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INTRODUCTION
This project aims to categorize the vessels representing the Aztec rain god, Tlaloc,
relate them to themes of Aztec cosmovision through outside sources, and situate these
objects within the larger corpus of Aztec art. Until now, the Tlaloc vessels found in the
Templo Mayor excavations have not been discussed as a group, and analysis has been
limited to studies on individual objects. Thus, this project fills a need for a more holistic
approach, gathering and analyzing the entire corpus of objects. By first organizing the
vessels into distinct groups, an in depth examination and description of each object
produces a catalogue of different variations by which the guise of Tlaloc is constructed.
Differences in iconographic representation and type of media show that choices were
made to exhibit Tlaloc’s features in a particular way, and several factors may account for
this variation. Contextual analysis of the objects allows for a discussion about the
possibilities of why such iconographic choices were made. Because almost all of the
objects discussed in this project were found during the excavations of the Templo Mayor,
the ritual use and cultural significance of the objects can be inferred by their specific
placement within the offering themselves. Further comparison with written accounts and
illustrated manuscripts from the early colonial period corroborate these connotations.
Finally, many of Tlaloc’s attributes are similar to those of other Aztec deities. These
relationships may provide insight into how or why the Aztecs bestowed significance on
these attributes and how they evoked associations between the deity groups who
interacted in the sacred space of the Templo Mayor. I argue that the depiction of Tlaloc’s
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face on the vessels, their spatial and relational placement in the offerings, and their
description in the colonial accounts all suggest that vessels were fundamental
representations of Tlaloc, specifically embodying the power Tlaloc possessed to bring
nourishing rain and water to the Valley of Mexico. Furthermore, I will provide evidence
that Tlaloc was thus conceived of as a mountain, and the form of the vessel represented
this identification.
Tlaloc is the Aztec god of rain and was one of two principal deities revered by the
Mexica people at Tenochtitlan. The extent of this god’s importance is apparent in the fact
that the temple dedicated to Tlaloc was located at the summit of the Templo Mayor along
with Huitzilopochtli’s, the patron god of the Mexica people. Indeed, according to Fray
Diego Durán (1971:155), Tlaloc was no less honored or revered than Huitzilopochtli, and
Tlaloc is represented in more offerings at the Templo Mayor than any other deity (Matos
Moctezuma 1985:808). Tlaloc is visually characterized by ringed eyes, a curling lip piece
and eyebrow, and fangs, and is usually associated with the color blue.
An important consideration of this project is its parameters of study. The Tlaloc
objects included in this study represent only the deity’s face. These objects are all vessels
depicting Tlaloc frontally. There are examples of Tlaloc vessels in ceramic and stone, and
stone sculptures carved to imitate vessels. Also included in this survey is a collection of
merlons, architectural elements used to decorate Tlaloc’s temple, which were carved in a
similar manner to the stone imitation vessels. A total of twenty-five objects make up the
corpus of Tlaloc vessels considered for this project. Furthermore, all of these objects
were found either in buried offerings or in the ritual precinct area surrounding the Templo
Mayor. Therefore, the life-size ceremonial vessels that have attributes of Tlaloc found in
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Tlahuac will be excluded from the present study because of their provenance.
Furthermore, the large ceramic Toltec-style braziers with Tlaloc-like facial features found
in the Platform of the Eagles will also be excluded because these objects were in
continued ritual use and were not part of a structured buried offering. In addition, these
braziers may have been brought to Tenochtitlan from a pre-Aztec site in order to evoke
the Aztecs’ Toltec heritage. The objects found in buried offerings are all thought to have
been made by the Aztecs contemporaneous to their respective offering.
As one of two principal deities revered by the Mexica people at Tenochtitlan,
Tlaloc has been the subject of much research. Esther Pasztory’s publication on “The
Iconography of the Teotihuacan Tlaloc” (1974), laid the groundwork for understanding
how the Aztec rain god may be characterized as belonging to a group of panMesoamerican rain deities. The sources of the iconography of Tlaloc have been traced
back to cultures preceding the Mexica’s Aztec Empire. Cecelia Klein’s 1980 article
“Who was Tlaloc?” demonstrates how conquest-era ethnographic sources and
iconographic similarities to deities from other Mesoamerican cultures may be used to
build a cosmological analysis of Tlaloc and his relationship to other pre-Aztec and Maya
deities.
The ruined sites of Tula and Teotihuacan both show evidence of use by the
Aztecs, and objects from these sites were excavated and brought to Tenochtitlan by the
Aztecs to be placed in their own offering caches (Umberger 1987: 64). Pasztory has
suggested that the Aztecs did not necessarily discern between these two sites in their
conception of their ‘Toltec’ ancestry. Therefore, the sites of Tula and Teotihuacan may
have collectively represented the civilized urban and agrarian society that formed half of
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their dual Toltec-Chichimec heritage (Pasztory 1997: 15). Teotihuacan in particular was
believed by the Aztecs to have been the birthplace of the sun in the year 1 Rabbit
(Umberger 1987:82). Here, the gods gathered and cast themselves into the eternal fire to
create the sun and the moon (Sahagún 1970, bk. VII: 3-9). Evidence suggests that the
Mexica identified the deities of the Teotihuacanos as prototypes for their own deities.
Esther Pasztory (1974) meaningfully demonstrates that many of the iconographic
attributes of Aztec Tlaloc were developed from the iconography of the Teotihuacan storm
god (Figure 1). This storm god, Pasztory proposes, is “a quintessentially male deity
concerned with rain, foreign relations, commerce, war, and the highest elite of
Teotihuacan and their dynastic and diplomatic contacts” (1997:104). Its association with
rain comes from it being a “creature of the sky and of mountaintops,” where rain was
believed to be created (ibid: 95).
Pasztory found that there are two types of Teotihuacan prototypes for the Aztec’s
Tlaloc, Types A and B, each having different iconographic traits. Tlaloc A is a
crocodilian Tlaloc, a water deity with skeletal death aspects. She relates this type of
Tlaloc to Maya precedents, based on a Maya origin myth that the earth was created from
the back of a crocodile floating on a water lily-filled lake (1974: 18). These Type A
depictions often feature a reptilian creature with a water lily in its mouth and with a tree
growing from its back, a representation of the surface of the earth. Its visual attributes
include a five-knot and year-sign headdress, and it is commonly pictured holding a staff
and a vessel. Type B Tlaloc has a long bifurcated tongue, three or four small fangs, and a
headdress with a zigzag band and three pendant elements (Pasztory 1974: 10). This
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second type has its artistic references in Olmec jaguar figures.1 The Teotihuacan storm
god was an image with widespread use and possessed associations to both rain and
warfare. These connotations, Pasztory suggests, had been intact for a long period of time,
and its conventionalization into the image we know now as the Teotihuacan storm god is
probably ancient and predates Teotihuacan (Pasztory 1997: 104).
Pasztory concludes that the Aztecs of Tenochtitlan adopted many of the attributes
of the Teotihuacan Type A to create their Tlaloc rain god deity. This was a conscious
decision on the part of the Aztecs to utilize one of the two principal deities of the
civilization they perceived as part of their own heritage and ancestry. The Teotihuacan
storm god may have even been a patron deity of the Teotihuacanos (Pasztory 1997: 95),
much like the Aztec’s own Huitzilopochtli. If so, the Templo Mayor juxtaposed their own
patron deity with that of their ancestors.
The Aztecs constructed their existence in the present from the material culture of
the past, reusing ancient sites for ceremonial activity and developing a corpus of
iconography based largely off Teotihuacan and Tollan prototypes. The Aztecs were
antiquarians, collecting, reusing, and venerating old forms. They made new copies based
on these forms, modifying old forms for a place in the present and simultaneously
glorifying the past and present in one image (Umberger 1987:63). Pasztory states that art
is always made to fill a social function and to fulfill a purpose: “this purpose is to deal
with problems on a symbolic level; very often art is an idealized solution to intractable

1

Karl Taube has shown that this was the image of the Olmec rain god. See “The Rainmakers: The Olmec
and their Contribution to Mesoamerican Belief and Ritual.” In The Olmec World: Ritual and
Rulership, edited by Jill Guthrie, 1995: 83-103. The Art Museum, Princeton University, Princeton.
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contradictions” (1997:72). Thus in the sense of these archaizing sculptures and images,
the Aztecs were considering the contradiction of their dual heritage and their right to rule
in the valley. The Mexica were constantly plagued by a question of legitimacy in their
right to rule. With these sculptures that conflate the past and present, the Aztecs aimed to
forge a new Mexica identity for themselves while simultaneously incorporating elements
of their ancestors for “artistic continuity” (Henderson 2007:58).
The way in which Tlaloc functioned in the larger organization of Aztec
cosmovision has been more comprehensively studied and understood through the
excavation of offerings discovered in the successive layers of the Templo Mayor since
1978. The term cosmovision was applied to the Aztecs by Eduardo Matos Moctezuma in
his (1983) discussion of the symbolism of the Templo Mayor. According to Matos
Moctezuma, cosmovision is “the aggregate of ideas and thought- a structured order of the
stars, the earth, human beings, the gods in the universe- and the explanations derived
from it” (1983:186). Thus, the Templo Mayor, he argues, represents the “totality of the
vision the Mexica had of the universe,” the point where the vertical and horizontal planes
intersect at the principal center (1983:189) (Figure 2). This concept of cosmovision was
applied to the offerings of the Templo Mayor by Johanna Broda (1983), looking
specifically at how it played out in regards to offerings representing Tlaloc. She
determined that the nature of the cult of Tlaloc comprised connections not only to water
and fertility but also mountains, maize, and the host of deities that had to do with these
aspects of Aztec life.
This project intends to add to this scholarship a comprehensive study of the
vessels decorated with Tlaloc’s visage found at the Templo Mayor. I argue that Tlaloc’s
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role as a rain god is embodied in the vessels themselves, and the iconography chosen to
represent Tlaloc qualifies this function. Evidence for this claim will first be provided by
deconstructing the specific attributes that constitute Tlaloc’s iconography. Chapter One
will categorize the vessels into four groups- ceramics, stone, stone imitation vessels, and
merlons- and provide a detailed examination of each object in the group. The results of
this work can also be seen in the table in Appendix A. Chapter Two will provide
contextual analysis of these vessels. Archaeological information regarding the placement
of the vessel within the spatial arrangement of the offering is crucial to understanding the
way it functioned in this sacred space. Further contextualization will be provided using
early colonial documents, including Spanish accounts of the conquest and the peoples
encountered, cultural encyclopedias recording the daily lives and customs of the Mexica,
and painted books of the native pictorial style. Finally, Chapter Three will analyze the
relationship between Tlaloc and other Aztec deities who share similar iconographic
attributes. Some of these attributes, such as the amaquechpalli, or paper neck fan, are
common across many groups of deities. Others, such as the fangs or the ringed eyes, may
have particular meaning because of their association with Tlaloc. The way in which
Tlaloc interacts with these deities, through both iconographic similarities and within the
physical space of the offerings, will be of particular importance in this section. Overall,
this project intends to add to the scholarship a detailed investigation of the Tlaloc vessels:
their significance to the cult of Tlaloc, and the way in which they represented the essence
of the Aztec rain god.
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CHAPTER TWO: DESCRIPTION OF THE CORPUS AND ICONOGRAPHIC
ANALYSIS
Almost half of the objects representing the cult of Tlaloc are vessels.1
Iconographic analysis reveals that the vessels form cohesive groups that adhere to a series
of strict visual types with very little internal variation. Thus, an examination of the way in
which Tlaloc is represented on the vessels may prove fruitful for further endeavors to
understand the complex iconography of the Aztec rain god. Included in this survey are
twenty-five objects. The vessels are separated into groups organized by medium: ceramic
or stone. Then, within these two groups are subgroups determined largely by facial
attributes. Within the ceramic vessel group are two subgroups, modeled and etched.
There are four examples of the modeled vessel type and five examples of the etched
vessel type. The stone vessel group has three subgroups: vessels, imitation vessels, and
merlons. The first subgroup is made of four nearly identical objects. The two additional
types are included in this survey because they mimic the shape and function of actual
vessels. There are eight total imitation stone vessels, three of which have been published
and will be discussed. In addition, there are five merlons, architectural elements added to
Tlaloc’s temple to imitate vessels, one of which will not be included in this survey
because of its extremely deteriorated state.

