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The reason that 1 set down and record here the death of this said late greal re-
ligious is that he became like the representative of the holy Father here because
he was fully authorized 10 go alomg issuing many jubilees in his nine #nd on
his hehalf, as we saw. And also those who will live later, who didn’t see and
know how greal a religious he was, need to know of him and sce his name mcn-
tioned, because I think that in future times another religious like him will not he
seen again here in Mexico,

{From Chimalpahin’s entry for September 7, 1614

Annals of His Time

The premier practitioner of the penre of Nahuatl anoals in the form they took alter the
conguesl was born in 1579 in Amaguamecan {(Amecameca), baptized apparcntly as Do-
mingo Francisco, then wenl very voung 1o Mexico City, and eveniually came 1o be
known there as don Pomingo de San Antdn after the church where he warked, sometmes
referring to himself in magnificent fashion as don Domingo de San Antdn Muiida Chi-
malipahin Quauhtlehuanitzin,  Scholars somehow settled on calling him Chimalpahin,
ome ol two names of earlier lords of Amaguemecan that he appropridted to himselt, and
though that convention is not well founded, it is too late to protest, and we will call him
Chimalpahin too.!

The item we publish here is devoted overwhelmingly (despite one abbreviated icsuimé
ol Mexica history from the beginning) 1o events occurring in the time after Chimalpahin
was barn, and indecd the momentum accumulates as he reaches the years ol his early
prima. Afier very brief annual entries for the 13705 and 80s, clearly sct down after the
fuct, for the 15905 and early 1600s we Ond wsually from two to Tour pages, For 1604 o
1608 we sce an increase to five to nine pages a year, and then a lurther large and rapid
increase in the first vears of the sccond decade of the seventeenth century, when Chimnal-
pahin was in his thirties, reaching 2 maximum of 41 pages for 1613 before the series as
we know it halts in 1615, A reader cannot avoid the ympression that the material centsinly
from about 160% to the end, and possibly from considerably carlier, was first written pri-
marily at the time of the events, and it deals for the most part with things the author savw
or heard abouwt as they happened. Mo wonder that [rom as early as the gighleenth century

I. We even relain the practce, originating with the aothor himself, of writing the
name with an r, though by standard orthozraphy it is not justified. The second element of
the name appears o he a preterit agentive form of the verh padna, “to ran, hasten,™ in
which a glottal stop is not otherwise attested.
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the work was being called the Digrio. diary or journal. The word “Diarto™ by now has a
tradition as strong as it is lasting, but there can be no doubt that 1t did not originate with
Chimalpahking, and we consider it o be highly misleading.

For a century and more gfler his rediscovery in the lale nineteenth century, translators
and commentators gave their attention above all to his massive effort o tell the
precomtact history of central Mexico (principally Amaquemecan and Mexico Tenoch-
titlan},? but recently his extensive and equally impressive writing on postconsact times
has also drawn attention,” and the present publication is part of that trend,

‘The texts published here belong in the clearest and fullest way to the tradition of
Nahuatl annals, a genre concerned primarily with events of intcrest to the puablic, and
indegd 1o the public of the author’s own local sociopolitical entity. They arc no diary;
Chimalpahin®s own activities are barely mentioned, his feelings fully and openly ex-
pressed only on rare occasions. And indeed il would have been against the annals tradition
to give the work a title at all, or even perhaps to conceive it as a separate cntity as op-
poscd to other texts Chimalpahin wrotc or compiled.® We publish this sct of annals scp-
arately, respecting its charactar as an independent corpus and sequence in the original, but
in 4 sense it belongs together with a large number of similar entries scattered through
Chimalpahin’s other manuseripts despite their often preponderanily preconiact subject
matter, and we hope that in duc course all this material can be subjected to a common
analysis.

2. The Paris annals that have come to be called the “Relaciones™ constitute the bulk of
Ch.’s writings about the precontact cra. Dating to the time that the materials scem first o
have becorne available in Paris. Rémi Siméoun published the sixth and seventh Relaciones
in birench in 1889, The Germans followed after an interval, with several scholars trans-
lating and puhlishing different Relaciones; Emst Mengin poblished the filth Relacidn in
German (1944, 1949, 1950, followed by a handsome serics of volunes with facsimiles
of all the Paris Relaciones. In 1958 Walter Lehmann and Gerdt Kutscher published more
selecions from the same sources, Glinter Zimmermann, the most accomplished member
of this school, published portions of the sccond, third, and eighth Relaciones in 1960, and
in 1963-65 he brought out his nvatuable ranseription ol both the corpus ol Relaciones
and Ch.'s contemporary annals {the so-called “Diario.” the text edited here). A set of ana-
t¥tical notes to the edition conveyved many of Zimmermann's insights, but a planned full
translation of the @xts never came (o pass. T the edinon Zimmermann reorganized a1l of
the Relaciones into chronological order by individual entry. On the one hand he for the
first time broaght out the scope of Ch.'s work and made research in it more feasible,
while om the other hand he obscured the integrity of the individual texts and cansed
considerable confusion regarding the natare of annals and of Ch.’s ocuvre. A recent publi-
cution by Elke Ruhnau {Chimalpahin 2001A) with all of lhe Relaciones sums up the
accomplishiments of the German school.

In the time alter World War [T Mexican scholars also began publishing portions of the
Relaciones in Spanish translation, often without transcriptions; most of this work is
mentioned in Schrecder 1991, pp. 26-30, Far the best of these efforts, by Rafael Tena
{Chimalpabin [99%). embraces the entire Relaciones, containing both a full transcription
and an excellent ranslation,

3. As in Chimalpahin 2001 (the Lena cdition) and Namala 2002,

4. See the passage on pp. 238-3Y, at n. 4, which could be construed as including
Ch.’s contemporary annals within the same Numework or as a later part of the same work
as preeonquest portions.
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Although the ariginal strong pictorial comnponent of postconguest annals has virmally
disappeared i Chimalpahin (only in some of the later years do we find even aay pictorial
representation of the Nahuatl year signs).” in every other way the work published here has
the characteristics of a classic set of annals, in addition to some translormations and
develuopments of those characteristics that arc rarely scen clsewhere. In the annals tradi-
tion, the present work is orgaized into yvear units, giving hoth the Spanish calendar vear
and what is laken [or ity Nahuatl preconguest-style equivalent. Within cach vear every
catry is separate from cvery other, connected omly by a striclly chronological sequence of
moenths and days.

The conlent is broadly speaking ulma-typical of Nahuatl annals both hefore and after
the canquest: the celebration of the local sociopolitical entity by detailing its officers and
publiic functions and in other ways; a record of the installation and removal of local high
officials: reports of plagucs, storms. and earthquakes, and of scandalous and other locally
uewsworthy events. Its main anomaly is its breadth. Almost any set ol annals one can
point to will concentrate overwhelmingly on and have as its focal point the anthor’'s
hone entity, where he invariably writes. The same principle obtains in Chimalpahin, hut
hig mrigralion gave him two homes, The primary focus in his contcmporary annals is an
the place of s residence ag an adull, when he was doing the writing of the present text,
on the indigenous Mexico Tenochtitlan and the Spamish Mexico Cily, imeluding the
amorphouws single overall entity that they were becoming; the double nature of that entity
explains much that seems quite unique in Chimalpahin®s work here. Bt the reader will
also find many traces of his rouls in Amaguemecan and even specifically in Tzagualtitlan
Tenanco within it.

