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Are perceptions of the cosmos culturally conditioned?
Introduction
This essay seeks to examine the question of whether perceptions of the cosmos are culturally conditioned. This will be achieved by examining theories of culture, how these theories apply to cosmology and an analysis of Mayan culture and cosmology in the pre-Hispanic time period. This essay will also examine where Mayan cosmological ideas emerged from, and whether there was an essential reality present within it. 
I will be using two primary sources; the Popol Vuh and the creation myth in the Book of Chilam Balam of Chumayel, henceforth referred to as the Book of Balam. These primary sources document Maya creation myths[footnoteRef:1](the Popol Vuh of the K’iche Maya, and the Book of Balam of the Yucetan Maya), and I will use them to examine whether perceptions of the cosmos were indeed culturally conditioned. Due to the Mayan civilisation spanning a period from approximately 1500BCE to the colonisation of the 16th century[footnoteRef:2], it is impossible to cover the culture and cosmological beliefs of the entire civilisation. Although the analysis will be limited to these two texts, ‘much within these Classical Yucatecan Maya texts has its roots in ancient Maya civilization’[footnoteRef:3] and will thus provide an insight to long spanning cosmological beliefs. Finally, the essay will apply cosmological beliefs to analyse diffusion of power through Maya civilisations in the form of architecture such as temples and cities.  [1:  Timothy W Knowlton, Maya Creation Myths Words And Worlds Of The Chilam Balam (Boulder, CO: University Press of Colorado, 2010), p.1. ]  [2:  Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica, Maya, 1988 < https://www.britannica.com/topic/Maya-people> [accessed on 01/01/2022]]  [3:  Knowlton, Maya Creation Myths, p.2.] 

First, I will briefly cover definitions of culture, using authors Raymond Williams, Terry Eagleton and Edward Burnett Tylor. Writing in different time periods, analysis of these authors’ approaches will allow for a clearer development of the word ‘culture’ and how it applies to the question. Then, cosmology will be defined, with a brief examination of the overlap between scientific definitions and discoveries, and how it will be applied in the context of this essay. Together, these analyses will seek to show whether Mayan perceptions of the cosmos had an essential reality, were purely cultural or a mix of both. 
Defining Culture
Writing in 1871, Edward Burnett Tylor constructs a cause-and-effect argument for culture[footnoteRef:4]. For Tylor, Culture is a distinct study in itself ‘of the condition of knowledge, religion, art, custom, and the like’[footnoteRef:5]. Culture is evolutionary, and what comes after is necessarily better than what was before[footnoteRef:6]. Speaking on what Tylor terms the ‘culture of lower races’[footnoteRef:7], he explained that despite not knowing the language of artifacts or relying on missionary testimonies, it is still possible to construct ‘the general life of a whole community.’[footnoteRef:8] This homogenous approach to culture, however, was argued by Johann Gottfried Herder in the 18th century to be ‘deceptive’ and argued for the ‘to speak of ‘cultures’ in the plural: the specific and variable cultures of different nations and periods, but also the specific and variable cultures of social and economic groups within a nation’[footnoteRef:9], demonstrating the debates around the application of ‘culture’ through time. [4:  Edward Burnett, Tylor, Primitive Culture, 2nd Ed. London, (1920), p.3. ]  [5:  Tylor, Primitive Culture, p.5. ]  [6:  Ibid. p.6. ]  [7:  Ibid. p.11.]  [8:  Ibid. p. 12.]  [9:  Raymond, Williams, Keywords: A Vocabulary Of Culture and Society, New edition, Second edition. (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2015), p.46] 

Raymond Williams, writing in 1976, highlights to need to clarify the meaning and use of the word ‘culture’ depending on the subject[footnoteRef:10], stating that ‘in archaeology and in cultural anthropology the reference to culture or a culture is primarily to material production, while in history and cultural studies the reference is primarily to signifying or symbolic systems.’[footnoteRef:11] Williams identified three distinct uses of ‘culture’ ‘(i) the independent and abstract noun which describes a general process of intellectual, spiritual and aesthetic development, from C18; (ii) the independent noun … which indicates a particular way of life … from Herder and Klemm. But we have also to recognize (iii) the independent and abstract noun which describes the works and practices of intellectual and especially artistic activity.’[footnoteRef:12] [10:  Ibid. ]  [11:  Ibid. ]  [12:  Williams, Keywords, p.46. ] 