1

For a complete breakdown of all published objects with the iconography of Tlaloc, see Appendix A.
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In addition to these objects are two additional vessel types that will not be
included in the present survey. The first are the life-size ceremonial vessels from
Tlahuac, south of Tenochtitlan. There are two possible examples of this type of vessel
with iconography similar to that of Tlaloc. These ceremonial vessels are not included in
this study because they were located outside Tenochtitlan, and they were thus possibly
used in a provincial rather than imperial ritual context. Establishing a legitimate
foundation from which to discuss this corpus of objects is grounded in the objects’
similarity in provenience and their use in ritual acts that resulted in the intentional burial
of the vessels. It is for this reason that the life-size ceremonial vessels as well as a second
group of vessels are not included in this survey. Braziers, or containers for fire, were
found on the Platform of the Eagles of the Templo Mayor excavations and include facial
features that are similar to Tlaloc. However, these objects would have been in continuous
use for a variety of ceremonies taking place in the space. Furthermore, their iconography
differs drastically from that of the vessels discussed below, possibly created by the
Aztecs as an intentional reference to their Toltec past. The “weeping Tlaloc” braziers are
very similar to objects found across Mesoamerica, particularly Teotihuacan and Tula
(Umberger 1987:81).
One deviation from the specification that the objects were included in buried
offerings is the Tlaloc merlons. These were objects that are thought to have decorated the
exterior of Tlaloc’s temple at the summit of the Templo Mayor. These objects would
have been seen by a large population of both Mexica and outsiders. I have chosen to
include these in order to compare their iconography with that of the vessels included in
the buried offerings. Discussion of these may provide insight into the way vessels were
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perceived as a symbolic representation of the cult of Tlaloc that is vital to this survey of
Tlaloc vessels.
I.

Ceramic Vessels
There are nine ceramic vessels included in this survey, and they follow two

distinct types discerned by the manner in which the facial attributes are constructed. In
the first type (see Appendix A: V1-V4; Figures 3-6 respectively) the face is modeled like
a mask, with the eyes and mouth hollow so that looking through these cavities allows one
to see the interior of the vessel. In the second type of ceramic vessel (see Appendix A:
V5-V9, Figures7-11), the facial features are instead etched into the surface of the
ceramic, leaving the body of the vessel intact. While the overall appearance of the two
variations of ceramic vessels looks initially dissimilar because of these two techniques,
the actual iconographic attributes are quite comparable.
a. Modeled Ceramic Vessels
The mask-like face of the first variation is formed by two circular eyes and an
oval mouth that are open portals into the inner cavity of the vessel. These eyes are more
like rings because they reveal the inner darkness of the vessel and do not give any
indication of an actual eye being present. Two pointed fangs emerge from either side of
the top lip of the oval mouth and extend over the bottom loop, a cleft chin indicated
between them on the bottom ring of the mouth. The nose is plaited; the two strands of the
intertwined helix separate at the forehead and trace the shape of the circular eye. This
coiled eyebrow doubles back along the side of the face and up to the forehead, ending in
two curls in the center.

11
These elements of the face are constructed in pieces, built upon each other to
create the face of the container and modeled to shape the front of the vessel. The nose
protrudes from the surface into three-dimensional space between the eyes, and the fangs
pass over the gaping mouth. The face is set apart from the rest of the vessel, as if the ear
ornaments and headdress form a kind of hat that is separate from the mask-like face. This
set of vessels displays little internal stylistic variation. In addition, all four of these
vessels show signs of polychrome. The blue pigment that is especially vivid on V1 and
V2 is also present on V3 and V4 in a less preserved state. Ornamentation is painted onto
the surface in red, black and white pigments, lending detail to the rectangular ear spools
and to the top of the vessel’s mouth. V1 and V2 are almost identical, a difference found
only in the level of painterly detail given to the eyes, eyebrows, and oval mouth of V2.
The detail included in V2 is the symbol of preciousness and is composed of a series of
alternating double bars and circles. It is a diagnostic trait of water deities in such sources
as the Codex Borgia (Heyden 1984:25), and is thus appropriate for adorning the god of
rain.
The only attributes that are not consistent among this set of four ceramic vessels
are the headdresses. V1 and V2 wear a five-peak-and-knot headdress. The peaks are
formed of steep trapezoids with small ceramic knots in the center of each. This element
of the headdress surmounts a rope headband. The top of the vessel is unadorned with
sculptural elements and instead is painted with red and orange bands. Furthermore,
neither of these two vessels has pleated paper neck fans, which so many of the other
Tlaloc vessels do have; the handles of the vessel emerge from either side, similar in shape
to this attribute. In contrast, the headdress of V3 (Figure 5) lacks the peak-and-knot
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aspect and has only the rope headband. Beneath this band is a fringed element, as if the
clay had been sliced while still unfired. This element is similar to the interlacing motif
present in V4 (Figure 6) as well as a number of the stone vessels.
Like V3, V4 also lacks the peak-and-knot attribute, and its rope headband tops a
sculptural band that protrudes along the forehead in high relief. This band is formed by a
series of rectangular bars that interlace in raised and reclined positions. Despite the lack
of uniformity in the inclusion of the peaked headdress element, the sloping shape of the
top of the vessel is identical in all four objects, lending an overall consistency in the
design of the upper section of the vessels. In V3 and V4, this shape is interrupted by the
paper neck fan protruding from either side of the face, and in these two examples the face
is placed higher up on the body of the vessel, revealing the bulbous jug beneath. Despite
these differences, the overall uniformity of the iconography of these four vessels,
particularly in the facial features, groups these objects into one coherent type of ceramic
Tlaloc effigy vessel.
b. Etched Ceramic Vessels
The face of the second variety of vessel is etched into the surface of the material
(see Appendix A: V5-V9 (Figures 7-11 respectively)). In all but one of these types of
Tlaloc vessels, the nose is the only element that is three-dimensional. It is elevated off of
the surface of the vessel while the remaining attributes are carved into the surface in
shallow etching. The jar does not have holes in the place of eyes and mouth like the
modeled variety discussed above, and the facial features do not construct the surface but
rather are applied to it. Thus, the surface is smooth and uninterrupted except for the nose,
and the overall appearance is more globular. The iconographies of these five vessels are
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nearly identical. Differences arise only in the length of the coiled eyebrow. V5 and V8
have an eyebrow that extends over the eye down the side of the face and then doubles
back to form a second layer of eyebrow above the eye ring. In V6, V7 and V9, the coil
does not extend back over the eye a second time, instead curling to an end along the side
of the face. Other than this detail, the facial features are all identical: circular rings for
eyes with no indication of a pupil, a nose of a twisted band that separates to form the
eyebrows (raised in relief in four of the five examples), and an oval mouth from which
protrude two fangs. Like the modeled ceramic variation, a cleft chin is carefully included
beneath the center of the bottom loop of the mouth in each example.
Although the top of one of the vessels is missing, the remaining four all share an
almost identical type of headdress. It consists of a rope headband topped with a row of
vertical barbs whose top edges are rounded like the barbs of feathers. In V5, these strands
are instead wavy with pointed edges. Each of these faces is decorated with rectangular
ear ornaments and a paper neck fan, the pleats of which are indicated on V7 and V9.
II.

Stone Vessels, Imitation Stone Vessels, and Merlons
a. Stone Vessels
The second group of vessels displaying Tlaloc’s visage are made of stone. Of the

sixteen vessels in this group, only four are actual vessels, whereas the remaining twelve
are sculptures carved to look like vessels. The iconography of these four stone vessels is
identical (see Appendix A: V10-V13 (Figures 12-15 respectively)). In this stone variety
of Tlaloc vessel, the characteristic large ringed eyes are replaced by small circles, framed
on the tops and sides by a snaking eyebrow. This sinuous band intertwines to form the
nose and coils around the small rings, doubling back to curl at each side of the face. This
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shape is mimicked in the lip bar below the bulbous plaited nose. This lip curls at the ends
in the same manner as the eyebrow above, and the repetition of shape calls attention to
the vertical symmetry at play in the visage. Four curved fangs emerge from the mustachelike lip, split down the middle like that of a serpent’s tongue. Square ear spools, with a
circular element in the middle from which a decorative element dangles, are fitted into
the space next to the curved end of the eyebrow bar.
Above the eyebrow is a carved band, the squares raised and recessed in an
alternating pattern much like the interlaced band on the ceramic vessels such as V4
(Figure 6). Because the carving is in low relief, the erect element does not protrude from
the surface nearly as much as its ceramic counterparts; however the intention to create an
interwoven pattern is the same. Above this is the rope headband characteristic of all
vessels discussed thus far. At the top, the headdress is adorned with a row of wavy
feathers that separate slightly at the center, enhancing the vertical symmetry. Flanking
these bands is a paper fan carved in shallow relief. This headdress thus combines
attributes from both types of ceramic vessels and blends them into one single
manifestation, suggesting therefore that all of these attributes are in some way related to
the cult of Tlaloc and the way it is visually represented.
A stone lid tops this vessel, sealing within it whatever substance or objects that
were needed for the ceremony in which it was being used. The vessel is spherical in
shape, but the face and headdress stand out from the surface of the vessel in high relief,
drawing attention to the verticality of the facial features. In contrast to the first group of
ceramic vessels, whose sculptured elements are modeled to form the front of the vessel,
and the second group whose features are etched into the surface of the vessel, all of the
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facial features on these vessels stand out from the surface, the sculptor having to carve
away the excess volcanic stone to discern the shapes.
The iconography of the stone vessels diverges from the ceramic vessels in the
representation of a few attributes. First, the headdress combines elements from both
types: it includes the interlacing design from the modeled ceramic vessels, the row of
feathers from the etched ceramic vessels, as well as the rope headband found in both
types of ceramic vessels, to create a composite headdress. In addition, these vessels
feature smaller eye rings than those of the ceramic vessels. Furthermore, the mouth is a
mustache made of a single line, with no indication that an actual orifice is present. The
ceramic vessels have an ovular mouth that suggests a top and bottom lip, and in the
modeled variety it is actually open to the interior of the vessel. Finally, the ceramic
variation has two straight, pointed fangs that emerge from the top of the oval mouth and
extend over the bottom loop. In contrast, these four stone vessels all have four teeth that
curve out from the center, resembling the bifurcation of a serpent’s tongue.
b. Stone Imitation Vessels
This group is comprised of solid sculptures that were created to look like vessels.
Eleven of these faux-vessels were found in Offering 48 of the Templo Mayor
excavations, and eight of these feature Tlaloc’s face. Three examples have been
published and are included in this survey as V14-V16 (See Appendix A; Figures 16-18
respectively)). Rings carved in high relief surround circles suggesting eyes, but with no
pupil detailed. A twisted bulbous nose sits between them, spiraling into two coiled
eyebrows of varying styles. V14 has an eyebrow that traces the eye down the side of the
face, returning upward to create a second layer above the eye ring. In V15, the eyebrow
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tops the circular eye, looping to form a double-layered eyebrow above it. Finally, in V16,
the eyebrow extends down the side of the face, ending in a curl. In all three examples, the
plaited nose tops a lip bar that curls at each end, and four curved fangs extend down from
this lip bar. On one example (V14), circles have been added in between the eyes and the
mustache-like upper lip like round cheeks. This is a variation that has not yet occurred in
any of the objects discussed thus far. In this group of Tlaloc objects, the headdress is
carved in the round, not a relief carved into the body of the vessel. However, the elements
comprising the headdress are the same as those of the stone vessels: the interlaced band
topped by a rope headband and a tuft of wavy feathers at the crown. The interlaced
headband in both V14 (Figure 16) and V15 (Figure 17) is similar to that which is found
on V4 (Figure 6), extending three-dimensionally in a series of rectangular points.
The greatest difference between these eight vessels and the four stone vessels
discussed above is this sculptural quality of the pseudo-vessels and how it affects the
representation of Tlaloc’s attributes. The headdress extends vertically from the face
beneath, carved in the round rather than in relief. In almost all other examples thus far,
the paper neck fan has been attached to the body of the vessel; in the stone imitation
vessels, the paper neck fan extends three-dimensionally from the sides of Tlaloc’s head
unreinforced. However there has been an attempt on the part of the artist to create the
illusion that this sculpture is an actual vessel. Turning the V16 sculpture around to view
the vessel from the side (Figure 19) reveals a spiraled handle that extends up the back of
the sculpture, and a globular body sits on top of a conical base.
Why did the Mexica have various forms for representing one deity? Were
different groups of vessels used in different contexts, for example for different rituals or
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different festivals? The iconography is similar between the four types, but not identical.
However within each group the iconography remains relatively uniform. Although the
number of objects is moderately small, the consistency in iconographic detail within each
group is suggestive that these were differences that were meaningful. The changes in
medium also suggests that these were variations that were sought after, and that demand
existed for different types of Tlaloc vessels.
c. Merlons
Comparable objects that may provide insight into these questions are the merlons
discovered during the excavation of the Templo Mayor. These objects are closely related
in size and structure but differ in function. A merlon is an architectural term usually used
to describe the vertical parts of battlements in Medieval and Renaissance fortresses. It has
also been used by the scholars at the Templo Mayor Museum to describe this group of
objects as vertical architectonic elements decorating the tops of pre-Hispanic buildings.
According to the excavation details on display at the museum, these objects were
discovered in front of the Templo Mayor and thus are thought to have ornamented the
temple dedicated to Tlaloc at its summit. Although five supposed merlons were found,
one is badly damaged, and its iconographic elements are not easily discernable. For this
reason, I will focus on the four merlons that are in better condition (Appendix A: M1-4,
Figures 20-23 respectively) and that have been labeled as merlons by the Templo Mayor
museum.
All four of these merlons share attributes characteristic of Tlaloc’s iconography.
Each has the circular eye rings, a curved upper lip bar, and fangs, and all have a
headdress similar to that of the vessels discussed above. While the attributes included in
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these objects are consistent across the group, two of the four (M1 and M2, Figures 20
and 21 respectively) are almost identical. They both have large rings for eyes. The nose
in the center is plaited in M2, but is broken off in M1. The nose in both examples
connects to the eyebrow, arching over the eye, looping down the side of the face and
returning back to the temple. Below the nose is a straight lip bar, the ends of which loop
downward on either side of two large curved fangs, arching back up the sides of the face
in the same manner as the eyebrow above. Extending from either side of the face is the
paper neck fan, its pleats discerned through lines incised in the stone. At the base of this
fan are carved squares with a rectangular element hanging from the center, Tlaloc’s
diagnostic ear spools. Directly above the eyebrow band is an interlaced band, with
alternating raised and recessed squares stretching across the forehead. Above this band is
a rope headband, its texture discerned through diagonal slashes made evenly along it.
Surmounting the headdress are the vertical lines indicating feathers, straight in both of
these examples.
The remaining two examples have very similar iconographies with only minor
variations. The faces are composed of the same elements, although a few of the details
are slightly different. In M3 (Figure 22), Tlaloc’s eyes are round rings, but the eye hole is
much smaller than previous examples. In addition, black pigment has been added to the
center of the rings, possibly suggesting beady eyes or dark caverns like in the masked
ceramic type. The eye rings in M4 (Figure 23) are also of this variant: thick rings with
small indentations for eyes; however, the paint has either faded away or was omitted
altogether. The lip bar in M3 and M4 tops four curved fangs, all of even size, rather than
two large fangs. Furthermore, the coiled eyebrow continues into a second layer above the
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first on these examples, arching down the sides of the face and returning all the way
upwards and curving to meet in the center of the forehead. The interlacing band that tops
these eyebrows is in high relief, the raised sections extending outwards in regular
protuberances along the head. A similar rope headband is between this and the row of
etched feathers at the top of the headdress, straight in M3 and wavy in M4.
M3(Figure 22) differs from the other three merlons in the topmost layer of the
headdress; added above the feathers is an additional element, cylindrical in shape like that
of the headdress it sits upon, but smaller in circumference. Although this object is badly
damaged, it looks as if it is composed of four additional bands or levels. The bottom-most
layer of this addition is composed of a band of blue circles or rings. In the middle is a
band with vertical lines painted in black pigment. The third layer of this section is
possibly another rope headband. Finally, the top-most layer may be an imitation stone lid.
This lid element is also included in the imitation vessels and stone vessels discussed
above. Although in the stone vessel group it is an actual lid, in the imitation vessels and
the merlons it is only a carved detail mimicking the top of an actual vessel.
Indeed, the merlons can be related very closely with the imitation vessels
described above because of similarities in their physical structure. They too sit on a
conical base and have a circular body. The headdress element on the merlons emerges
from the body of the imitation vessel, carved in the round like that of the stone imitation
vessels. In fact, comparing V16 (Figure 18) with M3 (Figure 22), the objects look almost
identical. However, these merlons functioned in a different and more public way than the
vessels. The vessels were buried in offering caches, used in rituals by priests and the
uppermost members of royal family prior to their burial. A common member of
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Tenochtitlan’s community would not have participated in or even observed this ritual
burial taking place most likely. Therefore, these vessels that were included in the
offerings were created for a more private audience. However, if the evidence suggesting
these four objects were indeed merlons is correct, they would have been visible to anyone
viewing Tlaloc’s temple at the summit of the Templo Mayor. An image from the account
by chronicler Diego Durán (Figure 24) suggests that Tlaloc’s temple was decorated with
vessels. In this image, three European style pouring vessels sit on top of the roof of
Tlaloc’s temple on the left. There is therefore visual evidence to support that merlons
such as these, created in the shape of an Aztec vessel to imitate one of the symbols of the
rain god and his Tlaloque helpers, would have been part of the architectural façade of the
Tlaloc temple. Possible connections between the vessels and merlons and chroniclers
accounts will be investigated through a contextual analysis in the following chapter.
III.