Chimalpahin’s contcmporary writings have many possible uses. It appears 10 us that
they illuminate in the first instance the anthor's mentality and conceptual equipmicnt, and
ter an extenl Nahua mentality and concepts in his time more generally. They arc surely the
best developed of known annals material with g postconguest tange, not forgelling the
Tlaxcalan don Juan Buenaventura Zapata v Mendoza, whose writings can be considered at
least in the same class.S Although the Nuhua annalists may report facts mentioned no-
where else. especially on matters purcly inside the indigenous context, the annals should
not he laken lor objective reporting, nor s theiv main value 4 contribution of facts.
Chimnalpahin, exceptional though be is in many ways, 1% the same ag (he others o this
respect. The most obvious use of Chimalpahin’s writing on hig own time is in intel-
lectual and cultural studies dealing with Nahua attitudes and concepts in the urban centers
of central Mexico in the first half of the seventcenth century. The picture that emerges is
one of persistence, if in a modified form, of Nahoa concepls, steuctures, and values at the
very core o Nahua-Spamish contact,

With his well developed writings, his repeated use of the same terms in many slight-
Iy varying contexts, Chimalpahin offers a rich opportunity for the study of Nahua cate-
gories of various kinds, Studies bused primarily on his wrilings with precontacl conlent,
though ranging over the whole corpus, have already illuminated his sociopolitical

5 Although Cheis o rather extreme example, the gradus] diminishing ol ithe puetoral
clement is a fact of the cvolution of the genre; also, from early on there were annals with-
oul i piclonial element, such s the “Annals of Juan Bantizsia” (Reyes Gareia 20013

6. See Lockhart 1992, pp. 391-92.
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eategories,” In his contemporary writings Chimalpahin makes copious use of Nahuy
social eategories.® He demonstrates how Nahuatl responded to the need to 1alk about
indigenons people as a gingle ethnic group by expanding the semantic range of existing
terms as well as mining the language’s preat potential for new formations. The most all-
embracing of these terms, the relaled macebualli and aican Haca, will be discussed in
greater detail below under mauters of translauon (p. 17}, In which they figure so strongly.
Both used native vocabulary and built on while extending native meanings. They even
both appeared at first above all in the first person plural, with the prefix £-, “we,” which
had been used in preconquest times to indicate ethnic or gender solidarity. This tform
proved transitional, since as Lhe new meanings becaine established the ri- was increasingly
dropped, as we see happening in the very texis published here.

Despite these large ethnic lerms, the use of already established references to smaller
groups of indigenous continued to predominate, Chimalpahin’s writings demonstrale that
the aftepet! and Havilacalli (i.c., the Nahua cthnic statc and its constituent parls; see the
discussion below, pp. 17 18) still functioncd as the Nahuas™ primary source of cthnic
identity. since individuals and groups are identifiad by altepct] and tlaxilacalli names, and
the werms altepehuagie and doaxilacalegue (Mpeople of the altepet] and daxilacalli™) abound.
At the same time, however, altepefague undergees sorme semantic change, as its mean-
ing extends to embrace the non-indigencus population too, Chanegre (“possessors of
homes. residenty, citizens’™) also hecomes an ethnically open tema, as it refers to peaple of
any ethnicity who reside within the limits of an aleped or tlaxilaculli. The wrm daca-
nechicoltin {“people pathered from various places”} in refercnce to the non-Nahua indig-
enous residents of Mexico Tenochtitlan is a Nahuatl construction but apparently not part
of the basic traditional vecabulary and may have been influenced by Spanish desiznations
ol outsiders.

Regarding Chimalpahin's categorics for non-mdigenous people we find 2 very different
scenario. Iere well established Spanish loanwords prevail, supgcsting that by Chimal-
pahin’s time people of non- or partially indigenous descent had long been accepled as part
of the Nahuas™ daily lives. Much as wiih the relatively fewer occurrences of the archaic
afcan tlaca in reference to the indigenous, Chimalpahin rarcly calls the Spaniards cristia-
aoes, “Christians,” which wnded to be the preferred term in the early postconquest years.
Tnslead, the hybrid word casilfeca and Spanish espafioles, as well s forms with double
plurals, one [vom each language, espaiolestin and espafiolesme. Tar outnurmber the earlier
term. A carcful analysis of these contemporary annals even suggests that castifteca 100
was declining during the time of Chintalpahin’s literary activity. Whereas castifieca and
the double plurals of espafiofes dominate in the earlier entries, after 1613 they disappear
entirely. During the same Gme period. between 1613 and 1615, simple expeaficles with-
out the double plural appears 30 times. Thus we learn in Chimalpahin not only about
Nahuatl soctal categorization but something zbout the chronology of its evolution.

In the context of all other ethnwe groups, Chimalpahin uses Spanish loanwords from
the beginning. Whether it be other Europeans, blacks, Japancse, or people of mixed
descent, Chimalpahin calls these groups exactly as the Spaniards did. Even Nahuat]

7. Schroeder 1991, pp. 11997, Lockhart 1992, pp. 14-44, passim.
8. For more on the calegories and topics of Ch. as discussed i the following several
paragraphs, see Namala 2002,
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Hilrigue, literally “blacks.” in refercnce to people of African descent represents a direct
tramslation of Spanish #egres. Ferhaps the use of crieffe is a bit of an cxeeption, as
Chimalpabin always pairs it with the Nahoat] clrcumseription aican tepidizien, “a child of
people here,” implying his relative unfamiliarity with the word, and after all it was only
at that lime beginning o come into use in Spanish to refer to ethnic Spaniards, and that
uswally in the restricled realm of officeholding.

Chimalpahin’s gender cateporics partake of some of the same trends observed with
ethnic categories. As with the evolution of Nahuatl words that camc to designate indig-
enous people as a group in the postconguest years, the basic Nahuatl gender terms cihuail,
“woman, female” and oguichdi, “man, male,” also wok on g distingl ethnic dimension by
referring not merely 0 women and men bat specifically w0 imdigenous women and
indigenous men, With men, the form using fi-, “we,” also appears with cthnic meaning,
extending its precanquest usce to indicate the solidarity of males as a gproup.” Regarding
Spanish women and men, Chimalpahin cousistently wses Spanish loanwords, if not
always in exactly the same way as in Spanish texts. 1Y Chimalpahin’s vocabulary dem-
omsirates thal Spanish gender terms were subjected (0 the same gendered rules as their
Nahuat! counterparts, for the male and fomale terms were generally borrowed separately.

In his reporting in gencral, so close to traditional annals fare, Chimalpahin documents
a thriving indigenous culure despite or perhaps because of the interconmectedness of the
indigenous and Spamish worlds, For example, Chimalpahin’s olten repeated respect tor the
ruling authoritiey, indigenous and Spanish alike, speaks Lo the anmalist’s deeply fell re-
sponsibility to portray the greatoess of his altepetl, and it is both Spanish and indigenous
officials, hoth scenlar and ceclesiastic, who more than anyone clse represent this great-
ness. Altepetl reportage and magnification is thus Chimalpahin's basic thrust, and a quite
noncommittal but approving stance is his main mode, both of these things Mully within
the Nabua annals traditiom. I we Took at the texl as a whole, we will soon grasp that
dermographic decline, cconomic woes, and other scourges of the indigenous population are
pot major themas, and nol much space is devoted o them, When Chimalpahin does turn
Lo such a topie, 1L 18 wsudlly w speak of something that was of great public coacern in
Mexico City, often ameng high civil and ccelesiastical officials, as in his reporting of
great loss ol indigenous life in connectivn with the vasi project of draining the Valley
ol Mexico, the Desagiie. Likewise, negative comments on officials arc rare, and when we
see them, the reason is often, apparently, that the majority conscnsus in Spanish official-
dom, cspecially in the coclesiastical sector, was also negative, as with the criticism ol
the Iranciscan fray Gerduimo de Zarate, chaplain al (he ceniral Frumciscan establishment
Tor indigenous people, San José, or ol Archbishop Guerra tor his continued frivolities
after a major carthquake had struck and devastated the city.!! At times, it is rue, we seem
to detect a more personal note, as when Chimalpahin deplores the denuding of the slopes
ol Chapullepee, which he had thought so beautiful, as the result of a Spanish effort to
lacate some cntively illusory deposits of gold, with the wood of the formerly glorious

9. Le., in precontuct and even posteontact usage any group of men was called “we
men” if a man was speaking; the same cxpression now took on an elhnic coloration as
well, For a sublewy of this usage see pp. 182-83, n. 7.