On the origin of the word ‘culture’, Terry Eagleton, writing in 2000, noted ‘The latin root of the word ‘culture’ is colere, which can mean anything from cultivating and inhabiting to worshipping and protecting.’[footnoteRef:13] Williams also wrote that ‘Culture in all its early uses was a noun of process: the tending of something, basically crops or animals.’[footnoteRef:14] Eagleton furthered this notion of culture as process, extending it to understandings of nature; ‘If culture means the active tending of natural growth … what we do to the world and what the world does to us.’[footnoteRef:15] Eagleton identified the role of the state in culture; ‘the state must already have been at work in civil society, soothing its rancour and refining its sensibilities; and this process is what we know as culture.’[footnoteRef:16] This provides an overview of the word culture beyond what happens outside of people, instead integrating it to a symbiotic process of giving, taking and becoming. Finally, Eagleton offered a definition of culture as ‘the unconscious verso of the recto of civilized life, taken-for-granted beliefs and predilections which must be dimly present for us to be able to act at all. It is what comes naturally, bred in the bone, rather than conceived by the brain.’[footnoteRef:17] [13: Terry, Eagleton, The Idea Of Culture, Oxford: Blackwell (2000), p.2. ]  [14:  Williams, Keywords, p.45.]  [15:  Eagleton, The Idea of Culture, p.2. ]  [16:  Ibid. p.7. ]  [17:  Ibid. p.28. ] 

Thus, the definition of culture is complex and requires clarity on the context of its use, and what it seeks to explain. To identify whether perceptions of the cosmos are culturally conditioned, Eagleton’s definition of culture is most appropriate – culture is built from something inherent but is not necessarily evolutionary nor is one culture better than another[footnoteRef:18]. Tylor’s implication that there are ‘lower races’ whose cultures need to further evolve to a European standard, do not serve the purposes of this essay as it diminishes Mayan cosmology and culture by applying standards that do not necessarily make sense within Mayan cosmology and culture.  [18:  Ibid. p.14.] 




Defining Cosmology
Nicholas Campion wrote that cosmology can be separated into two definitions: the scientific and the anthropological[footnoteRef:19], and that anthropological cosmology argues that ‘ideas about the cosmos are integral part of human cultural and social systems’[footnoteRef:20]. For the purposes of this essay, anthropological cosmology will be applied as the essay will look at Mayan culture and society in relation to cosmological beliefs.  [19:  Nicholas, Campion, The Importance Of Cosmology In Culture: Context And Consequences,  https://www.intechopen.com/chapters/54580 [accessed on 19/12/2022]]  [20:  Ibid. ] 

Tracing the uses of the word ‘cosmos’, Campion wrote that ‘Cosmology is therefore a matter not just of exploring the far reaches of the universe but of recognizing that we are an integral part of it and that our environments, our houses, feelings, families, communities, towns, and cities are part of the cosmos as much as are the sky and stars.’[footnoteRef:21] This definition is built upon various histories and relationships to the cosmos, including a Greek translation of cosmos as ‘beautiful order’[footnoteRef:22], as an ‘object of veneration’[footnoteRef:23] or ‘a stage on which celestial dramas are played out.’[footnoteRef:24] With such varying cosmologies, locating Mayan cosmology can be difficult. Campion wrote on these difficulties ‘One of the great issues in comparative cosmology is universalism … [which] argues that people in geographically diverse cultures share certain fundamental, universally valid conceptions of the cosmos’ as per anthropologist Claude Levi-Strauss[footnoteRef:25] or an ‘essential reality … innate ideas that inhabit the universal collective unconscious’ as per psychologist C.G. Jung[footnoteRef:26]. However, Professor Wayne Elzey refuted this approach in his analysis of the Nahua Myth of the Suns, an Aztec creation myth, arguing that the myth ‘is uniquely “Mexican”, and as such differs morphologically from other systems which appear to be similar on the surface.’[footnoteRef:27] Furthermore, ‘In “The Study of Cultural Astronomy,” Ruggles and Saunders (1993, 4) conclude that although “observation is universal, perception and use are cultural.”[footnoteRef:28]  Whilst everyone is capable of seeing the same sky, the application in the form of cosmology is inherently affected by culture.  [21:  Nicholas, Campion, Astrology And Cosmology In The Worlds Religion, NYU Press, (2012). http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt9qg5q5 p.6. ]  [22:  Ibid. p.4. ]  [23:  Ibid. ]  [24:  Ibid. ]  [25:  Ibid. p.7.]  [26:  Ibid.]  [27:  Wayne, Elzey, ‘The Nahua Myth Of The Suns: History And Cosmology In Pre-Hispanic Mexican Religion’ in Numen, 23:2 (1976) pp.114-135, p.116. ]  [28:  Clemency, Coggins, and E. C. Krupp. “The North Celestial Pole in Ancient Mesoamerica.” Cosmology, Calendars, and Horizon-Based Astronomy in Ancient Mesoamerica, edited by Anne S. Dowd and Susan Milbrath, University Press of Colorado, 2015, pp. 101–38. JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt14bthst.12. Accessed 9 Jan. 2023, p. 102.] 

