apart, so that 9.12.0.0.0 and 9.12.13.0.0 were both 10 Ahau dates, for
example. And this extends to dates 13 baktuns apart as well. This, I think, is the intention
of the Tortuguero scribes in referring to 2012. However, there is no evidence the Maya
saw any “Great Cycle” in 13 baktuns, just as there is no evidence for such in terms of a
lesser great cycle of 13 katuns. The Long Count calendar does not end, nor end any major
cycle on that date. It is merely one of 20 baktun stations since creation, leading up to 1
pictun in 4772. Cheers,

Stan
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Stanley Paul Guenter
Carlos,

I'm afraid I don't quite get your point with all of your dates. You seem to want to
emphasize all of these connections the 9.11.15.0.0 date has with astronomy, if you add or
subtract 260 day periods. But all of your references are to astronomical events that are
"near" or "about" this date. Without specifics, this doesn't sound very impressive, and
without specific hieroglyphic references to these planets, why can't these simply be taken
as coincidental? There are alignments going on all the time, if you aren't going to be very
specific about what alignments you will count as "hits". If you have some specifics, do let
me know. Unfortunately, I do not have time to go through your dates further at this time.
Stan

Carlos Barrera Atuesta
OK, Stan:

First of all a clarification:

Actually when I say "near" and "about" I'm talking about differences of less than one
degree of angular distance, and less than one day.

Second:

[ understand you do not have time, but at least you may want to check a couple of
examples that illustrate the commensurability between the Tzolkin Calendar, Jupiter and
Saturn, for example.

To avoid digress, I will suggest a date that is closely vinculated with the 819-day station
01 9.10.11.3.10: the 819-day station of Pakal's birth (9.8.9.12.0), according to my essay
on Bahlam Ahaw of Tortuguero and Pakal of Palenque.

Please check that Jupiter is located on its second stationary position and Saturn is located
on its first stationary position when it is the date 9.8.9.12.0, by using the GMT correlation
of your preference (584283 or 584285).

Now, please go back 2 Tzolkin Calendars until you reach the date 9.8.8.4.0, and please
tell me if Jupiter is not exactly located on its first stationary position.

Finally, please go forward 2 Tzolkins Calendars from the date 9.8.9.12.0, until you reach
the date 9.8.11.2.0, and please tell me if Saturn is not exactly located on its second
stationary position.

That's all. All best,
Carlos
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Stanley Paul Guenter

Carlos, unfortunately as I said I don't have time to get into a whole lot of discussions here
that are not directly related to John's article. I still don't understand what your point is
here. Jupiter and Saturn may well have been on stationary positions on Pakal's birthdate.
Is this important or mere coincidence? Are you suggesting anyone fudged his birthdate to
fit this astronomical pattern? I just don't see the significance of this observation of yours.
And why should we go back 520 days to see Jupiter at its first stationary position? Is this
significant? If so, why is there no reference to it in the hieroglyphic texts? Same goes for
going forward 520 days to a stationary point of Saturn. I fail to see the significance of any
of this. All best,

Stan

Carlos Barrera Atuesta

Stanley,

First you said that you did not know of any astronomical cycles that would match the
Tzolkin and when I show you that in fact there are many astronomical cycles that match
the Tzolkin then you say that if [ have some specifics, do let you know, and when I let
you know about some specifics, then you say that you fail to see the significance of any
of this.

OK. We better leave it at that and continue discussing John's paper. Carlos.

Pg. 3:

From Wolak, Barbara

First to Maya Exploration Centre:

Dear Moderator,

I like what you said, “As I look at this discussion, I begin to wonder if Jupiter was not the
hidden focus here...”

That’s exactly why I was guided to put here information about Jupiter that was deleted.
So perhaps it would be a good idea to open new discussion but also investigation about
Jupiter’s role in Calendar systems of Ancient Maya and relevant connection with other
Ancient civilizations as well as current Jupiter influence in our now consciousness.

I also like to add another observation I see that all people who wrote here have a great
individuality and knowledge that is required for this next investigation.

I see all working in cooperation not in competition on that project. Each has a piece of the
puzzle that will eventually create breaking thru picture next year 2011.

As the year suggests 2- working together, cooperation 1-1 individuality united in-group
activity 11 master number...

But please, forget for now about 2012 date. Imagine you are driving a car and your
destination is 2012 so you see only this ahead of you and you don’t see other posts on the
sides of the road. But the passengers in your car (this panel) say: look there is ‘Detour
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sign” so for this next part of journey you taking new unknown previously road that is
ahead of you. We’ll be surprised what waits with Jupiter being closest to Earth next year.

Dear Stan
I like your replay to Miguel you are showing great intellect and consideration and even
your skeptic attitude is admired and I know I can learn much from you. Thanks

Dear Raymond

I agree with your comments and this is what I feel personally about this year 21 Solstice
and Full Moon eclipse. I wish I was younger and could travel to any of the Maya pyramid
or temple places but especially I would love to be in Machu Picchu and see that eclipse
from there.

Perhaps witness& experience dancing ancestors, what was described in book" Island of
the Sun" here is link to my blog about this book meditation.
http://galacticdoor2011.blog.com/2010/02/16/island-of-the-sun/

But I feel that someone here may be inspired by this and write about it next year.

Finally I like to thank John for informative replays to Stan. Thanks again,
Barbara W.

Stanley Paul Guenter
Raymond,

I have not heard that the Hebrew calendar is scheduled to last for only 6000 years. Do
you have any citation for this idea? As for connections between Egypt and the Maya, [
know of none. Yes, the each had "solar" calendars of exactly 365 days, but their
calendars were completely different, in every respect. It is far simpler to see both as
simply products of people who were trying to get a solar year, but couldn't deal with
fractions.

Carlos,

my apologies, I now see what you're trying to get at. As I said, I don't have time to check
on all of your calculations. However, I will admit up front to being extremely skeptical
that even if your calculations all work out this is anything but pure coincidence. The
tzolkin calendar is the common ritual calendar throughout Mesoamerica and is clearly in
use already in the Olmec period, that of the earliest complex society of Mesoamerica. If
the Maya or Olmec were basing their 260 day calendar upon your planetary calculations,
those calculations would have to have been carried out earlier than the earliest
Mesoamerican calendar. That doesn't make any sense, and would have a culture of
amazingly sophisticated astronomers living in small farming villages. That doesn't make
any sense and flies in the face of reason and evidence. I am curious as to where you got
your figures from, and what your source is for these astronomical periods. At some point
I would like to check your figures, because, as just stated, I am extremely skeptical that
the tzolkin has any astronomical patterning. However, [ am open to being proven wrong.
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I simply require a lot of good evidence in order to accept such an extraordinary claim. All
best,
Stan

John Major Jenkins

Stan,

A quick response to your conversation with Carlos about the tzolkin and astronomical
patterning. The 260-day period is used as a predictive framework in astronomical
almanacs because it allows for repeating markers in astronomical cycles such as with
Venus or eclipses. For example, obviously it is part of the 104-haab Venus Round; also 2
x 260 =173.3 x 3 =520 (that is, 3 eclipse half-years). It has astronomical uses. It sort of
misses the point to say that 260 itself has no "astronomical patterning."

Stanley Paul Guenter
John,

I'm not seeing it. You have to double the tzolkin and triple the eclipse half years to get a
match, one that falls a day out of step every 14 years. The Maya certainly would have
found this coincidence interesting and significant, but there is no reason to believe any of
these astronomical cycles went into inventing the tzolkin. That is my point. The
patterning is that the Maya patterned their astronomical tables after cycles in the tzolkin,
not that the tzolkin was invented to follow these astronomical patterns. Just as with the
Bible Code, give yourself large enough repetitions of cycles and you can find almost any
pattern you want. That doesn't mean these are significant.

Stan

Maya Exploration Center

I think a more conservative view would be to say that the tzolkin, created first among
Mesoamerican calendars, was then used in subsequent astronomical calculations. In the
same way the first solar calendars used the symbols of the tzolkin, calculations of lunar
cycles and Venus were also expressed in terms of tzolkin cycles. Since its their first, most
sacred calendar, the Maya were probably still "mod-260"-centric well after they created
the long count system.