10. Sce below, p. 28, for the meaning of sefiora in Nahuatl,

11 Pp, 194201, 21213, 250-51 (Zdratc), pp. 188-493 (Guerra).
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felled trees going for cooking.!® Even here in a sense the greatness of the altepedl is at
issne,

In Chimalpahin’s portrayal of natural phenomena and in particular natural disasters his
aphit personality in terms of upholding indigenous traditions versus embracing modernity
somctiines comes to the fore, On the one hand, he [wlly aceepts and eagerly passes on o
his readers modern seientific explanations of, for example, a solar eclipse, clearly refecting
his ancestors” non-Christian religious interpretation of such an cvent. On the other hand,
and again mirroving his own times, Chimalpahin 1s not immune to superstitious beliefs
reganding this matler, either, and not merely indigenous beliefs, for the Spaniards had their
own superstitions, not clearly distinguished {rom scientific lndings, or such matlers.
Liimately, ehureh processions replace ancient Mexica rituals as a means of coping with
natural disasters in the annalist’s aceounls. They also become symbols of unily, joining
together the aitepet!’s Spanish and indigenous citizens in their plea o a common deily for
help, as well as in the display of aitepet]l magniticence. Yot processions by cofradias and
various other kinds of organizations are also a way in which a serics of sociopolitical,
corporate, and religious enlitles angd subenttties, Spanish and indigenous, expressed them-
selves within a framework of rivalry, and Chimalpahin reports the processions with a
sharp sense of their significance within the politics of catities.

It becomes clear that Chimalpahin’s notion of the altepet]l was in the process of
changing. as the Spanish cily that was developing within ils boundamies became more and
more integrated with the indigenous entity and into Chimalpahin's wriling. This endency
is scen in other annals too but is more pronounced in Chimalpahin’s work, in part be-
cause of the nature of the capital city, in part because Chimalpahin was himself so cin-
bedded in the Spanish ecclesiastical world. While ethnicity remains an important factor in
the defimtion and acceptance of localized 1dentives, speciacies and scandals dlustrate the
ever-changing boundaries of rivalry and unity, as they cut across ethnic lines. For exam-
ple, Chimalpabin’s enines show that localized identities continue 10 reflect. the original
Nahuoa arrangement of Mexico Tenochtitlan™s four separate and separately lunctioning
parts, cach of them displaying a strong sense of microcthnic identity and pride: moreover,
his often condescending remarks regarding Tlatelolco not only reinforce his Tenochea
perspective, but also acknowledge the separate, iF clearly inienior, stalus of that allepetl,
gven though from the Spanish point of view 1t was becoming just another part ol the
colonial City ol Mexico. And Chimalpahin gives us examples of pride and scparatist
tendencies among Mexica entities far smaller than the four oreat districts.

In his few explicit statements about his merives for writing his contemporary annals,
Chimalpahin lends w stress the need o comvey o Tulure generations how things in the
altepet] were in his day. He wants future citizens to know and be amazed that the arca
around the church of San Antdn, by their time well developed. had in his been almost a
lake; he thinks they will need w know that there had been such 2 [igure as a particular
Jesuit savant whom Chimalpahin and many others adimired.!* If we look ar his writing
itselt as mute evidenee on this point, over and above the traditional annalist’s stance we
cun detect 4 reparter’s urge to portray unusual events vividly, as with the greal eanthguakes
or the arrival of the Japanese.™ We also [ind him intent on explaining to indigenous

12, Pp. 30003,
13, Pp. 258 -59 {San Antdn), 284 87 {Jesuit),
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people and even to himself new Sparnish or Luropean lore that has just been relayed 0
him by some Spaniard, penerally an ecclesiastic, as in his discossion of the mechamcs ol
the solar eclipses just alluded to, or in his treatise on the order of San Antonio Abad. '™

In the long run the serious reader of this large porlion of Chimalpahin's work wil!
learn how his qualities arc reflected, il sometimes subtly, in virtually all parts of it At
first the reader may got an ultimately lalse impression ol an endless series of short,
trivial, uncommunicative entrics. Until one acquires the background and then deveiops the
sensinvities needed 0 appreciate such material fully, it can be helpful to concentrate on
some of the more spectacular passages in the work, where Chimalpahin's qualities are
mare immediately evident. Some of the oulstunding examples are the alreudy mentioned
earthguake account (pp. 186933 and the descriptions of Lhe Japanese (pp. 170-73, 272
771! others include the faneral procession of Archbishop Guerra {pp. 200=11), the tales
related to an alleped uprising by those of African descent {214-25], and two accounts
about women who oppaosed the erection of crosses and were miraculously struck down
{pp. 250-57). First reactions may vary Lo the deseripion of the solar eclipse (17685 and
the accounts of water channcling projects (Y6107, passim, and 292-495).

Processions and other public events in Mexico City play such a role in Chimalpahin
that one gains o betler sense of things if one knows the general lavout of the Mexico City
of s ume, especially the locanon of churches and public buildings. With no attempt o
be exhaustive, we have provided a map which we hope will be of use 10 1the reader.

We have done our best in the English tranglatiom 1o give the reader maost of the content
and a good deal of the flavor of the Nahuatl original. Something that cannet casily be
conveyed in a translation is the way that Chimalpahin used Spanish loanwerds in his
Nahuatl original; only a survey of the transcription of the original will give one a full
sense of how Chimalpahin on the one hand was very conversant with a large amount of
Spanish lore and concepts, and the corresponding Spanish loanwords had bocome a pront-
inent Jeature of his vocabulary, no more problematic to him than vocabulary of native
origin. But the reader of the transeription will also see many forms that from a Spanish
point of view arc misspelled; virtually all of these represeat typical sound substitations
uscd by Nahuatl speakers in the long time before Nahuvatl acquired the Spanish sounds
that were lacking in its phonelic repertoire, using unvoiced stops instead of voiced stops
lor example, Presumably such subslitutioms were typical of Chimalpabin’s promunciation
despite his in some ways great crudition in Spanish matters. We even find “fuente,” the
word for a fountain, with the intention prenie, “bridge,”!” because Nahuatl lacked [ and
used [p] as the closcst equivalenot, so that from the poant of view of a Nahnatl speaker f
and g were pronounced identically and could be interchanged. One wonders if this type of
pronuncigtion was only lor lemwords in Naheatl, or iF Chimalpahin carried it into
Spanish conversation as well. A bit of wnting in Spanish s to be found in our text, and
it is pertectly spelled by the Spanish standards of the time, though its syatax and idicun
subtly betray a non-native speaker, '®

4. Pp. 186-93; 1H-73, 272-T7.

i5. Pp. 176-85 (eclipse), 278-83, 290 93 (San Antonio Abad).

16. Related bits about the Japanese, rounding out the story, arc on pp. 174-77, 236-
37, 27879, 282-83, 209091, and 29495,

L7, Pp. 30001 at n. 5. 18, As on pp. 232-33 at n. 1.
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The Manuscript and its History

The primary original manuscript of the set of annals published here is housed in the
Bibliothéque Nationale, Paris (BNP), as Fonds Mexicain 220, and is 0 remarkably good
condition,! Teis bound in velum with five leather ties through the spine, with two addi-
tional lcather ties to close the volume. Writlen on the spine in brown stencil-like letters
is “Diarie d. D. Domingo d. S. Antdn.”? The paste-downs on the inside front of the bind-
ing arc pages from Vida del Venerable Padre . . ., which is similar to the treatment ol a
copy of Chimalpzhin’s version of Francisco Lipez do Gamara’s Conguista de Mévico
(1552) made by Lorenzo Boturini Benaducci ca. 1740.* The annals text numbers 284
pages (the pagination was added later by another hand).