Creation, Cosmology and Culture
Immediately, the Popol Vuh demonstrates both ideas of cosmology and culture. 
‘You grains of maize, 
You tz'ite, 
You days, 
You shaping. 
You are called, 
You are summoned,”’[footnoteRef:29] [29:  Allen J. Christenson, Popul Vuh: Literal Translation, Mesoweb Publications, <https://www.mesoweb.com/publications/Christenson/PV-Literal.pdf> [accessed on 15/12/2022]] 

The gods created people from maize which itself was a major part of Maya food. ‘This material is daily pounded … reshaped into the articulated tortillas which form the staple of a Maya meal.’[footnoteRef:30] Here, Eagleton’s analysis of culture can be applied. Eagleton wrote on culture ‘It is an epistemologically ‘realist’ notion since it implies there is a nature or raw material beyond ourselves; but it also has a constructivist dimension, since this raw material must be worked up into a humanly significant shape.’[footnoteRef:31] Putting this into the context of cosmology, Campion wrote on food and culture ‘the overwhelming goal is clearly submission to a greater order in order to ensure a single priority: survival’[footnoteRef:32] The Maya man is both made of maize, which had to be fashioned into a suitably human form[footnoteRef:33], and consumed it to ensure his survival.  [30:  T.M Luhrmann, Popul Vuh And Lacan, Ethos, 12:4, (1984), pp. 335-362, p.339. ]  [31:  Eagleton, The Idea of Culture, p.3.]  [32:  Campion, Astrology and Cosmology, p.68. ]  [33:  Christenson, Popul Vuh, lines 444-459.] 

If cosmology is a way to understand culture, and how a peoples understand their place in the universe[footnoteRef:34], it is necessary to examine the process of creation and becoming for the K’iche-Maya. In the Popol Vuh, the process of creation is through spoken word; [34:  Campion, The Importance of Cosmology in Culture.] 

‘THEN came therefore his word here
He arrived with them 
The Sovereign
Quetzal Serpent
Here in darkness
In night
He spoke with 
The Sovereign, 
Quetzal Serpent, 
They talked therefore, 
Then they thought, 
Then they pondered’[footnoteRef:35]. [35:  Christenson, Popul Vuh, pp. 6-7, lines 154-165.] 

Before speech, there was only darkness and stillness, not even thought. The ability to talk is the ability to create. 
‘Then they gave birth, 
Then they heartened themselves. 
Beneath light then
They gave birth to also people[footnoteRef:36].’ [36:  Ibid, lines 171-174.] 

Now exists thought, speech and light underneath which people were born. However, the Popol Vuh documents successive creations and destructions, as the gods wanted to be worshipped through speech, of which animals nor men made from mud who could not hold their form enough to speak[footnoteRef:37]. In his book The Sacred and the Profane, Mircea Eliade wrote ‘it is the break effected in space that allows the world to be constituted, because it reveals the fixed point, the central axis for all future orientation.’[footnoteRef:38] The word was the break in space that allowed creation. The importance of word continues in the Popul Vuh and is the reason for the destruction or lessening of status of previous creations. The animals were unable to speak, thus unable to worship. [37:  Christenson, Popul Vuh]  [38:  Mircea, Eliade, The Sacred And The Profane: The Nature of Religion, translated by Willard R.Trask, Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc. New York, p.21. ] 

‘Merely you are replaced,
Because not succeeded,
Not you spoke.
…
Merely your flesh will be chewed. 
Then be it so.’[footnoteRef:39] [39:  Christenson, Popul Vuh, p. 15, lines 397-416.] 