John Major Jenkins

Stan,

I may have missed the point you were making; I was responding to what appeared to be a
rejection of the idea that the 260-day tzolkin had anything to do with astronomical
patterns and/or tracking. The Bible Code analogy is inappropriate, especially in the
context of the examples I gave because I wasn't speaking about a vast array of random
potentials expanding into hundreds of years within which a desired pattern could be
selected (Carlos wasn't either). Since the origins or "invention" of the 260-day period is
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under question, consider the solar zenith-passage dates at the latitude of Izapa, which
defines a 260-day interval. Coincidence? (Izapa was first settled around 1500 BC). That's
astronomy. Not a "cycle" per se, but we may need to expand our limit-definition of what
is allowable. You often use the phrase "there is no reason to believe that..." when it is
actually the case that there are reasons for the argument being made, but you reject them
outright or mitigate them via the application of a limit. For example, the 260-day interval
between zenith passages at the latitude of Izapa could be dismissed because a precise
260-day interval is provided NOT at the latitude of Izapa but actually a few miles south
of Izapa. The interval at Izapa is actually 260.1696567 days (or something). Van Stone
made this argument. But such an observation, while respecting of the high god of
precision, is irrelevant considering whole-day rounding and results in a false negative. It's
like firing the carpet layer because he did not cut the carpet following room dimensions
to the ten-thousandths of an inch. Similarly, the relationship between the tzolkin period
and the eclipse half-year has a small imprecision, which can be accounted for in
adjustments to the predictive table. In any case, this may be a "which came first, the
chicken or the egg" dilemma. As the MEC post above points out, its clear that at some
point "calculations of lunar cycles and Venus were also expressed in terms of tzolkin
cycles."

John

Carlos Barrera Atuesta

I'm about to think that the main difference between a skeptical and scientific position is
that the scientific position is always open to consider ANY POSSIBILITY that can
REASONABLY explain a FACT, while the skeptic deprives himself of certain
possibilities just to keep a position.

Why, if it is a FACT that the times it takes Jupiter and Saturn to move between their first
and second stationary positions is "about" 520 days, should I dismiss this as a POSSIBLE
phenomenon that COULD have motivated the ancient Mesoamericans to develop the
Tzolkin?

Other better POSSIBILITIES are, of course, those mentioned by Malstrom about the
passage of the Sun across the Zenith in IZAPA, or Teeple's 3 eclipse half-years, or the
Tzolkin-Venus relationship described by Toribio Motolinia in 1903.

And another REAL POSSIBILITY is, of course, that all of this is a coincidence. Why
not?

Why then, if there are so many POSSIBILITIES based on REAL events (FACTS),
should I consider only the last mentioned?
Carlos

Stanley Paul Guenter
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John,

I can see we have fallen into a common problem on discussion boards such as this, where
messages to different people appear to get crossed and the point of it all is lost in the
confusion. You and I seem to share the same position, along with MEC, that the Maya
astronomers noticed and used these patterns between the tzolkin and astronomical
phenomena to construct their astronomical tables. I would emphasize that these patterns
weren't exact and that the Maya preferred to follow the tzolkin cycles over actual
astronomical ones, emphasizing that their interest was more in astrology than astronomy.
My comments were in response to Carlos, who appears to think that the tzolkin itself was
invented with these astronomical patterns in mind.

Now, as for the Izapa connection, I'm afraid while this is an interesting proposal, it
doesn't pass muster with me. The tzolkin was in use long before Izapa's monuments were
being carved. (And I must strongly object to your statement that Izapa was occupied by
1500 B.C. While this is true, you are using it to argue that Izapa had a role in the creation
of these calendars, and at 1500 B.C. we have the earliest evidence of any human
occupation at all in the area. That is, there is evidence at best for a few families living at
the site. To use evidence to argue for an Izapan role in the formation of the tzolkin
calendar in the Early Preclassic is sloppy scholarship at best, and deceptive at worst.) The
260 day calendar is in evidence from the Guerrero caves already back in the early Middle
Preclassic, so I cannot see the tzolkin as having originated in Izapa. As for the Long
Count, there are no Long Count dates from Izapa itself, and this is a major problem for
any claim that Izapans created that calendar. All in all, I don't see much evidence for
Izapa as having played a major part in the invention of any Mesoamerican calendar.

Furthermore, if zenith passage was so critical to the formation of the tzolkin calendar it is
odd that there are so few inscriptions that refer to, or even fall upon, zenith passage. Once
again you have an interesting proposal that is simply not supported by the evidence.

Now, as for Van Stone's point about [zapa not falling on the exact latitude for a 260 day
zenith passage, | have to point out to you that it is you especially of the 2012 proponents
who have championed the astronomical precision of the ancient Maya. That is your entire
point about 2012, that this demonstrates an amazingly precise ability to calculate
precession down to the specific day thousands of years into the future. This precision is
precisely why you think the 2012 "end date" can't be coincidental. This is why so many
of skeptics find your need to now refer to the "era of 2012" as slight of hand in order to
disguise the fact that your dark rift alignment is anything but as precise as you originally
proposed. You argue with Mark Van Stone over the "misplaced precision" of Lounsbury,
in regards to choosing the 585285 [sic, 584285] correlation over the 585283 one, and yet
you argue that this two day precision is exactly why 585283 [sic, 584285] should be
chosen because of the 2012 solstice event. That's not consistent.

But anyway, that is getting us quite off topic. My point is that there is no reason to

believe the tzolkin was invented with astronomical patterns in mind. Rather, the
astronomical tables we see in much, much later Maya texts reflect the need of the Maya
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scribes to fit their astronomical observations and tables into an already existant tzolkin
framework.
Stan

Carlos Barrera Atuesta
John,

Please let me mention a few things that might have some connection with the dates of
your paper that maybe Michael and you would like to explore:

The 491400-day interval is also divisible by the canonic cycle of Mars.

On the date 9.10.17.2.14, Mars is not only close to Pleiades, but also at its second
stationary position.

9.10.17.2.14 is located 1363 tropical years before 13.0.0.0.0, exactly.

1363 tropical years roughly describe 1248 synodic cycles of Jupiter.

On the date 9.10.17.2.14, Jupiter and Saturn are in Opposition.

On the date 9.10.17.2.14, Mercury is at its Greatest Western Elongation.

9.10.17.2.14, is located 105 days before an 819-day station [Eph.819 - 105]d. This means
that the values of the components G(F) and Z(Y) of the Supplementary Series and the
numerical coefficient of the Tzolkin are at maximum, so:

G(F) x Z(Y) x Tzolkin# = 819

The following could be coincidence, but since [Eph.819 + 260]d seem to have some
astronomical and calendrical significance:

On [Eph.819 + 260]d, Jupiter is located at its first stationary position and Jupiter in
Opposition. Interestingly, the next time that Saturn will be in Opposition, Mars will be at

its second stationary position.

Please also note that on the date 9.8.19.10.2, not only Jupiter, but also Saturn is located at
its second stationary position.

Finally, on [Eph.819 - 105]d of this last date, Jupiter and Saturn were again at their
second stationary positions.

Carlos Barrera Atuesta
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Sorry, I meant:

"On [Eph.819 + 260]d, Jupiter is located at its first stationary position and SATURN in
Opposition..."

Stanley Paul Guenter
Carlos,

I teach a class on pseudoscience in which I make the point that skeptic and scientist are
one and the same, or ideally should be. You claim that a scientist should consider any
possibility that can reasonably explain a fact. I agree. However, your proposition, that the
tzolkin was invented to match these astronomical patterns, is neither reasonable nor
supported by the facts. It requires us to believe that people living in small farming
villages, with no writing system or calendar, had incredibly precise records of
astronomical patterns. That doesn't make sense, and would fly in the face of cultural
patterns seen around the world, where those kinds of astronomical observations are
products of complex societies, not simple farming villages. After all, note that neither
John nor MEC seem to accept your position, but rather see these astronomical tables as
having been fitted to a pre-existing tzolkin calendar.

Now, while it is true that some closed-minded persons can deprive themselves of certain
explanations, it is also true that there are many people of non-skeptical minds who will
too easily believe falsehoods or convince themselves that patterns they see are
significant, without sufficient reason or evidence to do so. As I pointed out, I don't have
time to go through your calculations, but neither have you provided the supporting
evidence here, and I have already pointed out that my skepticism is justified by your use
of the words "near" and "about", which suggest your observations are not as precise as
you imply.

You note that coincidence is a real possibility we should consider, but I don't see you
actually doing that. You seem insistent that these observations have to be significant.
Again, however, your proposal flies in the face of the fact that the tzolkin is earlier than
any evidence for these astronomical tables the Maya produced, and flies in the face of the

facts of the level of culture the Early Preclassic Maya had reached. All best,
Stan

Carlos Barrera Atuesta
Stanley:
After all is said and done, one question still remains:

What motivated the creation of the Tzolkin Calendar?