‘I'he beginning of the text as presented here s a separate manuscript fragment that is
now located in Mexico Citv.? No doubt remains that Chimalpahin intended its contents
Lo go with those of the main manpsenpl, not only becanse the yvears and months mesh
perfectly, but beeanse of specific indications made by the author in the originais. Lead-in
words added at the lower right of the last page of the first section are identical with the
first words of the main part. Cn that same last pape Chimalpahin made a notation that an
entry slightly out of chronological order should be inserted further on, and at the cormec!,
place on the first page of the main manuseripl he indicated that the entry from above
should be inscrted.™ The set as we know it then, starls with the year 1577, 7 House, two
years before Chimalpahin was born.® The fragment continues to 1589, 6 House, usually
with an cntry for cach year. The annals tor 1589 then merge into the main BNP text
(beginning with the same vear}, which is chamctenized thereafter by many more deluils for
cach year.,

Although the existence of a lead-in from the last page of the fragment to the first page
ol the main part would seem (o indicate thal al one lime the lwo were joined logether,
stich a conclusion cannot be drawn with certainty. 1t seems rather that when doing the
prescnt frapmentary first part, which is attached to another set of material, the idea of
composing o myajor sequence concentrating upoen his own Jifetime may have gradoally
dawned upon Chimalpahin, and that having decided apon such a project he translerred w a
new manusenpl but did notcarry owl the Taborious recopying required to start afresh from
the beginning. It is also not clear that the section we are including as the first part was
conceived of by Chimalpahin as a beginning of anything. Indeed, with the exception of
the genealogical work on his home entity which he called g chromicle, it is not clear that

1. See Schroeder 1991, pp. 27-29, ot a more dewiled treatment of the physical history
of Ch.s known manuscripts.

2. Schroeder visited the Bibliothéque Nationale in 1995 to examine hoth the manu-
scripts 74 and 220 of the Fonds Mexicain. She retuined in 2001 o check the present (ran-
seriplion agatnst the original. This deseription incorporates her obscrvations on these
occasions.

3. Browming Manuscript, CASE 5011, Newberry Library, Chicago,

4. For backgreund on the manuseript see Reyes Gareda 1971,

5. Sce pp. 32-33, mn. 4. 5, 6.

6. Ch. was born on Tuesday, May 26, 1379, the year 9 Reed in his schenie. The date
of his death has not been verifiad,

7. Enrtitled by Ch, “La genealogia y declaracion de la DeScenden([cial linage E genera-
glon ¥ Ongen de sos antepas[ados] del Sefior Don domingo Hernandez Ayopochtzin. . .7
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he considered any of his vartous colleclions of papers to be well defined separate units. He
may have thouglt of them as portions of a single targe work. Even in (his first part he
refers 1o o viceroy's not having any encomienda “cither,”® e, cither he had somewhere
clse written material for s contemporary annals sequence going back even farther in time
than 1577, or he viewed similar stalemenls he bad already made In other connections as
belonging to the same work in a larger sense,

Despite its relative cleanness, throughout the whoele primary manuscript one will find
marginal and superseript additions and words und passages crossed out, Part of Chimal-
puahin's normal procedure are dashes connecting the text with the right margin in (he case
of short lines, especially at the end of paragraphs. Bach verso page has a lead-in wond or
words at the bottom anticipating the beginning of the follfowing tecto page. These words
are not mentioned or reproduced here, except for the crucial one connecting the two parts
of the manuscript. Perhaps only a total of five lead-ins (rom bollom verso 1o Lop recto wre
missing in the entive main manuscript. There are no recto o verso lead-ins.? The paper is
Furopeun and linen-like in finish, with paper size, ink, and writing quite uniform (cspe-
cially when ong compares this sl wilh Chimalpahin's other manuscripts); most entries
are neat, unhurried, and well spaced, The Tast entry is on p, 282, dated October 14, 1615,
and concludes & httle over hall way down the puge.

How to answer the question of whether or not the present ending of our principal
manuscript also represents the end of Chimalpahin's enterprise of keeping contemporary
anmals systematically is related in part to events that occurred after 1615, Pp. 283 and 284
of the manuscript contain a copy made by don Carlos de Sighensa y Gingora (a Mexico
City savant and bibliophile, 1645- 1700} of what was apparently the first part of the diary
ol bachiller Gregorio Martin de Guijo of Mexice City, beginning in October 1623.19 An
entry for June 22, 1624, 1e1ls of the sudden death of Chimalpahin's patron, ftay Agustin
del Espiritn Santa, after which the chureh of San Antonio Abad was commandeerad hy a
group of Augustinian triars who refused to leave but then were forcibly cvicted, after
which in turn city officials closed the church the next month. This move must have put
Chimalpahin out of his primary job. Somehow he managed to add occasional bits of
information Lo his other annals ap o al least the year 16311

What beeame of Chimalpahin’s manuseripts upon his death is not certainly known,
but we have some reason to believe that they were acquired by don Hermando de Alva
Ixtlitxochitl, alfiliated with Tetzcogo and famous Tor his historical writings in Spanish.1?
Alva Ixtlilxochitl was a preat collector of pictarial and alphabetic manuscripts, which he

8. In the cniry for 1380, pp. 2627 at n. 6.

9, Occasional small paper pasteovers are found covering the wexi or on the margins and
may be considered irrelevant beeause they are mostly in French, clearly of a much later
date, and never in Ch.”s handwniting.

Lt For the remiainder of the diary, see Guijo 1952,

. For an atem from 1629 see Chimalpahin 1963, p. 415 for one from 1631 see ibid.,
p. 49,

12, Although Alva Ixtlilxochitl held the position of judge-governor in both Tetzcoco
and Tlalmanaleo, and he was a promincent person, Ch. never mentions him, perhaps be-
cause Alva Ixtlilxochitl was much more Hispanized, of parily Spanish descent and writing
almast exclusively in Spanish. Though he was the approximate contemporary of Ch. as
tor barthdate, he was in cftect of a later cohort,
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used to exalt s home region in his books, Since Siglienza is koown to have inherited
much of Ixtlilxachitl’s collection, it is natural 10 suspect that the wrilings of Chimal-
pahin were among it. What is certain is that the manuscripts of both Alva Ixilitxochit]
and Chimalpahin became part ol Sigilenza’s impressive collection of antiguitics. Loward
the botiom of the lasi page of our primary manuscript with Chimalpahin's writing on i,
in a hand thal closely resembles thal of Siglenza, is written: “Although the good don
Domingo de San Antdn Chimalpahin lived longer, I did not find any more personal
papers an this matter other than those contained here, ete.”!

The facts as known, then, are that it was not until some years after 16135, in 1624,
that Chimalpahin's circuimstances of cmployment changed in a way that might have af-
[ected his production of the contemporary aomals, and that he made some additions to his
writings even after that time. Yet Chimalpahin’s manuscripl ends on a hafi-filled page,
somncthing that otherwise does not occwr in it, and there was some slacking off of the pace
of writing alrcady in 1614 compared to 1613, Among the mass of Chimalpahin’s writing
that was once in Sigfienza's posscssion he found nothing more apparcatly closely related
to it. We can only suspect that Chimalpahin in fact halted the effort here, perhaps o
concentrate more on preconquest material,

Upon his death Sigilenza willed his collection of books and munuscripts to the Jesoits”
Colegin de San Pedro y San Pablo in Mexico City. Yel no copy of the will is extant. and
we do not know for certain that alt of Chimalpahin’s works were delivered to the colegio
as preseribed. Fray Agustin de Vetancurt, a close fricnd of Sigicnza writing at the cnd of
the seventaenth century, eredits Chimalpatnn as one ol his sources of infommalion Tor his
history of ancient Mexico in his “Catilogo de autores impressos, ¥ de instrurmentos
manuscritos.” It is not clear whether he knew Chimalpahin's writing while it was still in
Sigilenza®s hands or afler transferral 1o the Jesuils,

The first published record of Chimalpabin’s manuseripls comes [rom Lorenzo
Boturini's catalog (1746). However, Chimalpahin’s “Diario™ 18 not mentioned by Botu-
rini, and it was only in recent years that Schroeder discovered that it had been in the
library of the Jesuits' secondary school for Nahua boys, the Colegio de San Gregorio in
Mexico City. An imventory of the library™s collection was made upon the expulsion of
the Jesuits (1767), and the manuscript was listed among the Nahuatl-language materials
in the collection,

The record of the subsequent whereabouts of the conteraporary annals manuscript is
sketchy. but most likely it became part of a large collection of manuscripts, rare books,
and other antiquities that were acquired by Joseph Maria Alexis Aubin in the 1830s during
a buving trip to Mexico, then being taken to Paris in 1840, E. Eugéne Goupil purchased
the same materials from Aubin in 1889, and his widow donaed the enlire collection of
384 manuscripts and other items 1o the Bibhiothégue Nationale de France in J894. 1t is
likely that the contemporary annals were acquired separately from Chimalpahin's other
Mahuatl annals at the BNP, for they have differcnt catalog numbers, and the contemporary
annals are paginated. whereas all of his olher manuseripts are numbered by {olio.

