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Abstract  

Since the broadcast of his eight-part Netflix series Ancient Apocalypse (2022/23), an intense 

dispute has flared up about the unorthodox view of history presented by the alternative non-

fiction author and journalist Graham Hancock (cf. already his book Fingerprints of the Gods, 

1995, and similar subsequent publications). This discussion about Hancock is led at present 

(February 2023) mainly with large polemics and with a lack of deeper, more extensive analyses 

from academic sides – quite analogously as once in the case of Erich von Däniken and the 

Ancient Astronaut discourse. The following essay is therefore an attempt to analyze Hancock’s 

account from a cultural and religious studies perspective in more detail, to identify his methods 

of interpretation, and to examine his sources in their respective contexts (as well as his han-

dling of them). To this end, an in-depth analysis of Episode Two of Hancock’s series will be 

undertaken at the beginning, and then his Quetzalcoatl narrative will be thoroughly examined 

for its empirical viability and plausibility – both in the episode and in his written publications.  

       As will become apparent in the course of this analysis, Hancock’s methodological ap-

proach proves time and again to be highly problematic, as he repeatedly projects his very own 

interpretive patterns hastily onto his sources – without any more detailed examination, but with 

very unclean and faulty referencing. Moreover, his interpretation of Quetzalcoatl (or rather: Ce 

Acatl Topiltzin) is based on the Christian-colonial fiction of an allegedly “white” and “bearded” 

cultural hero, which has nothing to do with pre-Hispanic source material. With this European-

ized and Christianized construct, Hancock ultimately expropriates the indigenous Quetzalcoatl 

traditions, and – as will be shown – he additionally manipulates and falsifies them with even 

more ‘foreign’ elements – ignoring important empirical findings contrary to his theses. In this 

way, Hancock leaves his own “fingerprints” on all sources and artifacts he ‘takes in hand’. Upon 

closer inspection, these fingerprints usually reveal him to be a decidedly manipulative ‘perpe-

trator’. His handling of sources proves to be faulty, flawed, and highly selective. The conclusion 

that emerges almost inevitably at the end: one should not read Hancock as a reality-based 

‘researcher’, but as a fiction writer – more precisely: science fiction writer – who, however, 

presents his fictional “Fantastic Science” in the guise of a ‘science-like’ publication (with foot-

notes and references). In fact, all reservations which have already been formulated and staged 

against Erich von Däniken and similar Ancient Astronaut ‘researchers’ apply to his interpreta-

tions in the same vein. In addition, an aggravated problem surfaces in Hancock’s Narration: 

that he subscribes to a ‘cultural dispossession narrative’ on the basis of his forged and ‘white-

washed’ colonial-era Quetzalcoatl figure, which appears directly connectable to typical White 

Supremacy milieus. Therefore, at the end, it will also be necessary to ask what actually might 

constitute the appeal of his narrative with those imagined ‘Intra-mundane’ Aliens, since he 

doesn’t even meet basic standards of ‘journalistic’ investigative rigor and precision – let alone 

controlled scholarly inquiry and ‘real’ research. 
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Introductory Note to the Readers 

Note. – This essay is presented in very condensed form, from an analytical point of view, and 

at the same time, it is detailed and extensively argued with regard to the discussion of relevant 

source material. It is a research statement written from an academic-scientific (more precisely: 

from a religious studies) specialist’s perspective. Thus, it is formulated with academic rigor and 

a corresponding intensity in terms of source research (right down to the Spanish and Aztec 

original texts) and also with the necessary scientific-analytical vocabulary. Although it treats a 

non-academic protagonist, it is still presented as a thoroughly academic, scholarly text. For 

readers who are not familiar with these academic procedures, tight formulations and methods 

of analysis, the high density of this text might naturally be somewhat more difficult to access. 

But I still hope to show what the difference is between a thorough scientific-academic analysis 

and Hancock’s so-called ‘research’. 

 

Recommendation. – In any case, it would be useful to watch Episode Two of Hancock’s Netflix 

series ("Survivor in a Time of Chaos"; ca. 33 min) again before reading the essay, in order to 

better follow the argumentation in the first part of my analysis.  