Any suggestions?
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Carlos

John Major Jenkins
Hi Stan (in reply to your long email),

I think it best to begin my response with your conclusion. And in so doing I will have to
repeat what I stated in my previous post. You wrote (in regard to “evidence for 2012 as
having been an important station in the Maya calendar”) that there is “no support” for my
“claim” that December 21, 2012 is an “astronomically important station.” My response:
It’s a solstice. That’s an astronomically important station. That was the beginning point
of my research, circa 1990. You conclude, or believe, that there is no evidence that
December 21, 2012 is an astronomically important station. Your observation, or
conviction, is factually incorrect. Beyond this, and more relevant to my argument, the sun
is in actual astronomical fact positioned at the Crossroads of the Milky Way and the
ecliptic on December 21, 2012. Since the Crossroads is an important feature in Maya
Creation Mythology, I believe we can consider this sidereal location to also be an
“astronomically important station.” So, on two counts, both astronomically factual, your
position is not tenable. To qualify your position, we would need to state the factual
astronomy, and then insert that you --- I’'m not really sure how to phrase this --- that you
do not believe in the facts of astronomy, or that you are unwilling to accept or investigate
the implications of those facts. More probably, that you do not believe those facts are
relevant to Maya intention; that they are accidental. Or (I’'m stretching a bit here), that the
solstice occurrence of 13.0.0.0.0 is a coincidence. Is that it? You must be defaulting back
to the “null-set” position of coincidence, which has been the default safe harbor of most
2012 detractors going back two decades, so we sort of have a rerun happening here. But
in any case, to use your terms the Long Count does “count down” to “some
astronomically important station” --- the solstice. So the statement you provided upon
which you base your final assessment is factual untrue.

But to bring this back to the sequence by which a rational investigation proceeds, the
solstice placement of 13.0.0.0.0, as I said earlier, at least suggests intention. And so my
investigation as to intent began twenty years ago.

In your earlier post you alluded to conversations you had with Peter Mathews in which
Bahlam Ajaw was discussed, which I could not have been privy to. The prior
observations of Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday reconstruction that you mentioned occurring in a
conference workbook of 2002 were not known to me, and I appreciate your calling them
to my attention. I take it then, as a confirmation of the clarification, that none of those
you mentioned had noted that Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday-range implicated the positioning
of the sun at the dark rift/Crossroads, in parallel to the same alignment on 13.0.0.0.0 in
2012? That was my reference, and you originally seemed to suggest that other scholars
had noted this before Grofe. I now see, with your clarification, that the other scholars had
not noted the astronomy associated with Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday. So my emphasis on
Grofe’s finding as an original, previously unrecognized, factor of Bahlam Ajaw’s birth
stands.
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I have spoken at many conferences, it is true, including academic venues, universities,
high school classes, silly New Age events, gatherings, bookstores (even an LGB one ---
omg!) and many other forums and media outlets. I have a very non-restrictive policy as to
the events I have been willing to present my findings at. However, your interpretation
that I stand “shoulder to shoulder” with the other “2012ers” in a “common front on the
2012 subject” is completely without basis; it’s an undiscerning guilt-by-association
criticism. I’ve pointed out many times that I, among the burgeoning number of 2012
writers, stand alone in that I am concerned with reconstructing ancient Maya beliefs and
perspectives on 2012, whereas the others invent new models and trademarked
idiosyncratic systems, reject basic facts of the Maya calendar’s operation, transfer murky
understandings of Maya concepts onto Western astrology frameworks, use 2012 on the
marquee of pop-culture rallying cries for peace or love, and so on. Do you agree
completely with every other scholar that shares a podium or panel with you at a
conference? I think not.

I have been very discerning and critical, and quite public, about my objections to the
perspectives and motivations of very many of the “New Age” writers on 2012. And more
recently, I’ve addressed factual errors in the 2012 writings of degreed Maya scholars who
only recently appeared on the scene as a result of the 2012 movie (see October update at
http://Update2012.com/ and my book The 2012 Story). Many scholars, I note, have
believed for years that I was one of those doomsday guys, and have even insinuated as
much in their assessments of me during interviews. This just underscores their superficial
treatment, for never I was. You can also read my clear, fact-based critiques in the article I
wrote, published in the anthology You ’re Still Being Lied To (2009), which can be found
online.

You wrote: “Now, you mention astronomical patterns in the texts of “Copan, Palenque,
Quirigua and elsewhere”. Frankly, I am skeptical but am willing to be convinced.”

That’s great. Such astronomical references at these sites are well known in the academic
literature. I described in brief detail the situation with Quirigua Zoomorph B in my
response to Robert Sitler, posted above, which I mentioned to your earlier. My SAA
paper mentions the 9.14.0.0.0 date at Copan and the iconography of 18 Rabbit on Stela C.
As for Palenque, I mentioned in a previous post the investiture rite of K’an Bahlam in
642 AD. This rite was tied to the deep time birth of a key deity in the text narrative, and
that provides an astronomical parallel. This involves some important work that Michael
Grofe is doing. I encourage you to keep your radar up as many more of these kinds of
astronomical identifications are now being offered, and they implicate the same
astronomical features employed by Bahlam Ajaw. Also, Elizabeth Newsome’s book on
Copan (Trees of Paradise and Pillars of the World) and Matthew Looper’s book
Lightning Warrior are filled with explications of astronomical patterns in the inscriptions
of Quirigua and Copan.

To answer one of your questions, the astronomical “pattern” that is most compelling on
TRT Mon 6 is the one defined by the sun’s position in 2012. It’s right at the center of the
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Crossroads. This position of the sun is found on 4 of the 13 dates on the monument. I
repeat, the sun is positioned at the dark rift/Crossroads on 4 of the 13 dates on TRT Mon
6, including Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday and the 2012 date. I find it surprising that you do
not find this compelling and that you minimize the fact of this by characterizing this
situation as my noting of “a few” alignments. (Check out Chart 1 on page 16; there are, to
say the least, more than “a few.”)

I perceive there are two things you seem to be invoking to mitigate the importance of my
observations. One is the precision which you believe is necessary in order for the 4 solar-
dark rift alignments to be considered relevant. This is related to your need to have an
explicit hieroglyphic statement regarding the intent of these dates, which I addressed in
detail in my previous post. The other is your generalized assertion that “astronomical
patterns can be almost anything under the sun or night sky.” This is,  must say, a
completely misleading critique, and not applicable to my methodology. Again, as |
alluded to earlier, context is a limit-function in the parsing out of what astronomy is
relevant. Since the monument is about Bahlam Ajaw, the astronomy must be relevant to
him and his life. His birth, the first date in the left flange, is a defining precedent for what
comes after. Because of the “hidden” symmetry evident in the construction of the text
(see my Diagram 9) as well as the explicit structural symmetry of the T-shape of the
monument, the last date on the right flange (the 2012 date) presents itself as an important
counterpoint to his birth date. Why? Because of the structural symmetry. We can look at
those two defining dates and identify the commonality: sun at Crossroads. We’ve just
eliminated the relevance of Mars-Jupiter oppositions, Venus conjunctions with Antares,
lunar alignments with the Pleiades, and about ten thousand other possible situations that
your critique implies could be viable candidates as “anything under the sun or night sky.”

A superficial treatment of the text, without taking into account the full context and the
evident theme, easily leads to your position. A comprehensive analysis of the text with an
understanding of the defining structural framework results in my position. The proof of
intention is in the context and the evidence of meaningful pattern, well beyond chance.
As I mentioned earlier the reconstruction of paradigms and intentions and non-explicit
strategies usually does not proceed with the benefit of 100% proof. So, in this regard you
will not be convinced of very many things in Maya studies, and perhaps life in general,
that are less than 100% tangible. Legal cases based on sets of indirect evidence are
argued in the courts and reasonable people can come to the conclusion that a good case
has been made. I’ve seen you offer your own deductive interpretations, not resting on
bullet-proof direct evidence, in your interesting article on the Temple of the Inscriptions
at Mesoweb. (By the way, your analysis could be nicely augmented by an inclusion of the
astronomical events occurring on the many dates you discussed.) The multiple sets of
interrelated evidence as to motivation and intention is what I’ve put on the table here.
Remember, this is a brief treatment. Nevertheless, there is enough here for reasonable
people to agree that something very interesting and compelling is going on in this TRT
Mon 6 narrative, and astronomy is an underlying key.