13. The comments by Sighicnza at the end of Ch.’s contemporary annals are not
signed, bul Schroeder hus compared the writing with signed remarks by Sigilenza on a
manuscript attributed to Alva Ixtlilxochitl, MS 374, vols. 1 and 2, in the Bible Society
Library, Cambmidge Universily,
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OGaly cightcen folios of manuseripi by Chimalpahin remain in Mexico. Referred o as
the “Anales Tepanecas,” this manuscript is housed in the Archive Histdrico of the Insti-
tuio Nacional de Antropolesia & Historia, It is the last two folios in this set that Chimal-
puhin designated as balonging with his larger conteimporary annals manuscript.

Lat us now try to see what the above rather technical considerations add up to. We
lave already expressed the suspicion that the project of 2n annals sequence covering
Chimalpahin's own lifetime, with current entries added indefinitely into the future once he
tad reached the year in which he was writing, seems to have come to him bit by bit, and
that the new cleaner manuseripl now in Pans represents the point at which he undertook
the cnterprise defintively.

‘The manuscript, however, contains some apparcntly contradictory clues. The mere [act
of additions, deletions, and changes points toward an originai, that is. that Chimalpahin
first wrode down his thoughis in exactly (his form on this very paper. These features
surely Lell us that the author continued 1o revise the manoseripl, but they do not neces-
sarily prove that it was the {irst form the maienial ook in the anthor's bands, Indeead, we
find some cascs in which whole phrases were left out inadvertently, then placed between
the lines or in the margins, phrascs without which the other material would make no
sense.'* We also find entries which appear to be current with the cvent narrated, and then
0 the hody of the entry will appear some relrospective remark, such as thal the image
referred to is still there today, and this obviously posterior comment is pait of the ma-
terial written in the original lines, not an insert.1? On reflection, however, one sees that
these things do not necessarily prove that Chimalpahin had wrillen an earlier version,
mecrely that there was an carlicr version of thal particolar entry on which he was basing
himself, and he could equally well be copying trom texts written by others. as we know
he so frequently did. One must also consider the cost of paper to a person in Chimal-
pahin’s circumstances, the offort of recopying, and the fact that he did not recopy and
physically integrate the [rst part of the sequence. even though it was guile imperative 1o
do 0. On balance, we consider it probable that the version we now have represents in
most cases Chimalpahin's only redaction of the material. On the basis of the facts men-
tioned abave we can also speculare that the full-scale cnterprise of contcmporary annals,
having gone on lor several years, ended in 16135 us it appears 1o in the manuscripl.

To such considerations one can add the cvidence of Chimalpahin's orthography. The
general imprassion given by the wholg, in both its parts, is of a sameness of the hand and
ol the spelling, so that nothing would seem oo say that 10 was not all written al the same
titne. Chimalpahin was trained in 2 mainly standard form of Nahuatl orthography ot the
late sixteenth and carly seventeonth centuries, a style sometimes referred to as Lranciscan,
but int truth it was simply the general stvle in educated circles of that time before some
inmovations came in in the course of the early sevenleenth century, oflen associaled with
the Jesuits, but actually somewhat broader than that. The most enusual fealure of Chi-
malpahin’s writing is the use of she for syllable-final |k¥™]. The three muin stvles

14, As for example on pp. 212-13 ar n. 4, or on pp. 262-03 at n. 4, or on pp. 280-
8l at n. 3.

15. See the example on pp. 258-59, where a house presently heing huilt in one part of
the entry is later referred to as already finished. For examples of an even larger interval of
time, see pp. 16-17, n. 3.
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were ceh, 85 10 most mundane Nahuat] woiting, o as In Molina, and xe as in Carochl.
The ward “lord™ will often be seen i mundane writing as “lecuh(li™; in Melina it is
“tecutll,” in Carochi “teuctli” Chimalpahin is rare in writing “teyhotli” but this Teature
like much else in the manuscript never varics.

Other aspects do vary, and what is imore. they evolve meaningfully across the rmanu-
seripls, In Chimalpahin's mature style, a sylkable-final, word-internal glottal stap is aften
but not always represented in writing, wking the {form of an A With some common roots
the fi ultimately becomes almost invariable in the author’s renderings. Such is not the
case uniformly throughout our manuscripts, however. If we take the common word fegrece,
“al that ime, when,” which in pronunciation has a glottal stop at the cnd of the first
s¥llable, ome will Tind no instance of & (“thguac™ in the foagment in Mexico City. The
game is true in g large indtial pant of the manuscript proper: the fimst instance of “thquac”
that we have seen comes on p. 121 of the manugeripl, in an entry for Seplemnber 1609,
Then both versions occur, unbil with the entres for 1612 and alter, the version with the &
becomes predominant, in long stretehes universal. Virally the same story can he told for
the word tetoani, “ruler,” first often “tlatohuani,” then almost always “tahtohvani”; the
trend with related waords is the same.

In the early parl of the text Chimalpahin follows the convention of his time {and
indeed it continued 1o ba the main convention in Nahuatl writing lor long afterward} in
rendering 1k™a) as gue. Taking again the same word iguae, we find that it appears in the
garly fragment and in 4 large first part of the main manuscript in several variants, but
alwuys with gy, Bud in the 1612 enwies, vanants with cwva become predominamt, and alter
that gaa 15 virtually absent. The same trend s seen with other words containing [k®al.

Although its study is more subyjective and we have not gone inte it as thoroughly as
the orthography, some races of evolution can also be detected in Chimalpahin’s mainly
slable calligraphy. Fur example. al one point lale in the gume he seems o chunge the
oricntation and shape of the character representing the cedilla; he also beging 10 write
more capital E's.

All this evidence of orthographic and calligraphic evolution strengthens the nolion that
Chimalpahin was writing the manuseript bit by bit aver an extendad time, hence that
what we have is truly his original version, with much of the parr after perhaps 1605 or so
written close 10 the time of the events 4s they occurred. The evidence also sirengthens the
comnection belween the two parts of the manuscripl, showing a seamless comtinuity of
trends from the fragment into the main part. Lo this context we can be even maore assured
that the change over the course of the text in Chimalpahin’s cthnic terminclogy, alluded
ta in the first section above, represcits an evalution in his vsage over the years covered.

Some Aspects of the Edition
Conventions. The transcription in our edition adds nothing and attempts 1o retain
afl the leters, diacring marks and abbreviations of the original as closely as they can be

L We do not capilalize anylhing Ch, does not. An element of subjectivily enters in
because only certain letters have an actual different form for capital and lower case; in
others one must judge from variations in size alonc. Perhaps we have put too many
capital I's in ithe transeription because Ch’s universal f s a large leiter. Some other
letters, notably f. present somewhat similar problems. We do sometimes include in
brackets characters which are not clear in the manuscript.
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reproduced in print.t As in comparable editions, however. the original spacing of letters is
disregarded in favor of spacing by the norms of present-day grammarians; as in similar
cases, the justification is not only the lack of enlite consistency in the original but great
difficulty in determining whether at a certain juncture it intends a space belween letters or
nol, as one might indeed expect in a situation where the “space™ as we know 1l did not
exist.?

Many instances of syllable-final # and somctines m are written in Chimalpahin, and
in the work of other writers of his time, as a variously curved line over the preceding
vowel. One can dispute whether this averbar is exactly the saine in appearance as the
diacritic that Chimalpahin puts where one would expect a Spanish tilde (~) (neither of
them in practice is confined to a position directly over the leller alTected). Following
precedent in some printed books of that time and of this, we have reproduced both signs
the same, 4s a tilde over a printed letter.