The animals were demoted and became food. Two more attempts at creating people who could speak were made. Lines 519 to 836[footnoteRef:40] document this, the destruction of these unspeaking people occurred through objects turning on them; [40:  Christenson, Popul Vuh, pp. 19-30. ] 

‘This now therefore the their griddles, 
Their pots, spoke again to them
… 
Not pain we felt, you shall try it therefore. 
We shall burn you,” said the their pots.’[footnoteRef:41] [41:  Ibid. p. 28, lines 790-799. ] 

Only the perfect human, who is capable of speech, thought, remembrance and therefore reverence and worship of the gods can exist. The purpose of the creations of the gods is also made clear:
‘Its making 
Honorer, 
Respecter, 
Provider, 
Sustainer’[footnoteRef:42]. [42:  Ibid. p. 17, lines 453 – 457.] 

If perceptions of the cosmos are indeed culturally conditioned, K’iche Maya culture should reflect perfection, and make clear use of people’s ability to remember the gods and verbally worship them. As Eagleton wrote ‘The very need for culture suggests that there is something lacking in nature’[footnoteRef:43], and if cosmology gives people the ability to situate themselves within the universe, a culture needs an explanation of how and why to survive to exist. The order in the Popul Vuh, of the perfect man above non-speaking animal, and the destruction of the imperfectly speaking man shows that a ‘gradual emergence of order, of something from nothing’[footnoteRef:44] must be maintained, lest it be destroyed. Allen J. Christenson noted that ‘This speech was not in the nature of praise, but rather regenerative acts that would sustain the world and the very gods that created it.’[footnoteRef:45]  [43:  Eagleton, The Idea of Culture, p. 6. ]  [44:  Campion, Astrology and Cosmology, p. 56.]  [45:  Allen J, Christenson ‘Who Shall Be Our Sustainer?: Sacred Myth And The Spoken Word’, Expedition, 51.1 (2009), pp. 9–16, p.10.] 

A similar occurrence and reference to maize appears in the ‘Creation of the World’ in the Book of Balam. It recounted: ‘It was <Katun> 11 Ahau when the Ah Mecencab came forth to blindfold the faces of the Oxlahum-ti-ku … he was despoiled of his insignia and his smut… Then a mass of maize-dough with the tops of corn-cobs remained here on earth. Then its heart departed because of Oxlahun-ti-ku, … After that the fatherless ones, the miserable ones, and those without husbands were all pierced through; they were alive though they had no hearts.’[footnoteRef:46] Ah Mecencab, the bee deity[footnoteRef:47], whilst destroying the world, also ensures creation will follow. Timothy Knowlton wrote ‘By invoking the emergence of Ah Musen Cab, the myth-teller anticipates the pollination of the world … that will succeed the devastation about to be related.’[footnoteRef:48] Once again, the people without hearts are destroyed; ‘The absence of “hearts” in these first peoples is coupled in the text with the lack of recognition of class divisions and marriage partners, an “unnatural” state resulting in their extermination by “natural” catastrophe.’[footnoteRef:49] Order has been disrupted. This idea of the natural and unnatural is reflected in Eagleton’s analysis of culture; ‘If culture transfigures nature, it is a project to which nature sets rigorous limits.’[footnoteRef:50] The limit in both myths is the heart, as man can no longer fulfil his purpose of veneration and sustaining the gods and is thus destroyed.   [46:  Ralph L. Roys, The Book Of Chilam Balam Of Chumayel, Carnegie Institution Of Washington (1933), p. 99. ]  [47:  Knowlton, Maya Creation Myths, p. 56. ]  [48:  Ibid. p. 57.]  [49:  Ibid. p. 62.]  [50:  Eagleton, The Idea Of Culture, p. 5.] 

Culture, Cosmology and Architecture
Both the Popol Vuh and the Creation of the World in the Book of Balam emphasise the ‘fourness’ of the world. In the Popol Vuh
‘Four corners, 
Four sides, as it is said, 
By the Framer, 
Shaper’[footnoteRef:51] [51:  Christenson, Popol Vuh, pp. 3-4, lines 66 – 75. ] 

In The Book of Chilam, the Creation of the World it was stated:
‘Then, after the destruction of the world was completed, they placed <a tree> to set up in its order the yellow cock Oriole. Then the white tree of abundance was set up… that was the white tree of abundance in the north… the black tree … <in the west> … Then the yellow tree <in the south>, as a symbol for the destruction of the world… Then the green tree of abundance was set up in the centre <of the world> as a record of the destruction of the world.’[footnoteRef:52] [52:  Roys, The Book of Chilam of Balam of Chumayel, p. 100. ] 