You have to admit, you are a hard nut to crack! I respect the rigorous questioning you
bring to the presentation of the argument, but you are very much on the far edge of
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having a useful approach to this kind of data (integrating multiple sets of data) that can
produce results. Frankly, I don’t see your extreme application of scientific precision with
a null-set default as being a strong position. It’s useful to acknowledge and incorporate
many types of evidence and contextual motivations. As you can, and do, peel away each
one of these considerations one by one on grounds of this or that *possible* complication
or limit-case, we lose the entire map that can alone lead us to understanding the overall
intention of the narrative. So, I think we are up against a difference of approach. But we
both claim to follow the evidence. I say the evidence is there, that there are ways of
looking rationally at the text and its construction which provides data for deducing a
reasonable interpretation. A big picture, truly reflective of the Maya intention, can be
reconstructed, rooted in an integration of multiple sets of evidence, data, and contextual
considerations. But you can smoosh my interpretation through a very narrow filter of
allowable data and render the picture a wasteland. This approach can also be applied to
epigraphy, which we often assume rests on bullet-proof evidence. Rather, the resulting
decipherments and readings rest on received beliefs or convictions which have collapsed
the reading inappropriately into one interpretation, and with sufficient effort at
intellectual deconstruction and exploitation of gray areas and disagreements among
experts, they too can all be torn apart. So, ones own motivations must be taken into
consideration. I’ve frequently observed that the arguments I provide for the various
reconstructions I’ve presented over the years are powers of ten more cogent and well-
documented than many ideas I’ve seen blindly accepted and repeated in academia,
including arguments I’ve seen presented in accepted PhD dissertations. Consensus
trumps evidence. The old classic Social Sciences as Sorcery by Andreski is a good book
to ponder.

You responded to my four points of evidence, or reasons, for accepting that astronomy is
an intended reference in the Monument 6 text. I repeat the four here in brief:

1. The structural and astronomical parallel between Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday and the
2012 date.

2. The theme of this astronomical alignment image repeated on many of the other dates
on the monument.

3. The consistent presence, in these alignments, of mythologically potent astronomical
features (already known from many Creation narratives such as at Palenque and

Quirigua)

4. The astronumerology evident in many date relations, indicating theoretical
computations of the planetary number canon, not least of which is the 819 x 600 interval
between the 667 AD hotun date and the 2012 date---thus a concern with astronomy.

I want to summarize your responses with the hope that other readers will comment. Your
opinion is that the structural and astronomical parallel between the first and last dates, on
the left and right flanges (i.e., Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday and the 2012 date) is inconclusive
(and that these parallels do not provide any “conclusive” evidence for Bahlam Ajaw
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having or asserting a personal relationship with the 2012 date.) It must be clarified here
that the fact of these parallels exists, and you must be asserting that the evidence for
intent is inconclusive. To augment the items I mentioned, we should also acknowledge
here the 1 Ik — 4 Ajaw analogy I mentioned in a post above, and the 3 Kankin haab near-
commensuration as well. (The “nearness” should be allowed, since we allow the 8-day
variance on Pakal’s 20th Baktun anniversary DN.) All of these reinforce my position that
a relationship between Bahlam Ajaw’s birth and the 2012 date was intended. The
mutually reinforcing nature of these four sets of evidence either brings us right to the
cusp of “conclusiveness” or it’s an incredible coincidence.

If you want a DN connection similar to the series linking Pakal’s birthday with the 20th
Baktun 80 CR near-anniversary, then on Monument 6 we have a simple three-step DN
linkage from Bahlam Ajaw’s birthday to his accession date to the 669 AD building
dedication to the 2012 date. The Palenque and Tortuguero strategies are almost identical.
In Pakal’s case, the 20 Baktun / 80 CR anniversary strategy is indicated in the calendrical
mathematics (with an 8-day error), but not explicitly stated (show me the statement “here
we are showing that Pakal’s birth is related to the 20th Baktun™), it must be deduced from
the DN series. With Bahlam Ajaw, his link to the 2012 date is implied by a DN series and
three other items of calendrical commensuration, astronomical repetition, and structural
parallelism. So, I wonder why we apply two different sets of standards in assessing the
cogency of the two arguments. Really interesting.

As for the role deductive reasoning, without the benefit of having an explicit statement
provided as to intent, you seem comfortable with the following statement in your Temple
of the Inscriptions essay (page 44):

“This passage merely reiterates that the day 5 Lamat 1 Mol will reoccur eight days after
the one pictun Period Ending of 10 Ahau 13 Yaxkin. The Calendar Round of this future
Period Ending is ALMOST exactly the same Calendar Round as the last Katun Ending of
Pakal’s reign, 9.12.0.0.0, 10 Ahau 8 Yaxkin. The similarity of these dates would also
have pleased Palenque’s scribes, and undoubtedly the king himself” (CAPS added for
emphasis).

So, 10 Ahau 8 Yaxkin is “almost exactly” 10 Ahau 13 Yaxkin (10 Ahau 8 Yaxkin and 10
Ahau 13 Yaxkin are separated by almost 5 years). Although there is no explicit statement
as to what you propose, you assert, with absolutely no explicit evidence, that “The
similarity of these dates WOULD HAVE pleased Palenque’s scribes, and
UNDOUBTEDLY the king himself.” And yet, we can’t have Bahlam Ajaw or his scribes
“being pleased” with the calendrical, structural, and astronomical “similarities” or
analogies between his birthdate and the 2012 date. I think this indicates, quite clearly,
that you can allow for a deduction not based on explicit evidence and you are willing to
apply a double standard to the assessment of my paper, if it is efficacious for rejecting its
findings.

As for points 2 and 3 and 4, you just disagree. The 4 solar alignments to the dark
rift/Crossroads are factually there, but you believe that coincidence is the most reasonable
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position to take. And the lunar eclipse at the dark rift is invalidated because it occurred 3
days before the first war event, which may have been timed by the appearance of the
eclipse, followed by war preparation and the subsequent 13 Kimi (Death) date three days
later. But those contextual factors cannot be allowed because all dated events in the
inscriptions must fall precisely on their intended reference (even though the 1 pictun
period ending and the 80 CR anniversary are 8 days apart). Also, Venus risings and
eclipses often do not correspond precisely to the predictive frameworks in the almanacs.
So there’s another double standard. You suggest that astronumerology is an antiquated
holdover from Thompson days. Lounsbury, anyone? Astronumerology has proven to be a
very useful tool for reconstructing narrative intent. You state that the 819 x 600 interval
could be coincidence. Your case for this would be much stronger if the round number 600
(also divisible by 4 thus bringing in the directional character of the 819 x 4 count) was
not involved, and if the interval did not also include 360, 260, 364, and 378, and if a
Jupiter alignment with the dark rift/Crossroads was not involved. You treat these one by
one and dismiss most of them, except for the 260 which you found useful for your
argument that the relationship is ONLY calendrical. I think your anti-astronomy bias
shows here, for the evidence is present, but is disallowed on rather shaky grounds that
ignores the full context and evidence. The dates are reference points to the fact of the
astronomy, which is the evidences for the argument. The assumption, yes, is that the
Maya were always interested in what was going in the sky. I think that’s a very
reasonable assumption, borne out by the many instances of astronomy being integrated
with inscriptional narratives, a few of which I alluded to in my paper, and above.

As for the Ahkal Mo’ Naab accession and death astronomy. He died on a sun-dark rift
alignment in 524 AD, not a Jupiter alignment as you have it. An Ahkal K’uk was
referenced by Bahlam Ajaw in association with the sweat bath / sanctuary rite, which was
performed in 510 AD on the date of a sun-dark rift/Crossroads alignment. Since Bahlam
Ajaw’s birthday embodied this alignment, I found it interesting that Ahkal Mo’ Naab of
Palenque, whom several scholar already suspect could be the Ahkal K uk mentioned on
TRT Mon 6, died on a day in 524 AD when the sun was positioned at the dark
rift/Crossroads. My proposal that these astronomical parallels add a degree of weight to
the likelihood of the equation of the two Ahkal ancestor/kings is, linguistically and
conceptually, a valid statement. All stated astronomical events on the stated dates are
facts. You and others might not accept the relevance of them, but supportive data from a
separate discipline (astronomy) that adds to the likelihood of the original proposition
(which heretofore was based only on name similarity and appropriate timing of the
Palenque king’s rule) is exactly what I said it is --- a degree of supportive weight.

Stan, you began your response by writing:

“You argue that 2012 represents the end of a 13 baktun “Great Cycle” and that the 20
baktun cycle was not important to anyone but the scribes of Palenque. Now, here is the
problem. There is no evidence for a 13 baktun “Great Cycle”. None. The only reference
to 2012 doesn’t mention this as the end of a “Great Cycle”, it is merely the end of 13
baktuns. You have no evidence of any 13 baktun Great Cycle...”
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Yes, there is a problem here. The phrase you quoted me as writing, “Great Cycle,” does
not appear in my article nor do I use it in any of my posts. Furthermore, your comments
here ignore what I actually stated about cycles versus period-endings and you derail this
exchange by suggesting, incorrectly, that I pledge allegiance to the “cycle” concept. |
already qualified the phrasing of “13th Baktun period-ending” versus “cycle ending” in
my previous comments to you, which you must have missed. You are exploiting a
misreading of my intention --- which I already clarified --- to underscore your incorrect
assertion that [ am “proposing a new cycle”, and thereby you avoid the good points I
made about allowing for many Baktun endings, including the 10th, the 13th, and the 20th,
to have been meaningful to different kings.