Reproduction of the original extends to punctuation and lack thereof. Some otherwise
highly respectable edilions of Nahuard texts still follow the policy of repunctuating
cverything as though it were in modem English, Spanish, or German, One problem with
such a procedure is that it commits the transcription once and [or all to a particular
tnlerpretation of the senience structure, preciscly the part that we moderns are least likely
o prasp. It also involves abandoning distinctions made in the original which nol only cun
Lelp in comprehending the meaning and organization of the text, but can place the ext at
i certain point in the tradition of Nahnatl orthography, often telling a great deal about its
afMliations,

To indicate paragraph-like enlities ur the beginning of an entry. Chimalpahin like
many others uses a sign in which two curved lines converge at a horizontul line forming
the foot of the character; we have reproduced it as an underlined v. A scparate entry us-
wAlly begins at the left margin, ending wherever the words dictate, and we have tallowed
the omnginal exactly in this respect. To indicate divisions or new topics within such an
cntity, Chimalpahin sometimes uses a doable or single diagonal (f or /). We have repro-
duced these signs just as in the original. It may be that the double diagonal indicates a
more significant division than a single one, but we are not surc. At rimes one can detect
hardly any justification [or the presence of a given diagonal, Since these signs and the
spacing of units arc the best indication availahle of the author’s sensc of the arganization
of his material, we have reproduced them also in our translation in the corresponding
places and have strictly followed the orizinal's division into units or lack thereof,

At the level of words and sentences, Chimalpahin has signs that in appearance more or
less approximate the pericd, comma, semicolon, and ecolon. They do not, however,
behave like puncmation marks in Buropean writing, either of that time or of ours. They
come out of a tradition in which Nuhua writers used one or all of these marks to indicate
the end of a phonologicalfsemantic phrase.? In Chimalpahin’s writing, however, the
origin of the practice cun bardly be detected. In effect the marks come mainly at the end of

2. 8ce Lockhart 1992, pp. 338- 339, Lockhart 1993, pp. 20-27: and Lockharr 19935,
pp- 13435 To the justifications may be added that even experts, much less neaphytes,
arc severely hampered in scanning the texts unless they are respaced. The deterrent effect
ol an unspaced printed text is muoch grealer than that of a handwritten original.

3. Lockhar 1992, pp. 339-40; Lockbart 1993, pp. 25-26; Lockhart 1995, p. 134,
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significant words, especlally nouns, and particularly certain favorite nouns which usually
bear such 4 mark, They also, as in Spanish writing, oflen accompany numbers, appesnng
cven on both sides of the number. The period and comma are identical in their function
and manner of distribution; the semicolon and colon are possibly different ar times, but
mainly they too follow the same lines. Chimalpahin thus had little motivation to distin-
guish peried from comma or eolon from semicolon. Rather than a clearly demarcated dot
fur a period versus a dot plus a curved line for a comma, he produced a continyum, some
pure dois, some dots with the barest hint of 2 tail, some with a small taid, and some with
a leng one. The editors have notl been entitely of one mind as to where along this ling the
point of demarcation should be. In the end, dots with only tiny additional marks were
counted as periods, the rest as commas. Since there is no difference from Chimalpahin’s
point of view, the matter can rest there. Semicolons and colons presented the same prob-
lem, even less significant because they ave far fower in number,

It was Chimalpahin's general policy {not universally observed, however) to draw a
dash from the last letter on a given line of text to the normal right marsin. Since these
linzs have no syntactic or other grammalical o semantic function but are part of the
physical allocation of the texi on the original writlen page and would be out of place on a
pagc with a different physical allocation of letters, they have been omitied in the
transeription. A special case are some lines or dashes, occasionally ornamented, that
Chimalpahin sometmes put at the end of a paragraph-like unit, occasionally without
reaching the righl-hand margin, We have reproduced some of these lings,

Translation philosephy. Our translation poiicy is 2 simple one, w Iry Lo give
the closest equivaleats avallable in idiomatic modern English, taking advantage ol the
progress in grammar :and lexicon achieved over the last generation,* and also of cxpericnee
with the wider variely of older Nahuwatl exls circulating during the same time.” In choos-
ing between an idiomatic Lnglish version that corresponds closely Lo the sense of the
original and a more literal rendering which is less idiomaric and docs not give the scnse,
we prefer the first allernative. We take advantage of the indications given in subordinating
particles of various kinds to build longer English sentences than were often characteristic
of older ranslations, believing that in the original too the syntax is often complex and
lomg of breath, Yel while we generally tend toward & pragmatic rather than a literal trans-
lation, we are also trying o convey to a reader who does nol know Naghuall a number of
important things in the original that do not correspond w anvthing in normal English
discourse. Thus to the guite self-explanatory basic side of our translations the reader will
find rather numerous exceplions, which do call for expianation. Explaining them will at
the same Lime throw light on Chaimalpahin®s procedures and vocabulary.

4. Ag in Andrews 1975, Carochi 2001, Kartiunen 1983, Launey 1979, and Tockhart
2001.

5. The translations here are comparahle to those in Karttunen and Lockbart 1987 (the
less literal of the twao versions), Lockhart 1993, and Sousa, Poole and Lockhart 1998,

6. As in the cntry tor June 6, 1593, where an eagle was pat on top of a church “as it
appears Wday” (pp. 42-43); or the entry Tor Tuly 23, 1594, in which the Discaleed moved
to a new site, and the remainder of the entry says that they were there thirteen vears before
moving ggamn (pp. 50-51) or the entry for Apnl 4, 1399, jn which gsome 1mages were sel
up ““as they appear today” {pp. 86—673 or the entry for September 7, 1603, i1 which a
church was inaugurated “where today mass is said™ (pp. 76-77): or the entry for October
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Axecan. A great many of Chamalpahin’s entries begin with the word axcan, meaning
in this context “today.” 1t graduatly becomes clear that many entries so beginning were
not writlen on the actual day of the cvents narrated; surcly not those in the early part of
ihe work, occumng when Chimalpahin was still a child (though these cntrics may have
been copied from others wingh in Tael were wrillen closer Lo the events), Not infrequently
we sec evidence that some or even the hulk of an entry was wiitlen years after the fact.® In
view of its use in the original onc might be justified in rendering this kind of axean as “al
this point,” or leaving it out altogether, as Rafac! Tena quite justifiably docs at times in
his 2001 Spanish edition of these texts. But since the word is an important item in the
stylistics of Chimalpahin and of Nahuat! annals in geacral, and it is lacking in many
cntrics, we have felt it best to give the reader the full information, putting “today™ every
lime that this sort of axcan appears,

Macehualli and nican tlaga. An important item in Chimalpahin's vocabulary is
macehnalli. The word may originally have meant “human being™; by the sixleenth
century it most often referred to social rank, to a commoner as opposed to a noble,
although in the plural or collective it still could approuach the sense “the people.” By
around 1600 thiy word, while ollen relaining its earlier senses, way becoming the primary
term for mdigenous people when their alleped] or other alTillations were not mentioned.
often appearing in the first persen ploral.? Lis ficld of reference in this seosc was virtually
the same as Spanish indio, “Indian,” and in some cascs it can be seen as an attempt to
find an equivalent for the Spanish word. Its implications are not at all the same, however,
50 we have not Tell it uppropriate o translate macehieabli as Tndian. “Indigenous person or
people” counld have been justitied in many cascs, but the cvolution and ramifications of
the word are of such interest and complexity that we have retained “commonear,” from
which even a reader with no knowledge of Nahuatl can track the word through the wext and
sce that it sontetinies refers to indigenous people of low rank, and sometinies—pencrally
or always in the plural—to the indigenous population in general (in one case it even
refers 10 the indigencus population of an Asian region).?

Through much ol the sixteenth century, before "macehualli” became dominant, the
same sense had been expressed by the phrase nican tifeca, “we people here,” which laded
after 1600, Chimalpahin, howcver, still sometimes uscs it as a stylistic alternative to
“macchualli” or uses the two as a pair for cffcet. The cxpression is quite fransparent, and
we have rctained the literal translation.

Altepetl. With the key term altepet]! we have taken a somewhat different tack,
retaining the Nahuatl teon itself in the Unglish franslation, as has alteady been done in
many publications in the field of Nahuatl studies and Mexican ethnohistory. It is be-
corming & part of the vocabulary of early Mexican history as important as the Spanish

18, 1603, in which the brothers of San Juan de Thos armived, who “today arc at the Hos-
pital de log Desamparcados”™ (pp. 76-77). Note that all these cxamples are from the earlier
part of the text, In laler years instances are Tewer, as in the entry for November 17, 1610
(pp. 168-06%9), which spcaks of some names being inscribed in o chapel “as they now
appear.” Other cases are more subtle or debatable.