Conclusion
This detailed iconographic description of the vessels found in the excavation of

the Templo Mayor reveals that they adhere to specific patterns that allow them to be
clustered into groups. These groups have then been analyzed on a comparative basis, both
internally and with each other. This examination exposes iconographic choices that were
made in order to represent the essence of Tlaloc as the rain god in a particular way, as a
vessel. The headdress on the modeled ceramic vessels is comprised of an interlacing band
and a rope headband, but does not include the row of feathers found on the etched
ceramic vessels, the stone vessels, the stone imitation vessels, and the merlons. All of the
ceramic vessels have oval mouths with two evenly shaped teeth and a cleft chin, whereas
all of the stone objects have a curved lip bar without a mouth. In addition, the stone
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vessels all have four curved fangs, whereas the stone imitation vessels and the merlons
vary between two and four fangs. These differences could have arisen from being created
in different workshops or at different time periods. Of this we cannot be certain. The
attributes included in each group of objects show little internal variation in general,
however, suggesting that these variations are meaningful. Further contextual analysis of
each object may aid in a better understanding of how these variations may have arisen.

22

CHAPTER THREE: CONTEXTUALIZATION OF THE TEMPLO MAYOR TLALOC
VESSELS
The corpus of Tlaloc vessels can be contextualized in two ways. The material
remains of the Aztecs’ principal temple and most sacred space offers contextualization in
an archaeological setting. These objects were carefully placed within offerings that had a
greater organizational construction, and this placement held symbolic meaning. The
vessels interacted with the material in the offering in a meaningful way, creating a
“physical synecdoche” of the cosmos (López Luján 2005:149). The significance of the
use of these vessels in rituals can be further analyzed through comparison with early
colonial documents. Illustrated manuscripts in native pictorial style, cultural
encyclopedias, written Spanish accounts created during and after the conquest, and
Mexica mythic histories recorded in the early colonial years all provide sources with
which to contextualize these objects, of both their ritual use and their iconographic
significance in the overall offering program of the Templo Mayor.
These vessels are grouped together because they were all included in buried
offerings within various stages of the Templo Mayor’s construction. They were
discovered in their pre-Conquest context and thus give us information about their
significance within the ritual and cultural practices of Mexica society. The only group
included in this survey that was not found in its original context is the merlons,
architectural elements thought to have adorned the temple dedicated to Tlaloc on the left
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side of the summit of the Templo Mayor. This group of objects will thus be discussed
separately from the remaining objects surveyed.
The archaeological data presented below has been synthesized from a variety of
sources. Primary amongst these is López Luján’s (2005) publication of the Templo
Mayor excavations, which details most of the burials that include Tlaloc vessels and
provides some analysis of their meaning. Further examinations of this excavation data by
Broda (1983) and López Austin and López Luján (2009) are invaluable to the endeavor
of this contextual analysis. By concentrating solely on the inclusion of vessels in the
offerings, I aim to achieve a fuller understanding of the way they functioned contextually,
and if the iconographic choices made in the decoration of these vessels are of any
significance.
Ceramics were a commodity that was widely consumed by both elites and
commoners, and even the most valuable and elaborately decorated serving vessels were
sold in local markets (Smith et al. 2002; see also Hodge and Minc 1990, Blanton 1996).
The Aztec state did not control the production, distribution, or consumption of ceramics;
the only exception to this are the distinctive ceramic vessels created for the Templo
Mayor offerings. Smith et al. suggests that this group of objects may have been
manufactured under state control solely for the purpose of their placement in offerings
(2002:236). Therefore, the corpus of ceramic Tlaloc vessels may also have been produced
through sponsorship of an official state iconographic program. The attributes represented
in these Tlaloc vessels may embody the most core elements of Mexica state ideology of
the cult of Tlaloc.
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Many of the vessels described in Chapter One were found in their pre-Colonial
context in the offerings of the Templo Mayor. Three ceramic vessels are documented as
being from offerings grouped into Complex I, corresponding to Phase IV of Templo
Mayor construction, or roughly 1440-1469 (López Luján 2005: 276). V5 (Figure 7) was
found during excavations in offering 31. V1 (Figure 3) was unearthed in Templo Mayor
offering 56. V2 (Figure 4) was found in offering 21. Offering 31 was placed on the
platform in the front of the main temple, offering 56 on left side, and offering 21 in the
back but on the same axis line as offering 31(ibid: 277, Figure 142). All three offerings
were oriented in an opposite direction with their placement in the building (ibid: 278).
Offerings 21 and 56 were almost identical in their contents and the distribution of
included material, and offering 31 resembles them. The sillares boxes in which these
three offerings were contained were filled primarily with objects associated with water
and the cult of Tlaloc, including greenstone beads and the remains of animals from the
coast.
López Luján proposes that all three of the offerings were structured to contain two
distinct levels (2005: 277). Level 1 of offerings 21 and 56 consisted of the remains of
quail beaks and sawfish nose cartilage, oriented along the longitudinal axis of the offering
and pointing to the Tlaloc vessel, which had been deposited on the next level. In the
center of the two offerings, precisely below the vessel, was placed a sawfish nose
cartilage and a sacrificial knife. The first level of offering 31 was much richer in
materials. Shells, including conch shells and mother-of-pearl, coral and bones formed a
homogenous layer. Also included in this level were three large Strombus conch shells
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oriented toward the east and a sawfish nose cartilage oriented along the horizontal eastwest axis (ibid: 278).
Level 2 contained the most important object in each offering, the Tlaloc vessel.
The vessels in offerings 21 and 56 (V2 and V1 respectively, Figures 4 and 3) were
standing upright, and each contained four mother-of-pearl shells and 4 greenstone beads.
Both jars were flanked by two copal balls. The vessel in offering 31 (V5, Figure 7)
contained three Mezcala-style anthropomorphic sculptures. This vessel was purposefully
placed on its side, with its mouth oriented toward the west. This practice was found in
other offerings as well; the jars found in Complex N, Chamber 2, and offering 48 were all
also intentionally placed on their sides. Offering 48 contained the eleven imitation
tezontle-stone vessels discussed below.
In discussing a set of vessels included in Complex N, López Luján identifies the
significance of the placement of the vessels on their side as corresponding to the pouring
of water (2005: 266). As presumed containers of liquid, vessels were associated with
Tlaloc and the Tlaloque, the rain god’s small helpers (ibid: 164). Representations of
Tlaloc and the Tlaloque both visually and cosmologically associate them not only with
water but also with vessels and the act of pouring them. Firstly, there is a larger corpus of
vessels representing the face of Tlaloc than of any other deity. Furthermore, a fragment of
a tepetlacalli dated to the year 1499 (Figure 25) depicts a figure in a horizontal position
with legs bent and body twisted. The figure’s head is depicted in profile. It wears an eyemask that forms rectangles around its eyes, and from a rectangular mouth-mask emerges
a fang, both elements similar to representations of figures dressed as Tlaloc, such as the
chacmool (Figure 26). Decorated with an elaborate headdress and bejeweled on its wrists