Mircea Eliade wrote ‘The sacred reveals absolute reality and at the same time makes orientation possible; hence it founds the world in the sense that it fixes the limits and establishes the order of the world.’[footnoteRef:53] If perceptions of the cosmos are indeed formed culturally, perfection and fourness must be seen in Maya civilisation as a mode of creating order. Eagleton noted that ‘cultures are built out of that ceaseless traffic with nature which we call labour. Cities are raised out of sand … quite as natural as rural idylls are cultural – one cannot exist without the other, dependant on the constant refashioning of nature to propel forward.’[footnoteRef:54] Fourness, for the Maya, was ‘written into the fabric of existence’[footnoteRef:55] and to ‘organize a space is to repeat the paradigmatic work of the gods’[footnoteRef:56], inhabiting a space then became inherently cultural and cosmological. To divorce conceptions of cosmology from culture would do a disservice to understanding the multifaceted role of architecture and city planning in ancient Maya civilisations. Ivan Sprajc wrote that ‘astronomical knowledge was intermingled with a wide range of concepts pertaining to religion and world view’[footnoteRef:57]. The Maya people saw the cosmos as a ‘cosmic ticking clock’[footnoteRef:58],  thus ‘proper timekeeping was essential not only to tracking astronomical and seasonal phenomena but to the very success of all those human activities, episodic or quotidian, necessary for subsistence, material production, and social reproduction.’[footnoteRef:59] Furthermore, ‘the apparently immutable and perfect order observed in the sky… whose cyclic behaviour thus was not viewed as being simply correlated with seasonal transformations in natural environment but rather as provoking them.’[footnoteRef:60] If culture originally meant tending to something, then cosmology must, for a civilisation based around specific agriculture such as the Maya around maize, be cultural. Observing a perfect cosmos and replicating it on earth through agriculture and architecture fulfilled part of the Mayan’s obligation to the gods, therefore ensuring the survival of their culture. Furthermore, Kristin Landau wrote that ‘Because we shape and are shaped by landscapes, consideration of spatial relationships should help us evaluate and refine our conceptions of social relations.’[footnoteRef:61] Culture, then, is a process of interaction much in the way the man in the Popol Vuh was fashioned and refashioned until he was suitable for interaction with the gods. Before continuing it must be noted that cosmology cannot account for all of Maya architecture, but it will be argued that cosmology is significant.[footnoteRef:62] [53:  Eliade, The Sacred And The Profane, p. 30. ]  [54:  Eagleton, p.4. ]  [55:  Campion, Astrology And Cosmology, p. 57. ]  [56:  Eliade, The Sacred And The Profane, p. 33.]  [57:  Ivan Sprajc, Astronomical Correlates of Architecture and Landscape in Mesoamerica. In: Ruggles, C. (eds) Handbook of Archaeoastronomy and Ethnoastronomy. Springer, New York, NY. 2015). https://doi-org.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/10.1007/978-1-4614-6141-8_56]  [58:  Campion, Astrology And Cosmology, p. 62.]  [59:  Knowlton, Maya Creation Myths, p. 15. ]  [60:  Šprajc, Astronomical Correlates Of Architecture And Landscape In Mesoamerica. (2015)]  [61:  Kristin, Landau, Spatial Logic And Maya City Planning: The Case For Cosmology, Cambridge Archaeological Journal 25:1 (2015), pp. 275–292, p. 275. ]  [62:  Wendy, Ashmore and Jeremy A. Sabloff, ‘Spatial Orders in Maya Civic Plans’, Latin American Antiquity, 13.2 (2002), pp. 201–15, p. 202] 