 

Andreas Grünschloß  (February, 2023) 
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Unmasking Hegemonial ‘Fingerprints of the Fraud’ 

Disinformation, Data Manipulation and Discursive Silencing of Native  
Perspectives in Graham Hancock’s Netflix-Series Ancient Apocalypse  

 

Andreas Grünschloß       Religious Studies [Religionswissenschaft], Universität Göttingen 

 

Introduction 

In November 2022, the alternative non-fiction author and journalist Graham Hancock started 
to present an entirely different perspective on human cultural history in his Netflix series “An-
cient Apocalypse”.1 In a visually stunning manner, the eight episodes of the series are re-
staging the theses he already developed since 1995 onwards, following his most famous pub-
lication Fingerprints of the Gods.2 With this and other analogous publications (compare, for 
example, the alternative theory of religion in his recent book Visionary, 2022) Hancock aligned 
himself with a specific ‘alternative non-fiction’ genre, characterized by former well-known play-
ers like Robert Charroux, Erich von Däniken, and the whole Ancient Astronaut-protagonists, 
as well as many inquirers into the ‘para-normal’ and investigators focusing on an alleged truth 
of the Atlantis-legend, most of them aiming at a quite ‘different’ view on human cultural and 
religious history. Among paradigmatic older protagonists were Ignatius Donelly, with his book 
on Atlantis (Donelly 1885), Augustus Le Plongeon with his interpretation of the ‘pyramid’ of 
Xochicalco as a piece of evidence for the former existence of Atlantis (Le Plongeon 1913/14), 
and especially Charles Hoy Fort, the pioneer of so-called “anomalistics”, with his influential 
Book of the Damned (1919; plus three follow-up publications), whose harshly critical perspec-
tive on both institutionalized religion and established science is echoed recognizably in von 
Däniken and Hancock, among many others.  
     As a religious studies scholar, I find it necessary and appropriate to study such pop-cultural 
actors as well – especially if they and their alternative theories of religion/religious history do 
indeed receive some broader attention and reception in the public sphere, as was the case 
with famous Erich von Däniken, or now Graham Hancock. Scholars in such academic disci-
plines as Egyptology, archaeology, cultural history or relevant (ancient) philologies and re-
gional studies would be ill advised to attempt to dispose of such pop-cultural theories only via 
polemic sideswipes: mere polemics would only serve as a grist for the mills of these ‘alterna-
tive’ authors and their primary audience, since they are already heavily inclined to anti-aca-
demic or anti-scientific attitudes. – The problem in dealing with these authors is, however, that 
they usually stroll enthusiastically through world history to collect ‘pieces of evidence’ (“Indiz-
ien” is one of Däniken’s beloved terms) from dramatically disparate regions and times in human 
history – quite contrary to the highly compartmentalized approaches of ‘real’ academic disci-
plines with strongly specialized regional, philological, social, ethnic or cultural concentration. 
Thus, a whole crowd of specialized academic researchers would be needed to comment sub-
stantially on each of their various ‘findings’, and their ‘alternative’ interpretations thereof. 
    This creates another problem for a deeper, substantive discussion with such actors like Er-
ich von Däniken or Graham Hancock: as we all know today, it is indeed relatively easy to 
formulate fictitious claims, or ‘fake news’, within a few sentences (as will be demonstrated 
further below in Hancock’s Quetzalcoatl-legend in Episode Two of his Netflix series; cf. p.13), 
but extensive investigations with intense counter-arguments and proofs are needed to decon-
struct such claims. Counter-proofing is tedious, it does consume time and space, since it can-
not be convincingly pursued in the same thetic manner as that practiced by the maker of the 
initial claim. Therefore, since one of my primary competencies lies in Mesoamerican and es-
pecially Aztec religion, I will formulate my own critique in this essay as a ‘case study’ on Han-
cock’s Episode Two, with its Mesoamerican focus. Naturally, I can comment on such a context 

 
1 Hancock 2022/23. Cf. directly on the Netflix-interface: https://www.netflix.com/search?q=hancock. 
2 Cf. also his other two books, which indeed form a ‘trilogy’, together with Fingerprints: Magicians of the 
Gods (Hancock 2015; German. 2018) and America Before (Hancock 2019). 
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in a more qualified manner than, for example, on archaeological findings in ancient Egypt, 
which are not in my professional focus. Several episodes of Hancock’s series have already 
triggered intense reactions. In many reviews, he has been heavily, and sometimes even per-
sistently, accused hiding a lack of factual substance ‘behind’ a rather deceptive imagery, and 
of employing manipulative strategies in his presentations – the internet is currently full of this 
interpretative ‘war’ around Hancock.  
 