Having said that, could there have been a concept of a 13-baktun cycle somewhere at
some time by the Maya? Sure. Most likely at Quirigua, because of the necessary
mathematical and calendrical equation of the previous 13.0.0.0.0 with a turnover back to
0. I’ll send you numerous examples of your colleagues who take this for granted, because
all Classic Period Long Count dates must count backward to 0.0.0.0.0 = 13.0.0.0.0 on
August 11, 3114 BC. This has always been a weird sticky point for math-minded
scientists because they find it hard to reconcile with their desire for 20-based repetitions
at all levels of the Long Count, a futile dream since already the Tun level is 18 x 20 not
20 x 20 (but you gave this anomaly a pass as a “slight tweaking™). A 20-baktun “cycle?”
Sure. A 1-baktun cycle? Uh, yeah, you can say that too. You seem to want there to be one
answer, one correct perspective on this particular point. And your bias is that Palenque
had it “right.” I find that to be unhelpful in understanding the full complexity of the
variations in Maya cosmological and calendrical thinking at different sites. Bahlam Ajaw
clearly liked the 13th Baktun ending, because he cited it but not the 20th. But I’'m sure he
could have played that card too if it could serve his rhetorical purposes. Pakal’s crew
liked and exploited the 20th Baktun ending. I’ve suggested that we might transcend such
debate and identify the underlying reason why Maya kings liked to relate themselves to
big period endings in the Long Count. Do you feel that this is a useful approach? To
pursue the answer to such a question, we could bring in what K’ak Tiliw was doing with
13.0.0.0.0 in 3114 BC, and what 18 Rabbit did with the 10th Baktun ending in 830 AD (a
hundred years after his rule). I mentioned these in my paper.

You wrote: “I don’t think our problem, or at least mine, is that the Maya would have had
to have been aware of precession here, but that there is no evidence that they were.” Stan,
you must avail yourself of all the academic literature on this that I cited in Appendix 2 of
my 1998 book Maya Cosmogenesis 2012. More importantly, please contact Barbara
MacLeod on the 3-11 pik formula and Michael Grofe for his dissertation and other work
on this topic. Or perhaps they can chime in with their thoughts, if they are following our
exchange. You have an oft-repeated refrain such as “but there is no evidence for  .”
Your assertion of this, in various contexts, is very often simply not accurate and gives a
misleading impression to unsuspecting readers.

You wrote: “Yes, you do sense a bias in my post; a bias for facts as opposed to

speculation. I stand by my statement that the Maya were obsessed not so much of the
patterns of stars as they were by patterns in their own calendar. The Dresden Codex
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proves this point, as it has long been known that the cycles were fudged in order to have
these cycles end on Ahau dates and the like.”

You should read Michael Grofe’s PhD dissertation on the Serpent Series in the Dresden
Codex. Perhaps he will send it to you if you inquire.

Best wishes, John

From Stanley Paul Guenter
Carlos,

to be perfectly honest, I don't know. There have been many proposals, but none have any
supporting evidence and all seem unlikely to me. The human gestation period sounds
interesting, but human gestation isn't that regular and if this was the reason behind the
calendar, it was pathetically inefficient at predicting birth dates. Furthermore, this
presumes the tzolkin is already in existence, for why else would you need to figure out
"lucky days" on which you want your child born. Now, that said, one of the most
important functions of the 260 day calendar was to name children after the day on which
they were born. So there is something here.

The zenith passage arguments don't strike me as likely for the reasons given above. As
for agricultural cycles, these follow a solar year far more than a 260 day cycle, and so
would immediately fall out of sync before the first year had even passed. That doesn't
work either. Arguments for a connection with Venus are also far too fuzzy - the periods
of morning and evening star don't fit 260 exactly, and would immediately fall out of sync.
Furthermore, only one of the twenty day names refer to any celestial body, and while it is
a star (Lamat), it is not specifically Venus. As for the moon, Rice's idea that the
Yukatekan word "uinal" comes from the word for "moon" strikes me as absurd; it doesn't
work linguistically (uinal comes from the word for "twenty/human", which is winik) and
the uinal is 20 days long, not 29/30.

In the end, I simply don't know. The 20 days is understandable, as 20 is a sacred number
for ancient Mesoamericans, reflecting the basis of their counting system and not
coincidentally, the number of digits a human can count on. The 13 is harder to figure out.
It too is an obviously sacred number, and I think the 260 day calendar is simply a
combination of these two sacred numbers and has no reference to any natural cycles
(except maybe gestation, but I'm skeptical of this). The big question is why was the
number 13 so sacred? It is interesting that the Maya numbering system has separate
words for the numbers 1 through 12, and then from 13 on the numbers are simply
combinations of other numbers. Thus 14 is actually "4-10", just as in English. But 13 isn't
part of the original number series; 13 is "3-10".

I don't know why 13 was so sacred a number, but it reminds me of the situation of

Sumerian and Mesopotamian mathematics and calendrics, which have a base 60 counting
system. Many scholars emphasize the number 60's ability to be divided by the first six
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number, and a bunch of other numbers, and that this makes fractions easier. However,
this leaves us with the same problem as the Maya calendar one; you have to presume the
existence numbering system in order to explain its origin. You can't figure out the most
divisible number without already having a counting and numbering system well
established. I consider this numbering system as currently inexplicable as the
Mesoamerican 260 day calendar. Cheers,

Stan

John Major Jenkins
Stan, (in reply to your shorter latest email),

You wrote: "I have to point out to you that it is you especially of the 2012 proponents
who have championed the astronomical precision of the ancient Maya. That is your entire
point about 2012, that this demonstrates an amazingly precise ability to calculate
precession down to the specific day thousands of years into the future. This precision is
precisely why you think the 2012 "end date" can't be coincidental."

Your assessment here about my valuing of precision is 100% incorrect. Your last
sentence expresses something I never enunciated, do not believe, and do not hang my
theory upon. I've stated hypothetical ranges for the alignment going out a hundred years
which could still be considered compellingly close enough to investigate further whether
intention was involved. Your misconception here is also evident in the presentation you
co-wrote with Freidel, which I linked to earlier so we could get past the misconceptions
you may still harbor. To reiterate, I do not require that the Maya made an absolutely
precise forward calculation in precession. I have noted the 14-year discrepancy between
Meeus's 1998 calculation and the 2012 date --- in fact, I was one of the very first people
to point out his calculation (along with Daniel Giamario) and it's ridiculous to think this
causes a problem for the Maya's end date placement being intended to mark the
alignment of the sun and the Crossroads. I have noted the fact that the half-degree-wide
body of the sun is still in contact with the galactic equator on December 21, 2012, and
therefore it is accurate to say that the sun is in alignment with the Crossroads on that date.
I've dealt endlessly with precision-obsessed astronomers who ignore the fact [ have
clearly defined and discussed all the caveats and ranges and parameters of the alignment.
I have stated that the 14-year "discrepancy" between 1998 and 2012 is still amazingly
precise given that it would have to have been a forward precession calculation of some
2,000 years. Perhaps that is where your misunderstanding derives from. Again, please
read the long response to the presentation you use against my work, which contains
literally dozens of factual errors and misconceptions. Just on the level of decency I hope
you can stop presenting those in your classes --- it promulgates misinformation about my
work, my associations, my motivations, and my assumptions.

I also have been pointing out that while the Maya were clearly doing decently accurate
astronomy, their calendar cosmology seems to have been more concerned with showing
commensurations, a comprehensive vision of calendrical model making. I said on a
Discovery Channel interview in 2000 that "to celebrate the Maya calendar for its
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accuracy is like celebrating Einstein for being a decent patent clerk!"

So, please take to heart my corrections here, regardless of your previous beliefs. As for
Lounsbury's 2-day argument, that boils down to the litmus test provided by the surviving
260-day placement --- a very different issue. And yes, this does pull us off track, but I'm
glad we got to clear up some deep-set misconceptions. Some of my scholarly critics even
believe I preach the doctrine of Planet X! Again, understandable since I have enemies
who aggressively spread disinformation about my work and toss around ad hominen
judgments. But I encourage everyone to just engage the material I present and the
evidence and arguments I lay out. That's why I'm glad for this forum.