26
and ankles, this figure grasps a vessel in its outstretched arms that is decorated with a
chalchihuitl, or precious greenstone. The vessel is turned on its side, and erupting from it
flow ears of corn, sprigs of probable amaranth, and streams of water terminating in
alternating chalchihuitl and conch shells. Surrounding the figure are stylized rain-drops,
chalchihuitl gems trailing streams of water. Sahagún records that greenstone is “what
brings life to the world, what nourishes it, what gives it vitality” (1970, bk. VI, ch.8: 29),
connecting the preciousness of the stone to that of rain.
Cosmogonic myths also record the use of vessels by the Tlaloque to create rain.
The Historia de los mexicanos por sus pinturas describes the dwelling place of Tlaloc
and his helpers, and how they create and store rain:
Of this god of water it was said that he had his dwelling of four
apartments, in the middle of which was a large courtyard, where stood
four large earthen pans full of water…This god of rain water created many
servants, small of body, who were in the rooms of the aforesaid house, and
they held money boxes, in which they caught the water from the great
earthen pans, and various rods in the other hand; and when the god of
water sent them to irrigate any especial places, they started off with their
boxes and sticks, and let fall the water where they were directed, and when
it thunders the noise is caused by their striking the boxes with their rods,
and when it lightens it comes from within these boxes (Phillips 1883:
617).
Thus, there is a tradition in both graphic representation and mythic history for the pouring
of rain being associated with Tlaloc.
On folio 29r of the Codex Magliabechiano (Figure 27) and folio 11r of the Codex
Tudela (Figure 28), a seated figure is depicted and is associated with the festival “Xilo
maniztli.” Fray Diego Durán relates that the eighteenth and last month of the Aztec year
was celebrated by the festival named Xilomaniztli, meaning When the Ears of Corn Are
Tender or When the Ear of Maize Is Born (1971: 465). This festival entailed the eating of
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corn and amaranth in order to “obtain victuals…consumed in order to assure that this
type of food would not be wanting at any time” (1971: 466). This festival was held in
honor of Tlaloc and Matlalcueye, the two largest mountains in the area, both understood
as the birthplace of rainstorms (ibid). In his discussion of the God of Rain, Thunder, and
Lightning, Durán admits that “it would be difficult to say which received its name from
which- the god from the mountain [or the mountain] from the god. Perhaps it is more
believable that the mountain took its name from the god…therefore it was named
Tlalocan, which means Place of Tlaloc” (1971: 155-156).
In the codical images, the figure wears a headdress composed of a white band
with vertical etches along it in twos like that included in the etched ceramic vessels. This
is topped with a red rope headband, an element included in the headdresses of every
vessel. These bands are topped by a plume of feathers of even length, like that included
on many of the vessels. It is crested with a single green quetzal feather in the center that
emerges from a decorative element made of a green circle, short red feathers, and two
medium yellow feathers. A white triangular element emerges from the back of the
figure’s head, similar to the paper neck fan common to many of the objects discussed in
Chapter One.
In the figure’s right hand (Figures 27 and 28), he holds the head of Tlaloc, in
profile view, wearing the same headdress as the figure. It is identifiably Tlaloc because of
the blue lip bar that extends up the face and ends in a volute and also turns downward
into a mustache-like curl on the side of the face. Five fangs extend below. This face does
not, however, include the characteristic circular eye ring, and instead has a human eye
with a red lid and pupil. Below the fangs is a green and red collar topping a necklace
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made of a band of small white circles with three larger white circles hanging from them.
The seated human figure wears the same collar-piece. The figure grasps the Tlaloc face
by a blue band that extends across the Tlaloc’s forehead. In the figure’s left hand is a
large ear of corn. This may be a representation of a Tlaloc vessel, and by extension an
indication of water, which would be needed to produce the corn grasped in the figure’s
other hand. Thus it is a visualization of the festival described on the facing page, the
festival honoring the time of year that maize is tender. It is understood from the image
and the accompanying text simultaneously that honoring Tlaloc will bring rain and thus
the growth of maize, the Aztec’s major foodstuff. It is also interesting that, although the
figure holds the vessel in his right hand, the viewer sees the vessel as corresponding to
the left side of the image, which may be an allusion to the left side of the Templo Mayor,
the side dedicated to Tlaloc as the mythical mountain of sustenance (López Austin and
López Luján 2009).
The graphic representation of a Tlaloc vessel in the Codices Magliabechiano and
Tudela is comparable to the actual Tlaloc objects found amongst the remains of the
Templo Mayor offerings. The closest resemblance is with the stone imitation vessels.
These objects have a handle with which to grasp the object in the same manner as that of
the figure in the codices (see Figure 19). Furthermore, the iconographic elements of the
face are similar. Like the illustration, the stone imitation vessels also have the curvilinear
upper lip bar, rather than the oval open mouth of that of the ceramic vessels. The stone
imitation vessels also have a plume of feathers surmounting the headdress. However, the
human-like eyes that are recorded on the face of Tlaloc in the codices are instead circular
eye rings in the sculptures. The plaited nose and curving eyebrow band are also lacking in
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the manuscript images. In addition, the vessel in the codices lacks the paper neck fan
included in almost every stone and ceramic example. While these iconographic
differences are notable, the most significant element of the image is the use of a vessel to
represent Tlaloc and the Xilomaniztli festival celebrated in this deity’s honor. The cult of
Tlaloc is evoked by the image of a vessel, thus implying that the vessel was the most
fundamental element of the deity’s representation.
One of the stone vessels (Figures 12-15) was found in Templo Mayor offering 60
amongst the remains of sea creatures and adjacent to a seated figural statue of either
Xiuhtecuhtli (Solís Olguín 2004: 11) or Tepeyollotl (Nicholson and Quiñonez Keber
1983: 87-89). Offering 60 is part of Complex A, a series of eleven offering caches
positioned on both sides of the temple and along the axis of union between the bases of
Tlaloc and Huitzilopochtli (López Luján 2005: 185). They make up the richest and most
complex group of offerings. These offerings are composed of five or six layers and all
dated to Phase IVb, approximately 1469-1481 (ibid: 238). The first layer was composed
of a layer of fine gray sand. Upon this sand was laid a continuous layer of small conch
shells. The third layer was characterized by the remains of larger marine animals, such as
large conch shells and an array of corals. Level four was composed of a layer of animal
skins, including crocodile, fish, and feline skins, as well as turtle shells and sawfish nose
cartilage. Offering 61 also had the remains of eighteen rattlesnakes. This layer physically
and visually separated the bottom three layers from the fifth and sixth layers. The
crocodile is the most prominent animal in this layer, its remains placed longitudinally and
its head was always aligned in the same direction with the deity sculptures of the fifth
level but placed at the opposite end of the offering.
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The fifth and richest layer of the Complex A offerings was primarily made of
images of gods, sacred paraphernalia, and piercing-cutting instruments (López Luján
2005: 241). The deity objects were placed at the head or in the center of each offering. In
all the offerings of Complex A, these objects represented two deities. The first is a
sculpture of a seated figure with two protuberances on its head, identified as either
Xiuhtecuhtli-Huehueteotl, the Aztec fire god (López Austin 1983) or Tepeyollotl, “Heart
of the Mountain” (Nicholson and Quiñonez Keber 1983: 87-89). The second is a vessel
with the face of Tlaloc, some of which are stone, and some of which are the etched
ceramic variety (ibid: 195, Figure 113). Each offering included either one or two of the
Tlaloc vessels, with a corresponding number of seated figural statues, placed next to each
other or back to back. A ball of copal was placed directly in front of the deity objects.
The eye and mouth of the personified flint knives that were also included in this layer
always pointed in the opposite direction from the Tlaloc vessels and seated figural
sculptures. Piercing-cutting instruments were placed in the center of the offering and
oriented in the same direction as the deity objects. Also included in the fifth layer are
deer and serpent scepters, and the severed heads of sacrificial victims. The sixth layer
included in some of the Complex A offerings consisted of ceramic incense burners that
were placed on top of the flagstones of the offerings.
López Luján suggests that the construction of these offerings is a synecdochical
recreation of the way the Aztecs constructed their universe (2005: 149). Thus, the
homogenous layer of sand at the bottom is the aquatic Tlalocan or xalli itepeuhyan (ibid:
188). The second layer of shells furthers this replication of an aquatic underworld,
because the Mexica considered marine animals, metals, and stones to be cold and humid
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beings coming from the underworld (ibid: 189). The conchs that are included in the third
layer may be symbolic as well, compared to the female uterus and connected to the ideas
of fertility and birth. The fourth layer was composed of specific anatomical parts of
primarily reptilian animals. There is a preference in this layer for the heads and skins of
the animals. López Luján suggests that this layer, which separated the three aquatic layers
beneath from those above, represented the surface of the earth (ibid: 193). The Mexica
envisioned their earth as being created from a great crocodilian fish. The cosmogonic
myths recorded in the Historia de los mexicanos por sus pinturas (Garibay 1965: 25-26)
and the Histoire du Mechique (Garibay 1965: 108) both tell of the earth created from the
monstrous fish Cipactli.
…then the gods created the heavens below the thirteenth, and then they
made the water and created in it a great fish similar to an alligator which
they named Çipaqli, and from this fish they made the earth as shall be
told…Afterwards, when all four gods were together, they made the earth
from the fish Çipaqli, which they called Tlaltecuhtli, and they painted it as
god of the earth, lying on top of a fish, since it was made from it (Histoire
du Mechique, Garibay 1965:25-26).
Thus, this fourth layer may be a recreation “the circular crust of the world that is filled
with the waters of Tlalocan, the reptilian covering that floated on the sea” (López Luján
2005: 193).
On the base of the best preserved Aztec chacmool sculpture is a representation of
Tlaloc (Figure 29). A snake-like band curves around its circular eyes, intertwining in the
middle to form its nose. Six curved fangs extend down from its voluted lip bar. On its
head sits a plumed cylindrical headdress, and the pleated neck fan associated with fertility
deities extends from either side of its head. The figure’s arms and legs emerge from its
body in a displayed pose. Its joints are decorated with fanged faces that are superimposed
onto the body, and its hands and feet are clawed. Surrounding the figure on both sides are
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conch shells and marine creatures (Pasztory 1983:173). Below the figure and the marine
life, carved in deeper relief are wavy lines suggesting rippled water.
This iconography correlates with the objects and their layered presence in the
offerings of Complex A. The sand in level one of the offerings is associated with water
and in particular the great sea. López Luján has posited that this level may be alluding to
Tlalocan, the watery underworld. In this carving, the water is carved in a deeper relief
than that of the figure and the marine life around it; it is receded, which therefore
suggests it is below the creatures. Furthermore, the shells, conchs, and sea creatures
deposited in levels two and three of the offerings surround the Tlaloc figure in this relief
carving. Level four contained primarily the skins of animals relating to the earth, such as
crocodiles and jaguars. They covered the offerings below in a “skin layer” that visually
and physically separated the marine levels below from the level above. The Tlaloc figure
in this relief also covers the watery layer below. Its arms extend outward, suspended
above the watery realm. Its displayed pose may be an indication that it is laying on the
water. Furthermore, a crocodile’s legs anatomically extend from the body in much the
same way as the Tlaloc figure’s legs. Even its clawed feet can be connected to both
crocodiles and jaguars.
That each of these Tlaloc vessels in Complex A was paired with a figural
sculpture creates an interesting juxtaposition that is worth exploring further. Whether the
figural sculpture is a representation of Xiuhtecuhtli-Huehueteotl or Tepeyollotl, it is
significant to note that the sculpture is being paired in each instance with a vessel
representing Tlaloc’s visage, rather than a figural sculpture of the rain god. This therefore
may corroborate my argument that Tlaloc, through his connection to the earth and
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mountains, was thus fundamentally envisioned as a vessel. If the figure is the Aztec fire
god Xiuhtecuhtli, the objects in the offering produce an interesting juxtaposition of fire
and water that is reiterated in the inclusion of the deer and serpent scepters. The deer
represents the sun and fire (Seler 1963, vol.2: 135) and is closely tied with solar and fire
deities in the Aztec mythic tradition. In the Codex Borgia, the deer carries the sun on its
back (Seler 1963: plates 33, 55), and Xiuhtecuhtli carries a staff with a deer head in the
Codex Telleriano Remensis (1964-67: pl.33) and the Codex Vaticano Latino 3738 (196467: pl.54) (López Luján 2005:195). The serpent staff is a common attribute of the gods of
rain, including Tlaloc and Chalchiuhtlicue. It is often depicted as a wavy blue rod (Codex
Borbonicus: 23, 24, Figures 30 and 31; Codex Magliabechiano: 89r, Figure 32) and
sometimes includes the serpent’s face and blue tassels (Codex Borbonicus: 7, 30, Figures
33 and 34). The juxtaposition of these two types of objects with the deity objects
representing Tlaloc and Xiuhtecuhtli strengthens their relations to the sun and water that
would be appropriate for a series of consecration offerings for the Templo Mayor. López
Luján suggests that the placing of the objects in the offering in a particular manner would
“create the perfect time-space scenario, a section of the universe or a moment in the
creation” that would make the offering “a container that could be filled with a divine
force that would permit the joining of god and gift” (2005: 201-202).
To this end also was offering 48, in which the eleven imitation stone vessels, eight
with the face of the rain god (see V14-16, Figures 16-19), were found amongst the
remains of forty-two sacrificed children. Known for the dual forces of benefic rains and
destructive forces, Tlaloc represented these phenomena that were venerated by Aztec
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society (Román Berrelleza 1983: 135). Sahagún makes note of this dual characteristic of
the god:
They held that he gave the rains to water the earth, by means of this rain
all the plants, trees and fruits and crops were created: they also held that
he sent hail and lightning and thunderbolts, and the storm and the dangers
of the rivers and the sea (1970: 32).
Thus, the sacrificing of children in honor of Tlaloc was meant to placate the god, in order
to both avoid his wrath and propitiate the rains (Román Berrelleza 1983: 136). The first
four months of the year were dedicated to the Tlaloque, and child sacrifice occurred on
the mountain shrine of Tlalocan during an annual pilgrimage made by the rulers of the
surrounding altepetl each season in late April or May. This ceremony, chronicled by Fray
Diego Durán, occurred at the end of the dry season, and was meant to initiate “the
transition from the time of drought and death to the time of rain and renewal” (Townsend
2009: 137):
On the summit of the mountain stood a great square courtyard surrounded
by a finely built wall about eight feet high, crowned with a series of
merlons and plastered with stucco…On one side of the courtyard was a
wooden chamber neither large nor small, with a flat roof…In the middle
of this room, upon a small platform, stood the stone idol Tlaloc, in the
same manner in which Huitzilopochtli was kept in the temple. Around
[Tlaloc] were a number of small idols, but he stood in their center as their
supreme lord. These little idols represented the other hills and cliffs which
surrounded this great mountain. Each one of them was named according to
the hill he stood for…Thus the small idols which stood around the great
god Tlaloc had their own names, just like the hills which encircle the great
mountain (Durán 1971: 156).
After describing this place at the summit of Mount Tlaloc, Durán goes on to describe how
the lords from all of the surrounding areas came to the Mountain of Tlalocan, bringing
with them a child of six or seven. “When they arrived before the image of the god Tlaloc,
the men slew the child within the litter, hidden [from those present] (1971: 157). After