Structure of my following reflections. – I will begin (1) by making a detailed analysis of Episode 
Two, following the presentation along the three locations Cholula, Tetzcotzinco and Xochicalco. 
Then (2) I will examine – rather extensively – Hancock’s “Quetzalcoatl”: I will do so by contex-
tualizing his theses in this episode, as well as within his two other publication formats (non-
fiction and fiction), at least, in an exemplary fashion; and I will contrast his ‘narrative’ with the 
real-historical context, especially colonial. This section will include: a) Spanish texts after the 
Conquista and b) Codices with a stronger reflection of pre-Spanish realities. A short (3) excursus 
on Hancock’s partner in Episode Two, Marco M. Vigato will follow, himself another self-made 
‘researcher’ like Hancock, with a strong focus on Atlantis. I will then briefly analyze (4) Hancock’s 
methods and discuss (5) possible reasons for his success and the fascination around his narra-
tions. A final conclusion (6) will sum up my findings.  

 

 

1) “Episode Two” — Hancock’s workshop under close examination  
 
The short episode (ca. 33 min) is mainly devoted to an inspection and interpretation of three 
archaeological sites, which were part of the Aztec empire predating the Spanish Conquista led 
by Hernan Cortés: a) the so-called “Pyramid” of Cholula, b) the ritual site for the rain god Tlaloc 
on the small hill Tetzcotzinco (at the foothills of Mount Tlaloc, ca. 25 km east of Mexico City), 
as well as c) the base relief of the Quetzalcoatl temple within the temple area of Xochicalco 
(roughly 100 km south of Mexico City). 

a) Cholula. – The famous “pyramid” of 
Cholula, which the Mexica-Azteca ra-
ther correctly called “artificial hill” (tla-
chihualtepetl) is known as the big-
gest man-made building (in terms of 
volume) in the geometrical form of a 
pyramid. It was reworked and over-
built several times, and as far as we 
know today, its deepest layers stem 
back to the 3rd century B.C.E. In the 
series, however, this date is pushed 
even further back to 500 B.C.E. (cf. 
Feagans 2022). The overbuilding of 
the location in several layers during a 
long period is presented well with ani-
mations and model constructions. To-
gether with the archaeologist and 
Cholula expert Geoffrey McCafferty3, 
Hancock visits the narrow tunnels in-
side the temple mount, which have been dug into the mountain for archaeological research, 
while subliminally insinuating his favorite thesis of the global use of pyramidal structures for 
mysterious subterranean springs and chambers. Otherwise, unfortunately, nothing else of the 
fascinating complex and its widely dispersed and openly accessible temple ruins comes into 
closer view. Ultimately, Hancock is only interested in the fact of multiple layers, which indeed 
were completely normal in ancient Mexico and anything but mysterious, as people always tried 
to increase the size of the “artificial mountains” with their temple buildings higher and higher 

 
3 Cf. McCafferty 1996 (“Reinterpreting the Great Pyramid of Cholula, Mexico”), and idem (2000). 

Model of the upper overbuilding-layers underneath the volumi-
nous so-called ‘Pyramid’ of Cholula in the archaeological mu-
seum near this pre-Aztec temple mount. (Photo: A.G. 2018) 