John

Next, there was a post from Ray Mardyks containing his typical accusations and claims.
Mardyks became increasingly hostile, and after three warnings, and much tolerance, the
moderator deleted his posts. Jenkins’s response to Ray’s post:

From John Major Jenkins
Ray,

This forum should not be a dumping ground for your complaints and personal issues with
me. As I've said to you many times, I was not aware of your work until my breakthrough
article was published in MA in December 1994, and an article you wrote was in there too.
Remember? And I mailed you a cordial letter? I came into a knowledge of the solstice-
galaxy alignment through Terence and Dennis McKenna's Invisible Landscape book
(first edition, 1975), which I read in 1985, and their referencing of Hamlet's Mill (1969)
— in which the alignment can be discerned if you read carefully. Furthermore, in the
interest of documenting the "history of the idea" I included a reference to you in
Appendix 1 of my book Maya Cosmogenesis 2012 (1998), along with James Roylance,
Moira Timms, Nick Fiorenza, and several other writers who I had become aware of.
Upon reading some of your writings, I noted you have a distinct western astrology
interpretation of the alignment. My effort to reconstruct the presence of the galactic
alignment concept within Maya traditions (the ballgame, king-making symbolism, the
Creation Myth) and at Izapa, is not based on anything you've ever written, was well
underway before I knew about you, and the reconstruction I offer has no precedent in
your writings or anyone else's. That is clear if you compare the two. Yes, the alignment
concept was floating around, but even in 1994 it had never been clearly discussed with
any degree of cogency.

I posted our discussions in the links you provided above because it reveals your
unfounded accusations. Your continuous assaults against me — for over a decade now —
in emails, Youtube videos, websites and god knows where else are revealing of who you
are; it's the recourse I maintain to counter your disinformation campaign. Finally, your
post violates the focus of this forum, but I'd suggest the moderator leaves it and my
response up and carefully monitor your future posts for relevance, civility, and non-
slanderous content. Best wishes, John

78


http://www.facebook.com/profile.php?id=1075669524

Next was another post from Ray, with claims that McKenna gave a 300-year range for
the alignment, and other misleading things. Jenkins responds again:

John Major Jenkins
Ray,

I have the first edition of The Invisible Landscape right here. 2012 is mentioned, albeit
briefly. Via the Hamlet's Mill reference, the galactic alignment is presented as occurring
at the turn of the millennium (circa 2000). McKenna mentions looking at winter solstices
on which eclipses occur over a 200-year period. I don't see any reference to 300 years.
Terence was talking about 2012 and the Maya calendar in relation to his time wave zero
theory and the Invisible Landscape book by the early 1980s at the latest. Your comments
and claims over the years have been inconsistent and contradictory, and my efforts to
speak to you and with you have always ended in irrational explosive outbursts on your
part, followed by weeks or months of harassment.

It seems you inserted an inventive notion into the Arguelles discussion around Harmonic
Convergence that there should be a 26-year countdown from Harmonic Convergence
(Tony Shearer's idea based on Calendar Round periods) and 2012 — all of which is New
Age astrological ideation not connected with authentic Maya cosmology or traditions.
But sure, you may have spun some astrological interpretations around 1999, 2012, 1987,
countdowns to whatever and Harmonic Convergence. I recall you asserting in several
emails that the galactic alignment isn't related to 2012, as you apply an astrological
precision of interpretation to different years and configurations. You spun the reading
into your own astrological reading which could incorporate 1987, 1999, and 2012.

The fact remains that what I have offered as a reconstruction of Maya cosmology is
unprecedented and is not based on or an extension of your work, and your accusations are
just unfounded. The Arguelles movement's material you used to follow, Tony Shearer's
basis for the Harmonic Convergence in 1987, and astrological interpretations of 2012
and/or the galactic alignment are things ['ve commented on and I believe they are not that
relevant to the work I am doing. I've encouraged you in the past to continue your journey,
and to stop fixating on me as the source of your angst and frustrations. I've tracked my
encounter and journey with these ideas honestly and fairly.

The task at hand in this forum is very different from what you are dredging up out of your
unresolved past, so please let's bring a focus back to the material on my SAA paper.

Best wishes, John

Maya Exploration Center
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Thanks to everyone who is participating in this discussion. While there are but a few
voices in the discussion, MEC has received many emails from people saying that they are
closely following it. We will continue for about one week more and then MEC will post a
summary of the discussion and move on to other subjects

Raymond - you are welcome in this conversation but we ask that you stay on the specific
topic of John's paper and communicate in a civil, respectful tone. Please do not discuss
past debates or his larger body of work here.

Barbara and Carlos - Both of you have interesting views to share on Jupiter and we
suggest that we start a new discussion thread on the topic. Let's stay focused on
discussing John's paper for now and we'll begin a new thread some time next week.

This discussion, perhaps inevitably, is being pulled into a larger debate about 2012.
Again, we suggest a separate discussion board be made. Mid-next week we will start a
2012 discussion board, beginning with posting a recent email between Barnhart and
Jenkins regarding Jenkins’ previous publications on 2012.

Wolak Barbara

My discussion part 2- Vedic Calendar connection with Maya Classical Tzolkin

Dear Panel,

I don’t have internet at home so I come to use public library and usualy I dont come here
on Saturday but I see now why I need to add my post to this discussion today.

At this moment I can post it in my blog www.galacticdoor2011.blog.com but I will as
soon as I get connected just in case my post may be removed from this discussion as it
was with other post I put here few days ago about Jupiter connection to Vedic calendar
and Long Count.

Last night I was shown another piece of the puzzle concerning Maya Tzolkin and Vedic
Calendar. I don’t know if this is just a coincidence or if there is deeper connection
between those calendars. But I know that my spirit guides showed me this yesterday for
the first time in relation to a discussion on FB and previous post in my blog about Jupiter
connection with Vedic Calendar and Maya Long count calendar.

Yesterday I was looking for information on Kali Yuga in a book Beneath a Vedic Sky - A
Beginner’s Guide to the Astrology of Ancient India written by William R. Levacy. I got
this book many years ago from Kawai Hindu Monastery.

I read in chapter’ What is Panchanga? On page 370 this information quote:

“The second category of the panchanga is the nakshatra, or “Moon sign.”

There are 27 nakshatras, each with its own territory of influence. The referred literature
on nakshatras will give you insight into how to pick an auspicious event according to the
nature of a particular nakshatra.

Nakshatra mark the amount of time the Moon spends in one of the 12 suns or zodiac
signs.
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Each nakshatra counts for 13 20’ of the 360 annual “path” of the Sun.

Each nakshatra is further divided into four subsections of 320°, called a “pada,” or foot of
a nakshatra. A pada is similar in length to a navamsa or one-ninth division of a 30 Sun
sign. Nine nakshatra padas make one Sun sign”. End of quote.

In Glossary of this book page 383 this explanation is given quote:

“ Constellation -1/27 division (1320) of the zodiac. Also naksatra or asterism; used in
astronomy to describe any grouping of stars. Those star groups close to the ecliptic have
the same names as the astrological signs but do not exactly occupy the same space in the
sky.” End of quote.

On Page 202 there is chart of 27 nakshatrea and associations with Yoni, Gana, Sex,
Disposition, Body Part, & Guna. I put this table and more information from book in my
blog here is link:

What I found interesting is that each nakshatra has Yoni — the birth source, the external
form of a woman’s reproductive organs’ explains in glossary.

There is 27 nakshatra but 20 animal symbols for Yoni so some repeat. Some Yoni names
are same as in Tzolkin glyphs: Snake, Dog, Monkey.

So Vedic Calendar divides ecliptic journey in parts of 13 and associates with those parts
20 symbols. Sounds similar?

Now compare this definition, which describes Mayan Tzolkin 260 day cycle.

Tzolkin is often referred as13x20cycle. The 260 days are divided by 13 columns of 20
days they consist of 13 tone numbers and 20 glyphs creating unique days.

So my questions are:
Is there a connection of 13 —20 used in Vedic Calendar and Maya Tzolkin?

Did Maya know about Vedic astronomy system?

Did they replace in their observation of 360 ecliptic as 1 year and used 1/27 section of 13
as 13 tone days?

Is their Glyph system associated with Vedic Yoni if so is Tzolkin some sort of measure of
Moon cycles? Especially, Moon association with creation- Yoni birth source of a
woman’s reproductive organs’.

I know that this creates another puzzle game that my spirit guides-teachers are playing.

I also felt they were showing me the movie ‘Fields of Dreams” with Kevin Kostner
Saying ‘If You build it “they” will come. Meaning follow inner guidance and that’s what
I do sharing this with you here for further research and discussion.

I don’t have a sticker on my forehead with sign ‘2012 END’ I am just passenger in the
car looking out the window seeing other signposts in this journey.