7. See Lockhart 1992, pp. 115-16. The ethnic gense was present from an early amge;
sce a fully developed instance, even in the first person plural, from the 13605 in the
“Annals of Tuan Bautisia” (Reyes Gareia 2001, pp. 15353, parapraph 36},

&. See Namala 2002 for more detail.
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“encomiendy,” and indeed, an altepet] was usually the basis of an encomienda.? The word,
originally g doublet meaning “water(s) and mountain(s),” had come to be the primary
term . Nahoatl for an independent state. Tn central Mexico it relemmed wsually w g local
ethnic state. of which there were many in the region before the Spanish conguest, and
mast of them survived into Chimalpahin’s time, seen by the Spaniards as indigenous
mumicipalities, but slill called altepell by the Nahuas when using their own language.
The altepell was the master institution of the Nahua world hoth belore and after conlact,
and it is important that we gain a full understanding of the word’s meaning and use in a
varicty of contexts. In Chimalpahin’s usage here, it will be seen that he can mean any in-
dividual sociopolitical entity of the tradittonal type, including the indigenous corporation
of Mexico Tenochtitlan as it cxisted under the Spaniards, but it scems at times to indicate
the total complex formatian of the capital city, including Spaniards snd their corporation
as well as the indigenous component *® When the word is used with a plural sense {not
always casy to deteet because Chimalpahin tike most Nahuad speakers did not make any
cxternal distinction between singular and plural), it usually refers to the various altepetl
surrounding Tenochtitlan throughout the Valley of Mexico, or perhaps ab rimes in an
even wider area. The tenm will also be found occasionally as g descriplion of enlitigs in
Europe, Asid, and South Americy, sometimes seeming 1o refer 10 vast realms and some-
times to individual cities: such instances are hard o assess becanse it is not always certain
that Chirnalpahin himself understood the nature of the Foretgn entity.

Tlaxilacalli. The constiluent parts or districts of an altepet] were called primarily
Haxiloealli, and we have retained the Nahuatl word in the English as with the broader term
and for the same reason, to allow readers of English ondy to fullow the terminglogy of
Nahuall sociopoliteal organization. TL was once thought that entities at this level were
uniformly called calpetli, but such turns out not to be the case, at leasr for the post-
conlacl period. Tn other annals with a larger precontact content, Chimalpahin tends to call
the entities calpolli as long as they arc migrating and tlaxilacalli atter they have settled
permancitly and taken oo a landed dimension.!! The word itself has not yet been securely
analyzed, thoogh it seeins to have calli, “house,” as the last element; there is a glottal
stop before the x.

Mexico, In Chimalpahin “Mexico” still has the waditional Nahuatl meaning of the
area inhabiled by the Mexica in the natrower cthnic sense., limited to Tenochtitlan and
Tlarcloleo: sometimes the meaning scems 1@ be Tenochrtitlan only. and sometimes the
whole mixed Spunish-indigenous capital of New Spain. Yet since the indigenous conne-
tation still predominates, we have net felt it appropriate to translate “Mexico City™ except
in the relatively few instances where the Spanish loanword ciuded is used in addition. Tet
the reader understand, (hen, that “Mexico”™ 1 our translation refers approximately 1o the
area now called Mexico City. The term was not yet and long afterward would not be used
for New Spain as 3 whole or for the country we call Mexico today. At some point the
word, in Spanish at least, seems to have come to refor to Mexico City and its environs,
inore or less the Valley of Mexico, but just when such usage became commeon is not vet

9. For more on the alwepetl and cdazilacalli sec Lockhart 1992, pp. 14-58, and
Schroeder 1591, pp. 118-53.

10. See Namala 2002,

1. Schrocder 1991, pp. 14353,
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well understood, and there is no hinl of it in Chimalpahin. 1n Spanish, mexicane from an
carly time meant the Nahuatl langoage, and in Nahuatl mexica#!, *“Mexica person,” wias
sometimes used among the migrants in north Mexico to mean all Nahuatl speakers,' but
again Chimalpatnn has no refection of such usage.

One will sce reference in the runslation 1o the Tour parts of Mexico Tenochtitlan, in
the Nahuatl usnally simply newhean, lilerally “in four places.” Tenochtitlan was a com-
plex altepet] consisting of four separate sub-altepet], each large and complex in iselll, The
units arc of the type that Chirmalpahin calls Hayacaf! altepet! wn relerring o his nalive
Amuaquemecan, but he never uses that word for the four parts of Tenochtitlan; indeed he
gives them no specific appellation at atl. The fowr paits rotated in all malters in a counter-
clockwise direction starting with San Juan Moyoetlan in the southwest, then going on to
San Publo Teopan o the southeast, San Sebastian Atzaqualco in the northeast, and
finally Santa Maria Cnepopan in the northwesl. Tn an ongoing totation there was teally
no distinction of first and last, but in virtwally any listing of Chimalpahin’s the order will
put San Juan first and go through the list to Santa Maria.'® The municipal council
building lor all Tenochtitdan (the recpan or palace, variously translated here) was also in
San Juan Moyotlan, Tlatelolco, though a Mexica altepetl, was separate from Tenochtitlan
and did not partake in the [our-part order. The Spaniards may not always have been aware
ot the distinetion.

Other altepetl, The names of Nahua altepetl ave generally given in the translation
in their standard Nahuatl form, though a few well known nanies retain their Spanish form
s that the reader can be sure that that 15 the settlernent that 1% in gueston: thas Tlaxeala,
Tacuba, Tacubaya. rather than 1laxcallan, Tlacopan, and Atlacuihuayan. Nevertheless., the
well known Amecamecd. sinee it was so important te Chimalpahin as his homelsnd and
hecause he understood the entity n such a different way than the Spaniards, appears here
as Amaqucmecarn.

Teopixgui. Lo postcontact times the Nahuatl word teopivgud, having originally
refermed to priests of the indizenous gods, was expanded by normal processes (0 mean
Christiam priests. Bul since mendicant friars were so predominant in the first decades aller
the comguest, the word normally meanl Mriar or at least religious, a member of a religious
order (such as a Jesuit), with the Spanish loanword cférige heing used for sceular cleries.
Nevertheless, in principle the word could refer to any Christian priest. Our usual trans-
lation is friar or religious, but occasionally, depending on the context, priest. At fimes il
is not cntirely clear whether Chimalpahin means celigious, all clergy. or secular priests.

Celar/seralfselar. A puzzling word in Chimalpahin's vocabulary is “seral,” “selar,”
or “celar,” which refers (o some institution or building on the central square of Mexico
Cily in his time and must be a loan (rom Spanish. “Seral” occors eight times in the
present corpus, “celar” four times, and “selar” twice. It has hecn proposed' that “selar,”
which could conceivably be the basie form despite being the least used by Chimalpahin,
is from Spanish segiar, “secular,” and stands for the longer phrase cabildo seglar, “secular
{muonicipal} council,” as opposed to the cabilds eclesidsticn, the ceclesiastical council,

12, As m Anderson, Berdan and Lockharl 1976, Doc, 23,

13, See Mot example the passuge of 1600 in which Tor the st time [our alealdes were
named {pp. 66 67).