35
this was done, the leaders proceeded to dress the statue of Tlaloc in rich garments, gold,
precious stones, and feathers.
The information included in this episode suggests that child sacrifice to Tlaloc
and the smaller ‘idols’ or Tlaloque was an integral part of the ritual initiation of the rainy
season. Thus, in Offering 48 of the Templo Mayor, the same kind of ceremonial sacrifice
may have taken place. While the forty-two children sacrificed are an offering to placate
Tlaloc’s fearful powers and propitiate the rains to bring the life-giving water, the effigy
vessels with the face of Tlaloc may thus be symbolic representations of the Tlaloque
(Román Berrelleza 1983: 138). Furthermore, the ceremonies recorded by Durán that took
place on the summit of Mount Tlaloc emphasized Tlaloc’s role in a sacred landscape,
wherein the Tlaloc statue was conceived of as the largest mountain among a series of
smaller hills. This leads to the suggestion that, while the stone imitation vessels
represented the Tlaloque, they thus also represented the surrounding geographical area.
There was certainly a performative role to the offerings, for all of these vessels were
purposely turned on their side in an east-west direction, simulating the pouring of water
(López Lujan 2005: 266). Therefore, the placement of these stone vessels representing
both the Tlaloque and the hills of the Valley of Mexico in an offering within the Templo
Mayor invokes the surrounding sacred landscape within the actual structure of the great
temple. This also strengthens the associations with the mountain of sustenance, a concept
that will be explored further in the following chapter.
Conclusion
Tlaloc is represented in the archaeological corpus in vessel form more than in any
other form. Vessels are associated with Tlaloc in the most basic way, both in physical
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remains and in mythic history. The structure of the offerings and the material included in
them evoked the presence of many different deities and forces. Structuring the cosmos
into organized layers, the surface of the earth, the watery realm beneath, and the realms
above were represented by the inclusion of certain animal remains and ceremonial
objects. The vessels decorated with Tlaloc’s face conjured specifically the powers that
Tlaloc possessed. Their inclusion in the offerings could not be confused for any other
deity or divine force, and acted specifically to evoke the God of Rain and Lightning.
Although the cult of Tlaloc was related to such ideas as the Cipactli and the complex of
fertility deities, and was placed in duality with both the Mexica’s patron deity
Huitzilopochtli and the fire god Xiuhtecuhtli, Tlaloc’s presence is specifically
represented by a vessel form in the offering and rituals acts performed to create the
offering. The vessel embodies the core elements of the cult of Tlaloc. Even with its
iconographic variants, the vessel itself is the most fundamental representation of the
deity, its physical properties directly relating to Tlaloc’s role in Mexica cosmovision as
the bringer and keeper of rains.
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CHAPTER FOUR: TLALOC’S ROLE IN AZTEC COSMOVISION
I.

Tlaloc and the Tlaloque: Mountains as Containers of Water and Sustenance
Broda (1983) has demonstrated that Tlaloc’s cult was multi-layered and

incorporated complex associations with the natural world and those deities whose
presence was attributed to the powers it possessed. The manifestation of the rain god’s
cult in the offerings of the Templo Mayor brought together notions of space through the
conjuring of the presence of the sea and mountains. The mountain cult in particular was
“an essential aspect of the cult of Tlaloc” (Broda 1983: 236). The mountain was
conceived of as a container of water:
And they said that the mountains were only magic places, with earth, with
rock on the surface; that they were only like ollas or live houses; that they
were filled with the water which was there (Sahagún 1988: vol. 2: 247).
The Aztecs believed that rain water was created on mountains, and that within mountains
was kept the precious water that brought life and sustenance to their world. The rain
god’s particular domain was Tlalocan, an underworld inside the earth, perceived as space
inside the mountains filled with water (Broda 1987: 83).
Tlaloc is also often visually associated with mountains. In the Codex Borbonicus,
Tlaloc is depicted within a temple at the top of a mountain hieroglyph decorated with the
symbol of preciousness (Figure 35). The prominence of this image in the codex suggests
it is being used as a symbol for all ritual activity associated with the cult of rain, such as
the presentation of offerings and child sacrifice (Broda 1983: 236). The Codex Ríos (folio
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20, Figure 36) and the Codex Borbonicus (Page 7, Figure 37) both depict Tlaloc
superimposed over a glyphic hill or mountain symbol. In the Codex Telleriano Ramensis
(fol. 4f, Figure 38) and the Codex Ríos (fol.49v, Figure 39), the head of Tlaloc is placed
directly on the mountain glyph and the god’s body replaced by the shape of the mountain
itself. Both of these mountains, as well as the one in the Borbonicus, all have streams of
stylized blue water issuing from their base. Not only do these images suggest that the
mountain itself contained Tlaloc’s powerful rainwater, but by replacing Tlaloc’s body
with the shape of the mountain, the images unify the concept of the mountain as container
with the image of Tlaloc’s visage into one idea.
The name Tlaloc means “He who is made of the earth,” or “He who is the
embodiment of the earth.” Through a linguistic analysis of the Nahuatl system of
grammar, Thelma Sullivan determined that Tlalloc comes from the adjective tlallo, “full
of earth,” “covered with earth,” or “made of earth” (1974:215). The archaic singular of
tlallo was tlalloqui. Through the process of suffix erosion the word was reduced to tlalloc.
Furthermore, adjectives that end in –lo denote possession. Thus, it signifies that the
possessor is full of, covered with, has, or is made of the meaning of the noun, in this case,
earth. Sullivan suggests that Tlaloc was once conceived of as being one with the earth,
considered a dual god of earth and water. His rain god aspect was later added on,
presumably by the Aztecs (Sullivan 1974: 217). Therefore, the manner in which Tlaloc is
visualized in the codices corroborates this idea of Tlaloc being one with the earth that is
indicated by the etymology of the deity’s name.
The Tlaloque, Tlaloc’s miniature helpers, were also intimately associated with
rain and mountains:
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When clouds billowed and formed thunderheads, and settled and hung
about the mountain tops, it was said: “The Tlalocs are already coming.
Now it will rain. Now the masters of the rain will sprinkle water (Sahagún
1970, bk. VIII: 20).
The Aztecs believed rain was created within the peaks of the prominent mountains
surrounding the Valley of Mexico, and each peak was given a name and conceived of as
one of the Tlaloque (Nicholson 1971: 414). Tlaloc and the Tlaloque were often
characterized in quadruple or quintuple form, corresponding to the four cardinal
directions and the center.1 This construction is supported by a myth in the Historia de los
Mexicanos por sus pinturas, used to describe the different qualities of rain and the
manner in which the Tlaloque disbursed these rains:
Of this god of water it was said that he had his dwelling of four
apartments, in the middle of which was a large courtyard, where stood
four large earthen pans full of water. In one of these pans the water was
excellent, and from it the rain fell which nourished all manner of corn and
seeds and grain, and which ripened things in good season; from the second
rained bad water from which fell cobwebs on the crops, and blight and
mildew ensued; from another fell ice and sleet; when from the fourth rain
fell nothing matured or dried.
This god of rain water created many servants, small of body, who were in
the rooms of the aforesaid house, and they held money boxes, in which
they caught the water from the great earthen pans, and various rods in the
other hand; and when the god of water sent them to irrigate any especial
places, they started off with their boxes and sticks, and let fall the water
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The quadripartite configuration of the Tlaloque presents parallels with other directional-oriented deities.
Known as “the Lord of the Four Directions,” Napatecuhtli was said to also belong among the Tlaloque
(Sahagún 1970, bk. I: 45). As “an avocation of Tlaloc corresponding to the four corners of the universe”
(López Luján 2005:138), this deity is visually linked to Tlaloc by the “cue at the nape of his neck [made] of
paper” (Sahagún 1970 bk. I: 46) and carries the reed staff (oztopilli) also borne by Tlaloc (see Florentine
Codex, bk. I, fol. 10 and 12f for comparison). Napatecuhtli is linked to the gods of fertility through these
common iconographic traits, as well as his patronage of the tule reeds (tolli) used to make mats.
Napatecuhtli’s feast day was celebrated by the sprinkling of dew, which is visualized in the Florentine
Codex (Bk. II, folio 32r).
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where they were directed, and when it thunders the noise is caused by their
striking the boxes with their rods, and when it lightens it comes from
within these boxes (Phillips Jr., trans 1883: 617).
This quadripartite configuration is reaffirmed visually in various media, including
sculpture and illustrated manuscripts. For example, an Aztec tepetlacalli from Tizapan
features four crouching figures with ringed eyes and curved nose bars on each side of the
box’s lid (Figure 40). The figures wear a five-peaked headdress like those depicted on
the modeled ceramic Tlaloc vessels. Each figure’s headdress is topped with wavy plumes,
similar to the feathers on the etched ceramic and carved stone Tlaloc vessels.
The Codex Borgia illustrates two pages that feature the quintuple construction of
the Tlaloque. Related to the 365-day solar year, page 27 (Figure 41) portrays four
Tlaloque, each quadrant representing a different cardinal direction indicated by the color
of the figure’s body (see Boone 2007: 146-150). The four scenes depict the different
qualities each direction possesses, because the figure stands above a ground line and
pours water from a vessel with a Tlaloc-like face onto the earth below, which yields
various qualities of maize. The bottom right features a black Tlaloc, corresponding to the
east, and maize plants sprout from the back of a fanged earth, Cipactli, suggesting that the
east is a fertile region. Above, in the top right, a yellow Tlaloc, corresponding to the
north, pours rain onto a field being destroyed by locusts. In the top left quadrant, a blue
Tlaloc inundates a maize field. Finally, in the bottom left quarter, a Tlaloc figure with a
red body pours water onto a field whose maize is eaten by animals. These four scenes
surround a central fifth Tlaloc figure, which stands above a representation of earth from
which sprouts two Chalchiuhtlicue figures (Byland 1993: xxii).
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On page 28 of the Codex Borgia (Figure 42), the imagery is organized in the
same manner as the previous page. They differ in that the five scenes represents the first
five years of a fifty-two year cycle, indicated by the year sign in the bottom register of
each scene (Boone 2007:146). The four quadrants and central image all feature Tlaloque
pouring various types of water onto the earth from vessels decorated with a face similar
to Tlaloc. Each of the five pouring Tlaloc figures has the characteristic circular eye ring,
mouthpiece, and fangs characteristic to Tlaloc. They are also each decorated with the face
paint of another deity. Therefore, the black Tlaloc in the bottom right quadrant wears the
guise of Tezcatlipoca, the smoking mirror; the top right red-and-white-striped Tlaloc is in
the guise of Tlahuizcalpantecuhtli, Venus as the morning star; the top left yellow Tlaloc
wears the face paint of Xiuhtecuhtli, the god of fire; the bottom left black Tlaloc has the
yellow beard and yellow eye stripe of Quetzalcoatl, the Feathered Serpent; and the central
figure with red body paint has the face of Xochipilli, the prince of flowers (Byland 1993:
xxiii). Each of these Tlaloque figures stands above additional supernaturals that are
shown in containers or on the earth (Byland 1993: xxii).
The Tlaloque are active participants in Aztec myths recording the assurance of
human sustenance. In the Leyenda de los soles (Codex Chimalpopoca 1975: 121), ants
go to pick up grains of corn from within the Tonacatepetl (mountain of sustenance) and
carry it to the place of the gods, Tamoanchan. Then, the four Tlaloque, colored blue,
white, yellow, and red, and who, by their colors, represent the four cardinal directions,
carry off the foodstuffs. Matos Moctezuma suggests that this act of carrying away the
foodstuffs may be interpreted as its distribution to the people, and thus the sustenance of
humans is assured through the actions of the Tlaloque (1983: 204-205).
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Two myths in the Historia de los reynos de Culhuacan y Mexico (Lehman 1938:
339-340; 375-382) characterize the Tlaloque as the “original owners” of maize and
explain how humans acquired the maize from the Tlaloque (Broda 1983: 237). In the
first, Nanahuatl split up the Tonacatepetl by means of lightning and stole all of the food
from the Tlaloque. In the second myth, the Tlaloque withdrew their maize from the
Toltecs because of the arrogance of their leader, which caused a great starvation and lead
to the fall of Tula. Thus, through the cult of Tlaloc, humans are able to gain access to
their staple food crops through acquiring it from the Tlaloque who were the first to
possess maize. Furthermore, the legitimacy of the Aztecs as successors of Toltec power is
symbolized by the acquisition of maize. The active role played by the Tlaloque in
granting the Aztecs access to their major food crop becomes a fundamental element of
the power of the god of rain and mountains as the ancient patron of agriculture (Broda
1983: 238).
The left half of the Templo Mayor may thus have been envisioned as the mythical
Tonacatepetl, forming a duality with Coatepec on the side of Huitzilopochtli (Matos
Moctezuma 1985). The rituals performed at Tlaloc’s temple on the summit and the
burying of offerings to the god of rain and mountains within the structure reenacted the
myths described above. Because it contained the physical paraphernalia representing
Tlaloc (the vessels) and the Tlaloque (possibly the imitation stone vessels)2, the Templo
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In addition, Broda suggests that “the enigmatic oval-shaped idols that appear in such profuse quantities in
the offering of the Templo Mayor belonged to the cult of the tlaloque as deified mountains. In Aztec
cosmovisión the small servants of Tlaloc were his concrete manifestation in innumerable local forms which
were identified with specific mountains of the landscape” (1983: 226).
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Mayor as the “mountain of sustenance” therefore contained the ritual access to the
sustenance of humans (Broda 1983: 237).
The vessels decorated with the face of Tlaloc that were incorporated into the
offerings may then be conceptualized within this larger framework. They embody this
Aztec construct of the mountain, not only as a container of water, but as a symbol of
humankind’s access to sustenance. Furthermore, the Tlaloque were considered
fundamental to the acquiring of maize and other important food crops, and thus, “there
existed a close connection between Tlaloc as a mountain deity and the popular cult of
agriculture and fertility” (Broda 1983: 237). This allows for associations to be made
between Tlaloc and several related deities concerned with agricultural fertility. In
addition, not only are there connections between Tlaloc and these deities on a
cosmological level, but many of them also share iconographic traits that are regularly
used to identify particular deities. These attributes include quadruple grouping, the paper
neck fan, the fangs, encircled eyes, and adorning accessories such as ear spools.
II.