Sincerely Barbara
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Here is more from the book about Nakshatra in chapter 9 page 199 quote:

Nakshatras- Moon signs

The Vedic night observers divided the circle of the sky into 27 sections. These divisions,
separate from the signs of the zodiac, were used in ancient times to mark the movement
of planets, especially the Moon, against the main star groups that were located in or
around those 27 sky sections. Each fixed star group, or nakshatra, had a bright, primary
star to help observers find it. This was called the Yoga Tara. It was once believed to mark
the union ( Yoga) or boundary between nakshatras. Due to precession, or the shifting
back of the earth relative to the stars, the current orientation of the earth observers has
moved back a few nakshatras from those early times. Around 4000-2000 B.C., Aldebaran
in the sign of Taurus and in the nakshatra of Krittika was believed to mark the equinox.
Today’s observers, adjusting for precession, use the star Spica (Alpha Virginis) at the
border of Virgo and the nakshatra of Chitra (opposite Pisces) to mark the new
astrological year. When the Moon crossed over the Yoga Tara star or its group, it
designated a specific Moon nakshatra and signaled that it was time to perform certain
rituals (yagyas) or to start or stop specific events ( Muhurtha). End of quote.

I refer you to this book and authors website as given in the book printed in 1999:
www.vedicsky.com

Ps. I see that a symbol of degree is not appearing in my post next to 13 or in case of 360
degree.
Barbara Wolak

Maya Exploration Center
Strike two Mr. Mardyks. This is a discussion board to John's paper on Tortuguero
Monument 6. If you misuse it again, your posts will be deleted.

Barbara, your last post also seems to have nothing to do with a commentary on John's
paper. Please explain how it relates to John's paper or refrain from posting off topic texts.

Stanley Paul Guenter

OK, let’s look at a few monuments you think have astronomically significant texts or
iconography. You mention Quirigua Zoomorph B. Trouble is, there is no reference to any
celestial body in this text, let alone the sun or the “dark rift”. The imagery is of K’ahk’
Tiliw Chan Yopaat emerging from the mouth of a celestial crocodile, the Celestial
Monster. Now here is a good chance to look for some associated astronomy, I will
concur. Now, why should we conclude that the sun in the “dark rift” was intended here?
Now, perhaps one could argue that the king represents the sun and as the king is in the
mouth of the celestial crocodile, we should see this as a reference to the sun in the “dark
rift”. Unfortunately, there is no way to confirm this, and nothing in the text indicates such
a connection. However, it is quite possible, and I will admit you could well have a point
here.
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As for Copan Stela C, this monument does have on one side Waxaklajuun Ubaah K’awiil
wearing a crocodile loincloth. Unfortunately, there isn’t much beyond that that I know of.
Do you have any further evidence for this connection?

As for Palenque, which “key deity”’s birth is connected to Kan Bahlam’s heir designation
event?

Now, as for the Sun in Dark Rift dates on Tortuguero Monument 6, we can also state that
these four dates simply fall at approximately the same time of the solar year:

Nov. 23 — Dec. 3, 612 Birth of Bahlam Ajaw

Dec. 6, 647 unknown event

Dec. 5, 510 pib naah of Ahkul K’uk’ event

Dec. 21, 2010 Bolon Yokte’ event

Now, this looks impressive on its own, but we have to include the other events on this
monument as well, as well as recognize that the first date is on the outer edges of
possibility to fit this pattern. This makes only 4 at best of the 13 events on this monument
fit this pattern, possibly only 3. Note that the only reference to a crocodile in the text does
not fit with any of these dates, and there is no reference to any “dark rift”. How much
latitude do you give yourself to consider a date a “match”, I should ask? For example,
how far out of exact alignment do you consider to still be significant? This greatly
expands how many “hits” one is going to expect. And this makes coincidence more and
more likely, in my books.

Ok, regarding the “hidden symmetry” in your Diagram 9, I agree this looks interesting at
first glance. However, I think it is rather misleading. Your lines w, X, y and z are only in
your own mind, and there is no explicit connection between dates 1, 7, 8 and 11 with the
2012 date. The only date that is explicitly connected to the 2012 date is date 10, the
dedicatory date of the structure that housed Monument 6 and presumably the monument
itself. If the Maya were trying to pattern dates with 2012, it would be with date 10.
However, there is no match in terms of the astronomy. The events of dates 10 and 12 are
clearly patterned, both being house dedications, but the astronomy doesn’t match
between these dates either. Now, the fact that dates 1, 12 and 13 are the only ones on the
flange, and all fall at the same time of year is certainly interesting. So I’ll grant that there
may be some astronomy going on here. However, why does it have to be the Dark Rift
and the sun? Why can’t it simply be the general time of the solar year and that Bahlam
Ajaw was simply wanting to include a few dates that occurred at the same time of year as
his birth? After all, there is nothing in this text to suggest anything having to do with the
“Dark Rift”. A birth, a house event, and a future period ending involving an enigmatic
god do not make for a compelling argument for an emphasis on the Dark Rift in this text,
especially when none of the glyphs you argue refer to the Dark Rift make any appearance
here at all.

Now, you argue we should allow the 1 Ik 4 Ahau connection, which you think should be

permitted because of the 8 days between the 1 pictun event and the anniversary of Pakal’s
accession. Trouble for you is that the Temple of the Inscriptions makes this connection
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explicit, exactly what is missing on Tortuguero Monument 6. There may be a patterning
between dates 1 and 13, but it could as easily be coincidence. After all, given so many
Maya monuments, such coincidences are guaranteed to occur time and again, even if
there was no intentionality. You claim there is a simple three-step DN from Bahlam
Ajaw’s birth date to the 2012 date. Sorry, but this sounds like a bad game of Six Degrees
of Kevin Bacon. By that criteria practically any date can be connected to any other. 3
separate DNs connecting as disparate events as birth, accession, a house dedication, and a
future PE do not connect anything close to a connection.

I should also point out that this emphasis on wanting to read date 1 as the day 1 Ik cannot
be supported by the shape of the monument. We don’t know what the building around
Monument 6 located and there could be very practical reasons for its design as a T-shape
and even if it was patterned after the Ik’ symbol, we know from Palenque that this was an
important design for that dynasty. The Ik’ design, if that’s what this is, may have no
reference at all to Bahlam Ajaw’s birth date.

You attempt to chide me by referencing my own Temple of the Inscriptions writeup on
Mesoweb. Nice try, I do admit. However, for someone who admits that you simplify your
ideas for a public audience, you don’t seem to be very charitable in that way with others.
There is a very close pattern between these two dates, 10 Ahau 13 Yaxkin and 10 Ahau 8
Yaxkin and as you know from Quirigua and Palenque, ancient Maya kings loved to make
connections between events falling on the same tzolkin. What you are proposing isn’t
simply another pattern like this, because this pattern at least has the dates written out
explicitly, and we know from many other monuments that kings did regularly make these
connections. Your pattern is entirely hidden. Not just the connections between dates, but
the astronomical significance as well. Hidden connections between hidden astronomy. At
some point someone has to point out that this emperor of yours isn’t simply wearing
invisible clothes, he’s stark naked. Practically everything you propose is “hidden”. A
hidden “Great Cycle” of 13 baktuns that isn’t explicitly recorded anywhere; hidden
astronomical references of dates; hidden connections between these dates (that do not
involve like-in-kind events even).

You accuse me of an anti-astronomy bias, and you are almost correct. I fully admit to
having a major bias against archaeoastronomy. Why? Because so much of it is presented
without any solid basis. Alignments are proposed, but there is usually no confirming
evidence that these were intended, and by giving yourself 3 or 4 days on either side of a
precise alignment as a hit, and allowing for any kind of astronomically significant event
(solstice, equinox, lunar and Venus positions), you can find that almost any building fits
at least some pattern. Whether it was actually intended is another matter entirely. The
astronomical significance of many Maya dates is proposed, but there is no consistency in
what features are considered significant, or why the ancient Maya would have patterned
dates together. To do science you need something predictive. Do all dates that have the
sun aligning with the “Dark Rift” bear similar iconography? No. We don’t even have a
majority of them doing so, and none of these record anything astronomical in terms of
these dates, such as using “Dark Rift” glyphs. Why not? We have many Maya texts that
refer to astronomical events; the Lunar Series of the Long Counts. We have a few
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references to Venus and eclipses at Copan and other sites. So the Maya weren’t shy about
referring to astronomy. So why, if these astronomical connections were so important,
were the Maya so reticent about making any of this explicit?

Regarding Ahkul K’uk’ and Ahkul Mo’ Nahb, yes, the astronomy is there, but you
haven’t any evidence that astronomy was an important consideration for any of these
events. And yet you are using this pure speculation to argue that two men with different
names are the same individual. Your speculation about the astronomical significance of
one guy’s death date and a house event for the other guy in no way constitutes evidence
supporting the claim that they were the same individual. Yeah, astronomical events
happened on these days, but the events are unrelated, and there is no other reason to
believe these are the same individual. You keep citing these other epigraphers who have
speculated that these may be the same individual, but there is no good reason for such a
claim. It isn’t impossible, I will admit, but there are tons of things that aren’t impossible.
To say that something isn’t impossible doesn’t make it necessarily likely, and isn’t
science. Without proof that astronomy was actually intended here, across monuments and
between sites, your speculations do not constitute anything near approaching “a degree of
supporting weight”.