4. Tena in Chimalpahin 2001, p. 420,
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i.c., the cathedral chapter. This interpretation is tempting, but the sitvation is still
puzzling. The written form “sclar” {probably promounced [selacl] by Chimalpahin, so that
Hseral” would merely be a preferred bypercorrection representing the same pronunciation)
is a plausible rendering of Spanish segfar, for the Nahuas would have had problems with
the [gl] cluster and would have been likely to reduce it. One implausibility in this
inlerpretation, however, is the relative rarity of the word seglar in Mcxican Spanish
sources of the sixieenih and early seventeenth cenlury. Tt surely was not on the lips of the
zencral poptilace on ordinary occasions and is hardly in the same class with other words
that the Nahuas took as their own and changed in meaning, like their #onin, “money,”
originally derived from « Spanish coin of that name, or their sedera (often pronounced
fxing:la’[), “Spanish woman,”

Whatever the origin, the word in Chimalpahin does seem Lo refer 10 the building
housing the Mexico City municipal council or cabilde on the southeast corner of the
main square, and can be translated as municipal building or cabildo building. Chimai-
pahin’s entries show unambiguously that his seral or selar was @ notable edifice on the
square, that it was distinet from the viceregal palace, that it had an arcade in front of it,
and that 3t was the headguarters of the comegidor of Mexico City, These artributes are suf-
[icient 10 indicate what the word means; moreover, if the seral is not the cabildo building,
that important feature of the central square of Mexico City is lefl unaccountably unmen-
tioned. The word sometimes seems to reler specifically to the jail associated with the
building, and it occurred to us that the origin might be Spanish cdreef, but too much
omission and metathesis must be postulated 10 make this derivation at all likely,'d

The expression was by no means new with Chimalpahin. The Codex Osuna, prepared
in Mexico City in 1565, has an instance in which the sense seems fully developed. A
Spaniard who is pictured as Involved i1 land allocation is Labeled an “alealdes gelar,”'®
Afthough only one alcalde is shown, the accompanying text has (he reliuble plural
“alcaldesme.” so that this docs not seem to he a hypercorrect plural actually meaning a
singular. From the nature of the activitics and the fact that the alcalde pictured is
accompanied by a regidor, it is clear that they are from the Spanish cabilido of Mexico
{ily. The exact meaning of “relar” is lef somewhal ambiguous; 1t could equally well
mean “secular™ (secular alcalde) or “municipal building™ ¢alcalde from the municipal build-
ing) but since it does not agree in number with “alcaldes,” it seems more likely that it is
2 substantive referring 1o the institution or the building. Freestanding loan adjectives
hardly existed at this time and were very rare even in Chimalpahin’s time.

The so-called Annals of Juan Bautista, done in Mexico City in the 1360s, contain the
word three umes, always in the form “celar.” Luis Reyes in his recent excellent edition
puts forth the interpretation that the meaning is “roof terrace,” based on the phrase “celar

15. The ¢ with which the word begins lour umes in Ch. might have more affinity
with careel. T the early seventeenth century s and «/; seem to have been converging in
Mexican Spamish as [5], whereas i earlier decades the Nahuas perceived them differently,
keeping the Spanish ¢/7 the same in their writing, where it represented [s], but ollen
converting s to x, pronocunced [sh). That the word begins with ¢ in both the “Juan Bau-
lisia” annals and the Codex Osuna (scc the two notes immediately tollowing) is ominous
for the interpretation of the word as originating in seglar, implying, as we in fact have
comge to belicve for now, that the form at its inception began with ¢.
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tlapance™ found in the margin al one point. Reyes believes that the notation was made by
a person learning to translate Spanish and that “celar” and “lapanco,” “roof terrace,” are to
be taken as equivalents. Possibly so, but it is our belief that the phrase just as lkely says
that the events referred to were viewed from the roof of the cabildo building. Two
ovcurrences in the text proper are highly obscure and do not scttle the mcaning to our
sutisfaction,”

Tlatoani. A term almast as crueiad for Nahua soclopolitical organization as “alte-
ped™ is Hatoani, literally “speaker” and in practice the dynustic ruler of ap altepel].’® The
word underwent constant evolution in the posteontact pericd. Much change had already
occuited before Chimalpabiin’s time, and it continued after that. We muighi well have kept
the Nahuatl word in our English, but it is so frequent and would in many situations be so
awkward that we have translated it instead. “Ruler” in our translation usually renders
tlatoani in Lhe sense of dynastic ruler of an altepetl. The plural, “rulers.” most often
rapresenls the ploral of the Nahwatl word, rlafoque, bul the sense is olten not of several
dynastic rulers hut of the members ol an indigenous municipal council, usually ihat of
Mexico Tenochtitlan. This different meaning of the plural was widespread in Nahuatl as
carly as the mid-sixteenth century. The word also appears in Chimalpahin (and other
Nahuatl writings) applicd to certain high Spanish officials, above all the viccroy and
sometimes Audiencia judges as well, Here the term, although surely very meaningul, has
something ol the flavor of an additional courtesy utle, and our most wsual translatgon is
“lord.” Chunalpahin uscs the Spanish loanword efispo, “hishep.” but also, often in
tandem with il, feopixcatlatoani. which we (ranslate as “priestly ruler.” At times other
high ecclesiastical officials also receive the appellation. A related term in Chimalpahin’s
usage, scen Jess here than in other works of his but still present. is guanhifaroani,
literally —eagle speaker”™ or “gagle ruler,” meaning ruler through war or more broadly
through individual merit rather than dynastic claim. Tn view of the nature ol the ofiice, we
translate it as “interim ralee”

Treatment of saints, names of feasts, ete. We go very far toward putting not
only the names of churches but the corresponding names of saints and relizicus concepts
ur events in Spanish, Most would agree (hat il i belter {0 call the main Franciscan
cstahlishment in Mexico City the charch of San Francisco rather than of St Francis,
Once that step is taken, if we then give the saint the name of Francis {and the churches
arg named more frequently than the saints), the unity of the two is lost. Also, after
enpugh exposure W thase matters one lends w develop a sense that the Spamish terms
hiave a different feeling and even o an exient a dilferent meaning than their English cqui-
valents. Thus with a very few exceptions for ad hoc reasons, the names of the churches
and saints are in Spanish, as well as such things as Anunciacidn, PurHicacion, etc.

Other names, Nahuatl names are riven in owr standard orthography in the transla-
tion. Spanish names, whether of Nahuas or of Spuniards, are given using modern Spanish
spelling conventions for clarity of identification. Given the vagaries of Chimalpahin’s
orthography of loanwords, full clarity has not always been established, When reconver-

16, Cadice Osuna, f. 7v. Ch, himself has exactly the sume phrase, “alealde celar””
an entry for March 25, 1394 (pp. 50-51).

17. Reyes Garcfa 2001, pp. 150-51, 15233, 240-41.

18. See Lockhart 1992, pp. 18, 31-35, and Schroeder 1991, pp. 162-93.
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sion of Chimalpahin’s letter substitutiony leads to a well known Spanish name, we have
procecded with confidence and made ao comment. Wilth Jess well known names, we have
carried out a certain amount of research in publications, hoth of that tme and of Qurs, 10
identify officials, clerics, and other prominent persons, hut we were not ahle in the
present context to perform such rescarch exhaostively. In some cases where we are not
sure of the intcnded pame we have simply inserted a note with the eomment “Name not
established.” We have little doubt that quite a few persons named in the text will later be
identified with greater precision.

Commentary oz problems of translation. Our position on how to deal with
translation wncertainties is an intcrmediate or provisional one. Many translators of this
kind of material have provided virtually no notes or commentary other than alternate
readings of words apparently ingarrect in the odginal, it that, As translations have grown
more sophisticated n recent years, more commentary 18 called for. Yet the Teld has not
yel reached ihe stage of delintive editions, 1n which every single passage of dubious or
contested meaning would be discussed in detail, all alternatives presented, and the thinking
behind them elueidated. Lo the present state of things, such a procedure would lead to
notes more capious than the texts, without carrespending profit. We have discussed in the
notes only certain problems that have particularly occupied us and that have a relatively
limited scope, lor many larger puzzles are not yet ripe for discussion. One cannot com-
plain unduly of Chimalpahin’s difficulty despite the richness of his vocabulary and syn-
tax, for his oficn repeated words and phrases give us many clues toward their decipher-
ment, but the very nature of the annals genre, in which some undilesied lechmeal wrm
may surface in a boel entry without much or any comtext and never be repeated again, can
present problems which in the short run have no solution.

Reference nurnbers for the notes appear in both the transcription and the facing trans-
lation, cven when the topic concerns only one of the two, to help the reader keep track of
paralle] words and passages on the two sides. for it is our experience thal even the veleran
reader of Nahuatl can use such help. Words or short passages which arc repcated in the
notes literally from Chimalpahin, or which are given as it is theught he intended them,
are in roman and in quotes; “euhelll,” “Ughtohuant” ele. Nahoatl words eited 1o the ab-
stract are in ttalics and in our standard orthography: tewctli, tadoani. etc.
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