Spheres of Influence: Tlaloc’s Relationship with Deities of Agricultural
Fertility, Pulque, and the Earth
Shared iconographic elements can account for multiple connections and complex

associations between Tlaloc and other groups of Aztec deities who possessed powers
related to agriculture and cultivation of the land. As Tlaloc’s female counterpart and
goddess of ground-water, Chalchiuhtlicue (“Jade Her Skirt”) is often characterized as a
maize-earth goddess (Nicholson 1971: 416). In the Histoire de los Mexicanos por sus
pinturas, she is created by the creator gods simultaneous to Tlaloc: “and to create the god
and goddess of water, all the four divinities joined themselves together, and
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made Tlalocatecli, and his wife Chalchiutlique, whom they assigned to be the gods of
water” (Phillips, trans. 1883: 617). She was highly revered for her power over the
tumultuous power of the waters, and, like her male counterpart Tlaloc, she was also
intimately connected with agricultural sustenance:
…they were thankful as they paid honors to the waters, [for] they
remembered that because of her we live. She is our sustenance. And
thence come all things that are necessary (Sahagún 1970, bk. I: 22).
She appears in the divinatory manuscripts as an active participant in the
nourishment of maize, and is visually represented pouring water and bringing rains in a
similar fashion to Tlaloc. In the maize almanac of the Fejérváry-Mayer, the seated water
goddess extends her arms to support a personified maize plant (33a, Figure 43). From her
headdress extends a third hand grasping a vessel, from which water flows onto the young
maize plant that bends under the weight of the rain. In the Codex Borbonicus,
Chalchiuhtlicue is seated on a stepped stool from which flows a torrent of blue water
(Page 5, Figure 44). Dressed in full regalia, including her diagnostic stepped turquoise
nose ornament and jade-colored skirt (Boone 2007: 43), this depiction also includes the
amaquechpalli, or paper neck fan.
Inclusion of this iconographic element is common in representations of
Chalchiuhtlicue; it extends from the back of the head and is painted blue with white
fringe on its edges in the Codex Ríos (fol. 17v), the Codex Telleriano-Remensis (fol.
11v) and the Tonalamatl de Aubin (Page 5, Figure 45). Furthermore, the pleated paper
fan is also commonly included in sculptural representations of the water goddess (Figure
46). A vessel discovered in the excavations of Chamber 2 of the Templo Mayor also
represents Chalchiuhtlicue (Figure 47), and is one of the few vessels found throughout
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the course of the excavations that does not depict Tlaloc. The round body of the vessel
composes the goddess’ body, with rectangular feet poking out near the base. A fringed
quechquemitl (neck garment) decorates the body of the vase, and Chalchiuhtlicue’s face
is located at the place where the body and the neck of the vase meet. Extending from
either side of her head is the pleated paper neck fan, standing out three-dimensionally
from the structure of the vessel. Nagao (1985a: 55) argues that objects such as this one
reinforce the suggestion of “the symbolic identification of the vessel as a source for water
and fertility or maize.”
The amaquechpalli, or paper neck fan, is an attribute characteristic of most
mountain, water, rain, and fertility deities (Nagao 1985b: 10, 15). Made of pleated paper
and attached to the nape of the neck, it is often included in stone and ceramic sculpture as
a three-dimensional triangular component that extends from either side of the head. Paper
was extremely important in rituals; for each of the eighteen monthly festivals, the
temples, priests and sacrificial victims were decorated with paper ornaments, and paper
was burned as an offering to the gods (Neumann 1973: 150). Festivals honoring Tlaloc,
the Tlaloque, and other water-related deities frequently included the use of paper.3 Child
sacrifices to Tlaloc were dressed in paper, paper offerings were thrown into the water of
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Fire deities are also often revered using paper offerings, in which the paper is burned and the ashes are
gathered and used in a ritual. Neumann suggests the duality of the life-giving and life-taking nature of
water and fire is merged with the symbolism of paper. Thus, the physical paper itself embodies this
dualism, and that is why it is so often sacrificed to the deities of water and fire. “Paper assumes the identity
of the victim wearing it, who in Nahuatl thought is also the god to whom the sacrifice is made. As the
human being is destroyed, so the paper also perishes. The destruction of both requires recurrent sacrifices
to propitiate the gods in order to prove devotion. At the same time that paper is thought of as being
perishable, however, it can be supplied indefinitely from the ever-renewing tree. Still, to completely strip
the tree of its bark would be as destructive as a sacrifice of all men would be. Thus, paper, like life, is a
precious commodity” (1973: 158-159).
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the lake along with heart sacrifices, and images of the surrounding mountains were
created and covered with paper to express the desire for rain (ibid: 152-154).
The cult celebrating the cultivation of maize greatly overlapped the cult of Tlaloc
(Nicholson 1971: 416). This complex included Centeotl, the maize god, and
Chicomecoatl, the goddess of maize, and Xilonen, associated with the young maize plant.
The cult of maize was widespread throughout the Valley of Mexico and was primarily
dominated by various female deities. These deities also often wear the paper neck fan and
carry ears of maize in their hands like that of the figure discussed in Chapter Two with
the Tlaloc head from the Codex Magliabechiano (Figure 27).
The paper neck fan is also common among deities associated with octli, or
pulque, such as Mayahuel, Ometochtli, and Tepoztecatl. This attribute thus visually links
these deities with the cult of Tlaloque and the Tlaloque on an iconographic level.
Furthermore, the pulque gods were associated with the Tlaloque because of their
connection to localities in the landscape:
In Aztec cosmovisión the small servants of Tlaloc were his concrete
manifestations in innumerable local forms which were identified with
specific mountains of the landscape. They were called tlaloque, which is
the plural of the name of the god. Thus all the mountains of the Valley of
Mexico had their names and were worshipped before and after the rainy
season. There further existed a close relationship between the gods of the
mountains and the gods of pulque; the latter were also innumerable local
patron deities related to villages and mountains like the tlaloque. This
close association was also visible in ritual (see Broda 1971: 309-319,
1983b) (Broda 1983: 226-228).
Depictions of pulque gods in both manuscripts and sculpture include the paper
neck fan. The Codex Borbonicus (Page 36, Figure 48) depicts the pulque god in full
ceremonial regalia, including the red and white-fringed amaquechpalli. In the Codex
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Magliabechiano (folio 85, Figure 49), the god is depicted stirring the pot of octli, his
white paper neck fan, spotted with liquid black rubber, extending from both sides of the
deity’s head. The maguey goddess, Mayahuel is also often visualized in manuscripts
wearing the paper neck fan. In the Tonalamatl de Aubin (Page 8, Figure 50), she is
depicted seated presiding over two human figures who drink pulque. Her paper neck fan
extends from the back of her head, painted blue with white fringe. Other colonial-era
manuscripts, such as the Codex Magliabechiano (fol.58r, Figure 51), also depict the
goddess wearing the amaquechpalli attribute.
Sculptures of the pulque god also include the paper neck fan. A seated pulque
deity found in 1978 in offering 6 near the Coyolxauhqui stone wears a paper neck fan
along with additional elements identifying him as a pulque god (Figure 52). These
pulque-related attributes include the peaked crown of lords, the xiuhuitzolli, and the lunar
nasal ornament, the yacametztli. The red and black coloration of the sculpture’s face
further supports its identification as a pulque deity (Nicholson and Quinones Keber 1983:
91). In addition, a stone standard bearer sculpture now in the Museo Nacional de
Anthropologia in Mexico City also depicts the pulque god, emblazoned with a 2 Rabbit
year glyph on his chest, wearing the pleated paper neck fan (Figure 53). These sculptures
provide further evidence to suggest that the amaquechpalli was a standard attribute
included in the presentation of this group of deities.
Another deity that is occasionally visualized with the paper neck fan is Ehecatl,
the wind god. Ehecatl was a manifestation of the Plumed Serpent Quetzalcoatl, and
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functioned as one of the Tepictonan4 (personified mountains), particularly of those in the
Mt. Tlaloc range (Nicholson 1971: 416). While this Ehecatl-Quetzalcoatl being has been
characterized as “the traveler par excellence from the profane world to the divine” (López
Austin 1990:305-339), Ehecatl is primarily characterized as the wind:
—he was the wind; he was the guide, the roadsweeper of the rain gods
[tlachpancauh in Tlaloque], of the masters of the water, of those who
brought rain. And when the wind increased, it was said, the dust swirled
up, it roared, howled, became dark, blew in all directions; there was
lightning; it grew wrathful (Sahagún 1970, bk. I: 9).
This passage indicates a distinct collaboration between the Tlaloque and Ehecatl in the
disruption of the landscape. In particular, this deity guided the Tlaloque and was
associated with lightning and the tumultuous wind that coincided with heavy rainfall.
Although Ehecatl does not iconographically relate to Tlaloc save for examples that
include the paper neck fan (Figure 54), the association between Ehecatl and the Tlaloque
intimately connect the deity with the cult of rain and mountains through their interaction
with the natural world and the perceived role of Ehecatl in the tumultuous power of the
rain brought by Tlaloc.
The final iconographic attribute that Tlaloc shares with other deities is the fangs.
Tlaloc’s fangs occur on the vessels as either two evenly sized canines protruding from the
upper lip, or four fangs, two on either side and evenly sized, and often curve outward,
looking similar to the bifurcation of a snake’s tongue. The two-fang type is shared by
Xiuhtecuhtli, as is the case on a standard bearer from Churubusco (Figure 55). The four
curved fangs are comparable to those found on the dual snake head of the Coatlicue