You can save yourself the trouble of sending me the names of my colleagues who believe
in a 13 baktun cycle, because I am well aware of these people (Aveni, Milbrath, and Rice
being most prominent amongst them). They are all wrong, demonstrably so. Thompson
got it right half a century ago, and there a bunch of Mayanists who followed Edmonson’s
ideas about the calendar, many of which are simply not supportable.

And again you protest at supposedly being misquoted. You object to my referring to you
talking about the 13 baktun “Great Cycle” and insist that you didn’t use the term in your
article. This is, frankly, pedantic, as you are not adverse to using the exact term in your
publications and interviews:

http://johnmajorjenkins.com/interviewbrazil

You now claim that you refer only to the “13 baktun Period Ending”, and apparently
consider it on par with the 10, 13 and 20th baktuns. Trouble is, as we both know, all of
your writings about 2012 presuppose that the 13th baktun was not simply special, but an
end date of a “Great Cycle” (whether you use that term or not). After all, if 2012 isn’t the
end of a major cycle, but merely one of many, then your whole argument about the Long
Count having been designed with this Dark Rift alignment in mind become meaningless.

“A 1-baktun cycle: Uh, yeah, you can say that too”. No, not really. This so cheapens the
term “cycle” as to make it all but meaningless. We both know that this is not how you’ve
been using the term cycle, and your occasional use of the terms “Great Cycle” and “end
date” in reference to 2012 makes it clear that you think in terms of 13 baktuns forming an
explicit and full cycle of time.

Stan

85


http://johnmajorjenkins.com/interviewbrazil

Stanley Paul Guenter
John,

You wrote that for you, the fact that 2012 is a solstice makes it an astronomically
important station, and chide me for not accepting this. You mistake my point. While Dec.
21,2012 is indeed a solstice, what evidence do we have to believe that Tortuguero
Monument 6’s scribes had this in mind when they recorded the only ancient Maya
reference to that date? I’ve already posited an alternative explanation for the importance
of this date to these scribes, that of the pattern of the 4 Ahau date. Grofe apparently has
noted a possible astronomical pattern between the birth date of Bahlam Ajaw and this
2012 date. You want to add that this is a sun in the Dark Rift alignment, and that the
Long Count calendar was designed with this alignment in mind. There may be some
intentional connection between the astronomy of these dates, I will grant Grofe that.
Possible, but I don’t think the evidence makes this any more likely than coincidence.

The much bigger problem is your larger position, which admittedly isn’t entirely explicit
in this one article. That is, the origin of the Long Count calendar and the meaning behind
the 2012 date. You seem to finally be softening your stance, and now seem to want to
argue that a 13 baktun cycle is as equivalent as a 20 baktun cycle. I know that in your
earlier publications you were quite adamant that Linda was dead wrong about preferring
a 20 baktun cycle, something you seem to now admit has validity. The trouble is, as I
have pointed out, there is no evidence for any “Great Cycle” of 13 baktuns. 13 baktuns
don’t seem to have been any more significant to the ancient Maya than 13 katuns. These
result in interesting repetitions of Ahau dates, but do not constitute cycles in and of
themselves. While the Postclassic Maya did see 13 katun cycles as important, they had
abandoned the baktun and the Long Count, and what we are looking at is apparently an
evolution in the calendar. I see at least four periods in ancient Maya thought about the
Long Count calendar.

Period 1: No Long Count (lasting until probably the 1st or 2nd century BC)

Period 2: The Basic Long Count (consisting of only the first five levels)

Period 3: The Expanded Long Count (which wasn’t consistently followed at all sites, but
in all sites where we have evidence, consists of levels based on 20 and set at 13)

Period 4: Abandonment of the baktun and the Long Count, and retention of only the
katun

There is no evidence that the Long Count calendar was invented with 2012 in mind. So
13.0.0.0.0 falls on a winter solstice. So what? What evidence is there that the solstices
were of much importance to the ancient Maya? As Mark Van Stone has pointed out, there
isn’t much evidence of this at all. There is no reference to anything astronomical in the
one textual reference to 2012 the ancient Maya carved, and there are many references to
the origin date of the Long Count calendar, but only one to its supposed “end date”,
however you want to parse that term. 2012 does not appear to have been very important
to the ancient Maya.

Stan
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From Miguel Sague

Stan,

Even granting that there may not exist all of this explicitness which you are demanding in
the actual archeology and epigraphy of Classic era Maya concerning the 13 baktun period
as an important element of their time-keeping, I am still confused in the face of your
apparent reluctance to admit any possibility that it may have been just as vital to the
ancient Mayas as JMJ claims. My earlier question remains. There is this recognized
confirmed existence of a very old and established tradition (an explicitly expressed one)
of creating permutations of the numbers 20 and 13, evidenced by the most ancient of
calendric elements, the Tzolkin. The 13 baktun cycle appears to reflect this tradition in a
way that (as far as [ know) is typical of classic era Maya thought (to create patterns in one
element of their calendar system that already exists in another element of their calendar
system).

It is not unheard of to seek clues in other Mesoamerican cultures to try to fill in possible
missing blanks in Maya culture. We know of an explicitly expressed tradition of "five
suns" in central Mexican culture, a culture that dates back at least to Teotihuacan during
the classic era of Maya civilization. The central Mexicans did not use the LC, yes, but to
create a five-Great Cycle pattern which all maintain Tzolkin day names associated with
the numerical coefficient "four" (read 4 Ahau) seems a bit more than a coincidence to me.

I read John's theory to suggest that there exists a five-cycle pattern in the Long Count
which creates a larger 260-tun century grand cycle. I don't have explicit proof of that but
I feel that its parallels with the apparently related Mexican calendrical traditions of five
cycles and end dates that include Tzolkin days with a number 4 coefficient provide
compelling food for thought, if not definitive proof.

And oh BTW. concerning the crack bout John's association with people for whom the
2012 theme is less a scientific exercise and more a spiritual journey (New Agers I think
you called them) Please correct me if [ am wrong but I think that you have respected
scholarly colleagues associated with Brigham Young University that profess a religious
belief that Indigenous people of the Americas arrived here in boats from the Middle East,
that hey built the Mesoamerican pyramids as part of a biblical agenda, that they left
revelatory evidence of their presence here in the form of inscribed metal tablets and no
one in academia doubts the results of their scholarly research simply based on their
religious association. Please don't get me started on how many archeologists who deal in
the topic of ancient Palestine are actually practicing orthodox Jews who have no
compunction in practicing a religion that accepts on faith the idea that their ancestors
were purposely led out of Egyptian captivity by a column of fire created by an invisible
deity. The fact that these people profess these beliefs in and of itself does not preclude
their believability as scholars in the topic of ancient Middle Eastern archeology. It’s OK
to attack John's theories based strictly on the merits of scholarship. To attack his
credibility based on who he stands next to at a public event is frankly a cheap shot. I feel
that what is good for the goose ought to be good for the gander.
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You might or might not disagree with the scholarly opinions of Stephen B. Houston of
Brigham Young University but would you take him to task simply based on his affiliation
with an institution that is associated to the Mormon Church?  Miguel Sague

Stanley Paul Guenter
Miguel,

my reluctance to admit that the 13 baktun cycle was as important to the ancient Maya as
John claims is based upon the fact that there is absolutely no evidence for a 13 baktun
cycle at all. Remember, we are dealing with the Long Count here, and we have a number
of inscriptions from across the Maya world with "expanded Long Counts" or references
to these higher units. Without exception when we have evidence, it is clear that the Maya
of all of these places thought of them as having a base 20, not base 13. At Coba and
Yaxchilan these higher units were set at 13, but these are symbolic numbers, as pointed
out by Mark Van Stone.

The 13 katun cycle we have in the Postclassic is not in evidence for the Classic period.
Back then we have a 20 katun cycle which leads to the baktun. And we have 20 baktuns
that form a pictun. Those are the "Great Cycles" of the Long Count. There are no texts
that provide evidence of this cycle; it is simply a modern construction by scholars in the
mid-20th century who were so enamored of the symmetry, and the assumption that the 13
in creation dates had to be the equivalent of a 0 and indicate a parallel between this "cycle
of creation" and the last. But they ignored the fact that all evidence indicates the next
highest cycle after the baktun is the pictun, and all evidence indicates the pictun was seen
across the Maya world as having been base 20.

As for using the Aztec 5 Suns calendar, you are running into a major danger by assuming
that all of these variants must just describe different aspects of a larger "Mesoamerican
calendar". While the 260 day sac