Clemence Coggins emphasised that prior to settling, the North celestial pole star could have been of primary importance to travellers but ‘Once settled, one of the earliest and most consistent Mesoamerican traits was the quadripartition of the settlement and its world… Up and down were the tip and the base of the central world pole or axis, cross, or tree, so there were five directional points on the flat surface of the earth.’[footnoteRef:63] Coggins also noted fallacies in attempting to assign direction based on the European globe, suggesting a different approach. East was the ‘honoured position, associated with the rising sun and birth’ and west ‘of the setting sun and death’[footnoteRef:64]. North and south were ‘ “moments between east and west” … need not always refer to above and below. They are simply essential elements in a quadripartition’[footnoteRef:65]. The fundamental fourness does not change, however Wendy Ashmore noted that orientation of Mayan civic architecture changed from ‘east-west in the Preclassic to north-south in Classic times… from orientation representing primary omnipotence of the sun … to one representing the increasing prominence of the king and dynasties’[footnoteRef:66]. As earthly power developed, a cultural development, so too did cosmological power develop. This suggests that cosmological perceptions are indeed cultural in some way, rather than holding in them an essential reality. In response to Ashmore’s work, Michael Smith argued that ‘Mexica rulers drew on images and concepts of the ancient Classic-period metropolis of Teotihuacan to reinforce their imperial legitimacy … irrespective to any cosmological notions of their own.’[footnoteRef:67] Smith posits that the grid city of Teotihuacan could have been entirely random or considered ‘energetic efficiency’ above cosmology.[footnoteRef:68] Relevant to this essay is whether cosmologic patterns in cities developed culturally or remained the same, suggesting some essential reality as opposed to cultural conditioning, and incorporating Smith whether cosmology was not cultural at all and had no bearing on cultural development such as that of cities and kingly power. Whether oriented to emphasise the power of sun or king, orientation of architecture reflected and diffused order in some manner. The order of earthly life had to reflect that of the cosmos, ‘providing a medium for the harmonization of a potentially disordered society with the permanently ordered patterns of the cosmos.’[footnoteRef:69] Campion commented on Teotihuacan, ‘a powerful and sacred city’[footnoteRef:70], that contained within it the ‘The Pyramid of the  Sun, for example, is aligned with sunrise on 11 February (start of agricultural season, clearing of the fields), sunset on 30 April (the onset of the rainy season  and the time for planting) and 13 August (the ripening of the first corn cobs), and sunrise on 29 October, the end of the rainy season.’[footnoteRef:71] Culture of maize informed architecture to precisely track maize growth to ensure survival, the ‘formula of star = god = rain = maize’[footnoteRef:72] which was ‘designed to keep the machina mundi in operation.’[footnoteRef:73] [63:  Clemency, Coggins, and E. C. Krupp. “The North Celestial Pole in Ancient Mesoamerica.” Cosmology, Calendars, and Horizon-Based Astronomy in Ancient Mesoamerica, edited by Anne S. Dowd and Susan Milbrath, University Press of Colorado, 2015, pp. 101–38. JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt14bthst.12. Accessed 9 Jan. 2023, p. 108.]  [64:  Clemency Coggins, “The Shape of Time: Some Political Implications of a Four-Part Figure.” American Antiquity, vol. 45, no. 4, 1980, pp. 727–39. JSTOR, https://doi.org/10.2307/280144. Accessed 9 Jan. 2023 p. 729. ]  [65:  Ibid. p. 730. ]  [66:  Ashmore, Spatial Logic, p. 203.]  [67:  Michael E. Smith, Can We Read Cosmology in Ancient Maya City Plans? Comment on Ashmore and
Sabloff, Latin American Antiquity, 14: 2, (2003), pp. 221-228, p. 222.]  [68:  Ibid, p. 223.]  [69:  Campion, Astrology And Cosmology, p. 67.]  [70:  Ibid.]  [71:  Ibid.]  [72:  Ibid. p.68.]  [73:  Ibid. ] 

Conclusions 
To answer the question then, are perceptions of the cosmos culturally conditioned, Maya cosmology and cultural life provides great insight into how perceptions of the cosmos can be culturally conditioned. Cosmological creation myths of two Maya civilisations, the K’iche and the Yucatan Maya, demonstrates the intellectual culture even during colonial times of the Maya people and the ability to superimpose cosmological beliefs on a rapidly expanding colonial Christianity as seen in the Popul Vuh lines 48-47 and the final paragraph of the Creation of The World in the Book of Bilam. Arguably, the ‘bred in the bone’ nature of culture which Eagleton described, is survival and the cosmological functions of creation myth and architecture ensured this survival not only by appeasing the Mayan gods as is the purpose of man per the Popul Vuh, but on a practical level survival was ensured through precise timekeeping, astronomy and stately diffusion of power through architecture. To argue that perceptions of the cosmos are not culturally conditioned, would be to argue that an essential reality exists which ensures survival, rather than seeing the intellectual culture of the Maya for a rigorous and extensive exercise that allowed Maya people and civilisations to understand their place in the universe, and move forward with that understanding. To restate Ruggles, ‘“observation is universal, perception and use are cultural”’[footnoteRef:74].   [74:  Coggins and Krupp, p. 102.] 