4

See Broda 1983: 228-229 for an explanation of the ritual use of tepictonan.
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statue (Figure 56). The most significant comparison, however, is with the splayed figures
found on the bases of such statues as the Coatlicue and the Feathered Serpent (Figure
60). This figure has been identified as Tlaltecuhtli; however, because of the shared traits
with Tlaloc, this figure has also been categorized as a Tlalocoid-Tlaltecuhtli (Nicholson
1967: 87, Solís Olguín 1991: 134), Tlaloc in the guise of the Earth Monster (Pasztory
1974), Tlaltecuhtli as the male, ancestral earth (Henderson 2007: 4), and
Anthropomorphic Masculine Tlaltecuhtli (Matos Moctezuma 1997: 25). There are eleven
known examples of this figure.
Evidence of the connection between Tlaloc and Tlaltecuhtli may be provided
through an etymological approach to the two deity’s names. The root of both names, tlal-,
comes from –tlallo, meaning earth or land, and relates to the physical ground or soil as
well as the abstract idea of ‘earth’ (Karttunen 1992: 275, see also Molina 1970). Tlaloc,
as explained above, means “he who is one with the earth.” Tlaltecuhtli means “lord of the
earth.” Therefore, the meaning of both deity’s names is based on its connection to the
earth.
Although some of these eleven objects representing a Tlaloc-like figure on their
base have been damaged by the repurposing of the stone in the colonial era, the
consistency in iconography in the intact examples allows for the conclusion that they are
all constructed with exactly the same attributes. The figure bends its arms and legs in a
displayed, frontal pose. It wears a headdress of three circles in a rectangular bar and a
zigzag pattern on either side. Human hands hold skulls, and skulls are also tied to the
elbows and knees. The circular disk in the center contains the symbol for precious
greenstone, with two radiating points coming out from either side of the fillet and one
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projecting downward into its loincloth that hangs below. It wears tassels on its ankles and
large circular ear plugs. Its humanoid eyes are surrounded on three sides by a curling
band that turns downward into a bifurcated nose. Its lip tops four even fangs and curls on
the ends into two volutes. In the examples for which we know the context, this figure is
located on the base of standing sculptures and thus would have been face down on the
earth.
Because of the fangs and the eyes surrounded by a curving bar, these figures have
consistently been associated with Tlaloc since Nicholson (1967) identified them as such.
These figures do share elements in common with the relief carving of Tlaloc on the base
of the Aztec chacmool (Figure 29). First, the chacmool relief is also located on the base
of the object. In addition, the figure has the fanged skulls on its joints, and wears the
same circular ear spools. There are, however, many elements of the figure that are very
distinct from the iconography displayed on the Tlaloc vessels. The headdress is
completely different; it does not include the rope band, the intertwined rectangular
blocks, nor the plumed barbs or peaked trapezoidal elements included in various
arrangements in the headdresses of the vessel.
In addition, the figure is visualized with its entire body, rather than just the head.
While there are examples of Tlaloc in bodily form (see Figure 58 as an example, see
Appendix A for breakdown of Tlaloc objects), they are not nearly as common, and the
rain god is almost exclusively depicted using only the facial features and head ornaments.
Most of the standing sculptures with the facial features of Tlaloc were also found in
offering caches, and were probably included to represent the many Tlaloque that aided
the rain god throughout the landscape. There are only two examples of Tlaloc that
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position the deity in the same displayed “hocker” pose5 of the Tlaltecuhtli base reliefs.
The first is the base relief of the chacmool, already discussed in some detail in the
preceding pages. The second is a double-headed relief sculpture that depicts the face of
Tlaloc surmounted by the face and headdress that corresponds to the Tlaltecuhtli base
reliefs (Figure 59). The arms and legs of the Tlaltecuhtli figure are outstretched, and the
figure’s breasts are visible. In addition, this figure wears a skull and crossed bones skirt.
Anatomically, this figure would have had to be decapitated in order to be positioned in
this way.
Despite the damage to the relief and the loss of some of the information on the
edges of the stone, it is apparent from close examination of the object that the body of the
Tlaltecuhtli figure lays overtop of a second body, presumably that of Tlaloc beneath.
Then, they are located in a watery realm, indicated by the wavy lines and carved circles,
stone imitations of precious jade. The complexity of this relief sculpture’s iconography,
as well as the damage, makes interpretation difficult. Klein, describing this relief,
suggests that these two heads represent various contrasting elements of Tlaloc:
…these hybrid creatures represent a second, possibly bisexual, aspect of
the deity. Here one head of Tlaloc, wearing the pleated paper neck fan of
the vegetation and water deities, and surrounded by water, is surmounted
by what appears to be a descending, Tlaloc-headed “earth monster.” The
joint appearance here of two distinct versions of Tlaloc should recall
Pasztory’s observation that one of the two Teotihuacan Tlalocs was in
some way affiliated with the sun at night (1980: 162).

5

Seler identified the displayed figure, depicted frontally with outstretched legs, represented the pose known
as mamazouhticac adopted by native women during parturition (1901-02: 103). “He identified this form as
“the posture of delivery,” thereby associating birth and fertility with a standard type of frontal form” (Klein
1976: 15). See also Henderson 2007: 21-28.
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It is worth noting that, although the sculpture’s iconography connects it to other deities,
these elements appear together on a single object, which suggests that, while they may be
related, they are also distinct. The iconographic elements assembled on the Tlaltecuhtli
base sculptures are all exactly the same and show no internal variation. In addition, the
iconographic analysis of the vessels in the first chapter of this project also reveals strict
adherence to an iconographic program. The Tlaltecuhtli base sculptures should thus be
considered together as a set that is distinct in a way that very few other objects are in
Aztec art; some elements in their iconographic program compare with those of Tlaloc
while others contrast with Tlaltecuhtli. Furthermore, their location on the base of major
sculptures such as Coatlicue, Yolotlicue, and the Feathered Serpent, as well as the
inclusion of the 1 Rabbit date glyph may also be significant in identifying just what
information these reliefs are encoding and why.6 They should be considered distinct from
the corpus of Tlaloc objects, as this double-headed relief suggests.
III.

Iconographic Parallels: The Aztec Chacmool and the Seated Figural
Sculptures
Iconographic attributes that are associated with the representation of Tlaloc are

not always limited to this deity. This is the case for two objects that share many of the
same decorative elements: the Aztec chacmool (Figure 26) and the seated figural
sculpture found in the Templo Mayor offerings (Figure 60). This seated figure has been
identified as Xiuhtecuhtli-Heuhueteotl, or the “masked fire god” (López Austin 1983)

6

The 1 Rabbit date glyph simultaneously signifies the day name of Tlaltecuhtli, the year the earth was
created, and a great famine that devastated the crops of highland Central Mexico in the year 1454 (Boone
1999: 192).
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and as Tepeyollotl, “Hill Heart” or “Heart of the Mountain” (Nicholson and Quiñonez
Keber 1983: 87-89). When comparing these two objects, one notices distinct
iconographic similarities between them that are unique to these pieces alone. The first is
the rectangular eye frames and mouth. Tlaloc’s eyes are characteristically circular, and
show no indication of an actual eye beneath. Furthermore, no other Aztec deity is known
to be represented with encircled eyes. All three of these depictions not only utilize the
rectangular eye frame, but all three also include almond-shaped eyes within the interior of
the frame. Second, the mouthpiece is the same shape in all three examples. They each
feature one large canine on either end of the rectangular mouth (although because the
figure on the box relief is in profile, this construction must therefore be assumed). Both
the modeled and etched ceramic Tlaloc vessels represent the rain god’s maw with two
evenly sized fangs, and while the mouth of these jars was also oblong, its edges were
more severely curved to form an oval loop.
Finally, the jewelry adorning these three objects stands out, not only because it is
nearly identical in all three instances, but also because no other object associated with
these deity cults wears this regalia. Firstly, the ear spools are not Tlaloc’s diagnostic
square plug with central oblong dangle. Instead, they are formed of large circular spools,
with a central dangling element included on the chacmool and box relief carving. In
addition, all three figures wear a multi-strand necklace. This collar-like accessory is made
up of three strands of evenly sized beads and a fourth strand of slightly larger beads
arranged regularly and described by López Austin as pendant bells (1983: 264).
On the chacmool and the seated figure, the necklace also includes a trapezoidal
pectoral depicting a seated figure with legs crossed and wearing a helmet in the form of
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an animal head with an open mouth (López Austin 1983: 264). This element appears on
additional examples of possible Tepeyollotl seated figural sculptures, such as in the
headdress of Figure 61. On the carved stone box relief this pectoral is replaced with one
of a circular shape depicting the symbol for gold, formed of two crossed bars and four
dots in the spaces made by the cross. Furthermore, each of these three figures wears
bracelets made of beads, and anklets made of beads, bells, and on both the seated figure
and box relief, feathers. This type of bracelet and anklet are not unique to only these
deities or objects: the beheaded and dismembered Coyolxauhqui relief unearthed at the
base of the Templo Mayor in 1978 and many of the crouching Tlaltecuhtli figures also
wear such anklets and bracelets. However, these are the only three objects that include
these accessories and the same representation of facial iconography.
Pasztory (1974:15) has suggested that Tlaloc’s circular eye rings are related to
darkness or diminished light. As shown in Chapter One, objects depicting the god’s face
consistently include this attribute as a diagnostic trait of the deity. López Austin has
suggested that the rectangular elements around the eyes of the seated figure are meant to
be read as aquatic symbols characteristic of the Tlaloque (1983: 268). This rectangular
eye convention is also included on the figure pouring water and corn from a vessel carved
on the base of a stone box in the British Museum (Figure 25) often identified as Tlaloc or
one of the miniature Tlaloque. The chacmool not only portrays the closest stylistic
similarity to the seated figural sculpture in its facial features, but the cuauhxicalli vessel it
clutches also portrays the face of a god with similar rectangular eye and mouth motifs
(Figure 62). Despite the fact that these eye rings are rectangular rather than circular, these
three objects- the seated fire god, the chacmool, and the box relief carving- suggest a
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close connection not yet fully examined between the function and representation of
Tlaloc or the Tlaloque, the fire god Xiuhtecuhtli-Huehueteotl, and the Heart of the
Mountain Tepeyollotl.
The cult of Xiuhtecuhtli-Huehueteotl celebrated the properties of fire, the
counting and measuring of time, and the precious stone turquoise (López Luján 2005:
141). As Xiuhtecuhtli, this god resided in the center of the universe:
the Mother of the Gods, the Father of the Gods, suspended in the place of
the navel of the earth, inside the enclosure of turquoise stones, fortifying
himself with turquoise bird water, the ancient god, Ayacmictlan,
Xiuhtecuhtli (Sahagún 1970, bk. VI: 71-72).
Xiuhtecuhtli can only be conceived of as the center if related to the cardinal directions,
and is thus often represented with the quincunx cross symbol (Caso 1953: 55, see also
Paso y Troncoso 1979: 243-46). Xiuhtecuhtli is depicted in the center of the four
directions on the opening page of the Fejérváry-Meyer (Figure 57). Furthermore,
Sahagún records that Xiuhtecuhtli was invoked by saying “he who fills the navel of the
earth, he of the group of four” [tlalxictenticae nauhiotecatle] (1988, vol. 2: 545). Rituals
consisting of a count of four, such as encircling a courtyard four times, or the sacrifice of
four victims every fourth year, are recorded for the celebrations of Ixcalli in honor of
Xiuhtecuhtli (Sahagún 1988, vol. 2: 159-166). During these festivities, each of the four
victims was dressed like the fire god, and each wore one of the four colors of the cardinal
directions (Sahagún 1988, vol.1: 187).
Tepeyollotl, “Hill Heart” or “Heart of the Mountain,” was the principal patron of
the third group of thirteen days of the 260-day divinatory calendar, or tonalpohualli, and
was the eighth of nine Lords of the Night. One of the deity’s diagnostic iconographic
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features was his hair, which was pushed up into two pads or horns at the top of his head
(Nicholson and Quiñonez Keber 1983: 88). This deity often appears in two aspects,
jaguar and human. The Codex Telleriano-Remensis (Hamy 1899: fol. 9v) describes
Tepeyollotl as the echo that reverberates in a valley from one hill to the next, like the roar
of a jaguar. The juxtaposition of these seated Tepeyollotl figures found in the Templo
Mayor offerings with vessels decorated with the face of Tlaloc is significant because both
deities are associated with mountains and the landscape. It has been suggested that the
presence of these objects in the offerings was meant to indicate the ‘heart’ of the offering,
as the temple they were located within constituted the ritual heart of the Mexica’s empire
(Nicholson and Quiñonez Keber 1983: 88). Its juxtaposition with a symbolic mountain in
the form of a Tlaloc vessel may have intensified this connotation. If the Tlaloc vessel was
meant to simultaneously invoke the sacred mountainous landscape surrounding
Tenochtitlan, the idea of the Templo Mayor as an actual mountain, and the presence of
Tlaloc whose power was embodied in the mountain, the seated sculpture could thus
conceivably be paired as the heart of that mountain.
IV.

Conclusion
Tlaloc’s characterization as a god not only of rain but also of mountains

complicates an already complex web of associations within the structure of Aztec
cosmology. An iconographic analysis of the deity suggests that the Tlaloc was
fundamentally perceived of as a mountain and thus embodied the nourishing rains needed
for humans for sustenance. Furthermore, the iconography of Tlaloc is intertwined with
that of deities having to do with the cultivation of land for food and drink and the earth as
an ancestral being. All of these overlapping spheres of cosmic influence were represented
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by the attributes making up Tlaloc’s iconographic program. By encoding meaning into
the visual representation of the deity, the Aztecs not only recorded the complex
associations enumerated above, but by doing so organized the world around them into a
system of meaningful associations. By explaining these associations, this chapter has
intended to gain further access to the true nature of Tlaloc’s iconography for a fuller
understanding of its interactions with deities who share common visual and cosmological
attributes.
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CONCLUSION
This project organizes and categorizes the vessels discovered in the offerings of
the Templo Mayor that display features of the Aztec rain god Tlaloc. The purpose of this
categorization is to examine the ways in which the iconography incorporated into these
vessels may aid in understanding further the complex web of associations present
between the rain god and other aquatic and agricultural fertility deities. Previous scholars
have discussed these vessels in a variety of ways. Heyden’s (1984) article “Las anteojeras
serpientes de Tlaloc” explores the significance of the symbol for preciousness on the eye
rings, eyebrows and mouth of the polychromed Tlaloc vessel discovered in offering 21 of
the Templo Mayor, and is the only scholarly work to concentrate specifically on the topic
of Tlaloc vessels exclusively. The vessels have been included in larger examinations of
objects discovered in the Templo Mayor excavations, and are featured particularly
prominently in Broda’s (1983) article “The Provenience of the Offerings: Tribute and
Cosmovisión.” Broda approaches the material of the offerings dedicated to Tlaloc in
order to place them in communication with the fundamental principles of Aztec thought.
From this examination, she suggests that the cult of Tlaloc encompassed many levels
beyond the significance as a rain god. These included associations with mountains, lakes,
and the sea, and she surmises that the role of Tlaloc and the Tlaloque in the assurance of
foodstuffs for humans in the mythic histories was vital to the deity’s conception in Aztec
society.
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Despite the variety of scholarly endeavors developing the meaning and use of
vessels decorated with the face of Tlaloc in the context of ritual burials, this corpus of
objects has never been catalogued and organized in the manner presented in this study.
Here, an iconographic analysis of all of the vessels published to date has been carried out,
the objects are categorized according to material, and each object has been described in
detail. Appendix A presents this material in chart format, while also including additional
sets of data relating to other media of objects representing Tlaloc. The set of vessels
provides a succinct and concise set of data to be analyzed however, and the vessels are
comparable internally because of their shared provenience as part of the material record
of the offerings concealed in the Templo Mayor.
There are twenty-five vessels included in this study. Chapter One portions these
objects into five groups: modeled ceramic vessels, etched ceramic vessels, stone vessels,
stone imitation vessels, and merlons. There are four modeled ceramic vessels, which are
characterized by hollow rings for eyes, a hollow oblong mouth with two fangs protruding
from the top lip, and vivid polychroming. There are five etched ceramic vessels. The
facial features of this variety are carved into the surface of the vessel, leaving the globular
shape of the jar intact. In all but one of these vessels, the nose is raised threedimensionally from the surface of the vessel. The distinction between these two sets of
vessels, other than the hollow eyes and mouth found in the first set, is in the construction
of the headdresses. The modeled variety has a headdress composed of five trapezoidal
peaks with small ceramic knots in their center. These are placed above a rope headband.
The etched vessels, while also including the rope headband, do not have the peaked-and-
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knot aspect and instead have a band of interlaced rectangular bars that alternate in raised
and reclined positions. This band is topped by lobes that probably mimic feathers.
The stone vessels are homogenous in their iconographic makeup. The most
significant difference between the stone and ceramic vessels is the formation of the
mouth. Instead of the oblong oval, the stone variety has an upper lip that curls on either
end, from which extend downward four fangs that are curved and separated in the middle
like the bifurcation of a serpent’s tongue. The stone imitation vessels also have this type
of mustached mouth, with four fangs below. These imitation vessels differ in their
headdresses. Because of the way in which they are carved, their headdresses extend
three-dimensionally upward from the head, whereas the headdress on the vessels did not
because they were with carved in relief or etched into the form of the vessel. An effort
has been made, however, to show that these are intended to look like vessels; a spiral
handle extends up the back of each of the objects. Therefore, these may be considered
metaphorical vessels, like that of the merlons, the last section described in Chapter One.
The merlons were not found in buried offerings and were instead thought to have adorned
Tlaloc’s temple at the summit of the Templo Mayor. They have been included in the
present study because of their similarity in form and their function to represent the
essence of Tlaloc through the use of a metaphoric vessel.
The consistency in the iconographic attributes within each group of vessels
suggests that these differences were meaningful. The patterns reveal distinct ways in
which Tlaloc was chosen to be represented and that these differences are not arbitrary.
Their uniformity also suggests the possibility that there was some sort of state-sponsored
production of objects used for the buried offerings of the Templo Mayor. Whether these
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differences arose from intended use or personal preference is unclear. It is also
impossible to surmise the chronological creation of these vessels beyond knowing when
they were interred in the building fill of the Aztec’s great temple. The placement in these
offerings, however, can reveal ways in which Tlaloc’s essence as the rain god interacted
in the sacred space of the Templo Mayor, both metaphorically and physically.
The contextualization of the vessels in their respective buried offerings was the
subject of Chapter Two. This chapter presents the material in a way that allows for
connections to be made to greater themes of Aztec cosmology and mythology. Therefore,
the vessels were contextualized in two ways in this chapter. First, the archaeological
settings in which many of the vessels were discovered provide insights into the way these
vessels were functioning in the ritual space of the offering. Second, comparison with
early colonial documents, including painted manuscripts in the native pictorial style,
cultural encyclopedias, written Spanish accounts created during and after the conquest,
and Mexica mythic histories recorded in the early colonial years were all consulted.
In all of the buried offerings, the space itself was layered with various types of
objects in order to reconstruct a microcosm of the universe. The vessels were placed in
specific strata of this construction, and therefore may be interpreted according to what we
know about the way the Mexica conceived of the world around them. The vessels
decorated with Tlaloc’s face conjured specifically the powers of propitiator of rain and
bringer of the destructive forces of weather that Tlaloc possessed.
These containers of power were furthermore identified with the mountains that
made up the sacred landscape surrounding the Valley of Mexico that was centered not
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only on the Templo Mayor at Tenochtitlan, but also at Mount Tlaloc. Chapter Three
explored the intimate relationship between Tlaloc and his Tlaloque helpers, and the ways
in which they were associated with mountains. As containers of water, physical
mountains as well as metaphorical ones were believed to store the water and foodstuffs
necessary for sustaining life. Tlaloc and the Tlaloque play integral roles in the myths
regarding how humans gained access to staple crops such as maize. Functioning as the
“original owners” of maize, the Tlaloque are conceived of as having particular
importance in the way humans interact with the agricultural world. Thus, many of the
attributes described in Chapter One that make up Tlaloc’s iconography are shared by
deities of agricultural fertility, water, and pulque. These commonalities may thus suggest
associations that lend meaning not only to the way the attributes are functioning on these
other deities, but what it means that they are included on Tlaloc’s personage as well. The
paper neck fan is a common element among deities related to water, agricultural fertility,
and pulque, and can thus relate Tlaloc to the earth from which these essential elements
arise. Furthermore, the fangs that are characteristic of Tlaloc’s iconography are most
commonly shared with Tlaltecuhtli, the lord of the earth. Therefore, this element also
suggests a connection to the earth. Thus, when they appear on the “masked fire god,”
they may be lending a specific earth aspect to this figure.
As described above, the name Tlaloc means “He who is made of the earth,” or
“He who is the embodiment of the earth” (Sullivan 1974:215). Tlaloc may have thus once
been conceived of as being one with the earth, considered a dual god of earth and water,
with his rain god aspect later added on by the Aztecs (Sullivan 1974: 217). This
etymology explains many of the visual associations between Tlaloc and mountains that
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are painted in the codices, as well as connections with earth-related deities such as
Tlaltecuhtli.
Thus, the interrelated aspects of the deities discussed in Chapter Three, and their
combined associations with water, agriculture, and the earth corroborate with Sullivan’s
suggestion that Tlaloc was conceived of as being one with the earth. As a symbol of
Tlaloc, the vessel thus becomes the metaphorical symbol of the rain god and the powers
he possesses. The merlons included in Chapter One that share the iconographic elements
of the vessels substantiate this suggestion. One of Durán’s illustration of the two temples
at the summit of the Templo Mayor pictures three pouring vessels on the top of the left
temple. From archaeological excavations it is certain that this side of the temple was
dedicated to Tlaloc. Therefore, over any other type of symbol or image, vessels were
chosen to represent the deity. Furthermore, this drawing suggests that these vessels were
there to adorn the temple and thus specifically represented Tlaloc. The vessels discovered
in the buried offerings of the Templo Mayor included in this project also call upon this
metaphorical representation. In their shape, decoration, and function, they embody the
power Tlaloc possessed to control the rain water and bring sustenance to humankind. The
multiplicity of the vessels in the offerings also suggests they may represent the Tlaloque
as well, and therefore their presence at the Templo Mayor invokes the surrounding sacred
landscape of the Valley of Mexico. These vessels, often filled with greenstone beads,
were thus the vessels pictured in the codices filled with water, and bringing life and
sustenance to the world. The vessel was thus a fundamental representation of Tlaloc,
specifically embodying the power Tlaloc possessed to bring nourishing rain and water to
the Valley of Mexico.
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Figure 1: Teotihuacan Storm God, Tetitla, after Séjourné (1966: Fig. 160)
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Figure 2: The Nahua concept of the universe with the Templo Mayor at the center, after
Matos Moctezuma (1983: Figure 1)
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Figure 3: Vessel-1, after Bernal, Ignacio, and Mireille Simoni-Abbat (1986,
, Paris: Gallimard)
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Figure 4: Vessel-2. Museo del Templo Mayor, photo by the author.
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Figure 5: Vessel-3. Museo Nacional de Antropología, photo by the author.
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Figure 6: Vessel-4. Museo del Templo Mayor, photo by the author.
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Figure 7: Vessel-5. Museo del Templo Mayor, photo by the author.
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Figure 8: Vessel-6. Museo del Templo Mayor, photo by the author.
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Figure 9: Vessel-7. Museo del Templo Mayor, photo by the author.
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Figure 10: Vessel-8. Museo del Templo Mayor, photo by the author.
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Figure 11: Vessel-9. Museo del Templo Mayor, photo by the author.
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Figure 12: Vessel-10. Museo Nacional de Antropología, photo by the author.
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Figure 13: Vessel-11. Museo Nacional de Antropología, photos by the author.
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Figure 14: Vessel-12. Museum für Völkerkunde, Basel, after Pasztory (1983: Plate 244)
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Figure 15: Vessel-13. Museo del Templo Mayor, photo by the author.
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Figure 16: Vessel-14. Museo Nacional de Antropología, photo by the author.
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Figure 17: Vessel-15. Museo Nacional de Antropología, photo by the author.
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Figure 18: Vessel-16. Walters Art Museum, TL.2009.20.201.
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Figure 19: Vessel-16 side view. Walters Art Museum, TL.2009.20.201.
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Figure 20: Merlon-1. Museo del Templo Mayor, photo by the author.
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Figure 21: Merlon-2. Museo del Templo Mayor, photo by the author.
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Figure 22: Merlon-3. Museo del Templo Mayor, photos by the author.
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Figure 23: Merlon-4. Museo del Templo Mayor, photo by the author.
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Figure 24: Templo Mayor, Fray Diego Durán (Edición privada de Cartón y Papel de
México, S.A. México, 1975: XII)
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Figure 25: Fragment of a stone box (tepetlacalli) associated with Ahuitzotl. British
Museum, AOA Q82. Am860
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Figure 26: Chacmool. Museo Nacional de Antropologia, photos by the author.

90
Figure 27: Codex Magliabechiano, Page 29r
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Figure 28: Codex Tudela, Page 11r
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Figure 29: Chacmool base relief, Museo Nacional de Antropología, photos by the author.

93
Figure 30: Codex Borbonicus, Page 23
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Figure 31: Codex Borbonicus, Page 24
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Figure 32: Codex Magliabecchiano, Page 89r

96
Figure 33: Codex Borbonicus, Page 7
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Figure 34: Codex Borbonicus, Page 30

98
Figure 35: Codex Borbonicus, Page 25
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Figure 36: Codex Rios, folio 20
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Figure 37: Codex Borbonicus, Page 7
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Figure 38: Codex Telleriano Ramensis, Page 4f
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Figure 39: Codex Ríos, folio 49v
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Figure 40: Tlaloque Tepetlacalli
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Figure 41: Codex Borgia, Page 27
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Figure 42: Codex Borgia, Page 28
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Figure 43: Fejérváry-Mayer, Page 33a
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Figure 44: Codex Borbonicus, Page 5
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Figure 45: Tonalamatl de Aubin, Page 5
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Figure 46: Chalchiuhtlicue water goddess. London, British Museum, Am, St.373.

110
Figure 47: Chalchiuhtlicue vessel, found in Chamber 2 of the Templo Mayor excavations.
López Luján 2005: 246.
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Figure 48: Codex Borbonicus, Page 36
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Figure 49: Codex Magliabechiano, Folio 85r
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Figure 50: Tonalamatl de Aubin, Page 8
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Figure 51: Codex Magliabechiano, Folio 58r
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Figure 52: Seated pulque deity, after Nicholson and Quiñonez Keber (1983:90).
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Figure 53: Ometochtli. Museo Nacional de Antropología.
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Figure 54: Quetzalcoatl-Ehecatl, Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, IV Ca. 3729
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Figure 55: Xiuhtecuhtli, Churubusco, after Matos Moctezuma and López Luján (2009:
103).
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Figure 56: Coatlicue, after Matos Moctezuma and López Luján (2009: 173).

120
Figure 57: Tlaltecuhtli, base relief of the Coatlicue, after Matos Moctezuma and López
Luján (2009: 195)
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Figure 58: Tlaloc Figure. Museo Nacional de Antropologia, photo by the author.
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Figure 59: Tlaloc-Tlaltecuhtli. Museo del Templo Mayor, after Matos Moctezuma and
López Luján (2009: 59).
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Figure 60: Seated figural sculpture, possibly Xiuhtecuhtli-Huehueteotl or Tepeyollotl,
Museo Nacional de Antropologia, photo by the author.
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Figure 61: Seated male deity, possibly Tepeyollotl, after Nicholson and Quiñonez Keber
(1983:86)
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Figure 62: Chacmool cuauhxicalli, Museo Nacional de Antropologia, photo by the
author.
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Figure 63: Codex Fejérváry-Mayer, Page 1
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Spreadsheet of All Known Tlaloc Objects
Key: V-Vessels; M-Merlons; B-Braziers; S-Sculptures; R-Reliefs; T-Tepetlacalli; AAltars
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Spreadsheet of All Known Tlaloc Objects Continued
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