 – 3 – 

into more imposing, heavenly spheres (for which the pyramidal shape proved to be particularly 
effective and expedient worldwide, in terms of structure). However, Hancock thinks that the 
history of Mesoamerica will “have to be rewritten”, if one looks more closely at this overbuilding 
activity: with this he begins to prepare the groundwork for the thesis underlying the whole 
series, that mysterious earlier layers in archaeological 
artifacts would always point to a foreign, allochthonous 
cultural influence from an antediluvian – (technologically) 
“advanced” – world epoch. The editing of the episode 
inserts a nod of agreement by his archeological inter-
locutor, McCafferty, apparently meant to suggest approval 
of Hancock's overall view by the scholar. But McCafferty 
only says that the earliest construction layers were built 
over a spring, which may even have been regarded as a 
“gateway to the underworld”. That sounds plausible, 
because in many indigenous American cultures cave-like 
structures are associated with access to the (sometimes 
uterus-like) underworld, especially since a subterranean 
pre-existence of the former ‘proto-humans’ is often 
assumed: in fact, a widely shared idea, which presumably 
originates from the North American Anasazi via the so-
called Pueblo cultures of the Hopi and Navajo (among 
others) to several Mesoamerican cultures. For example, 
the characteristic “Kivas”, the ritual rooms built into the 
ground with the so-called “Sipapu” (Hopi; an opening into the pre-/underworld), are empirically 
stretching from the Anasazi buildings to the imposing relics of Chaco Canyon and the Pueblo 
cultures to the Aztec ‘military academy’ in Malinalco with its unique rock temple. 
    However, Hancock prefers to jump straight back to draw connections with the rather distant, 
but allegedly ‘analogous’ pyramidal structures such as Gunung Padang in Indonesia. But it 
becomes downright devious when Hancock refers to a colonial-times (!) legend that the pyra-
mid in Cholula was built by giants. Hancock interprets this bluntly metaphorically: perhaps the 
“architect” of this pyramid “wasn’t a physical giant, but one of the intellectual giants [!] of an 
advanced civilization lost to history”. He even proposes this metaphorical reinterpretation as a 
taking the myth seriously. From a Cultural-Studies point of view, he violates the hermeneutic 
“Principle of Charity”, important for careful perceptions of others, and other cultures, and es-
pecially the “Principle of Avoiding Metaphors” derived from it.4 His interpretation of the pyram-
idal structure within a distant context also goes against the so-called “Parasitism Condition”, 
according to which interpretations must not simply be derived from solely apparent similarities.5  

Conclusion: This part is by no means bad in terms of the depiction of the development of the 
temple mount’s development, but disappointing in terms of the appreciation of the overall ar-
chaeological structure. It is also staged in a manipulative and biased suggestive manner, to 
imply a subliminal connection to completely ‘foreign influences’ from another ‘high culture’ in 
its construction. He was even explicitly informed by McCafferty that the artefacts found so far 
only point to analogous findings in the high valley of Mexico, from a period up to a maximum 
of 1000 years B.C.E. Thus, it would still be quite a very long way to his cataclysmic event, and 
its globally active culture heroes, around 10,000 B.C.E., a non-empirical thought which would 
accordingly contravene the “Reality Condition” of possible interpretations.6 

 
4 Basically, this rule means: “Don’t interpret other cultural expressions hastily as mere metaphors.” Cf. 
esp. Lenk (1993, 160f), Grünschloß 1999, 299–301; analogously, Grünschloß 2000, 19–21, as well as 
the lucid essay by Finn Collin, “Meta-Constraints upon Interpretation,” APQ 24 (1987), 137–148. 
5 Cf. Grünschloß (2000, 20; regarding Collin 1987): “The Interpretation of other or foreign intentions 
cannot simply be gained via short circuited postulates of similarity (leading only to an interpretative 
synchronization [Gleichschaltung] to one’s own horizon of understanding and experience)” (cf. Lenk 
1993, 165–167). 
6 Due to the large time gap, Hancock’s theses on a cultural process of dissemination lack – at least in 
view of Mesoamerica – a basic “coherence with reality” (cf. Grünschloß 2000, 21). 

The mythic origin place with the name 
Chicomoztoc (“Seven Caves”). – Digi-
tally processed detail (A.G.) from the 
Historia Tolteca-Chichimeca.  
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 (b) Tetzcotzinco. – The ritual site surrounding Tetzcotzinco Hill is a fascinating earthwork rem-
nant from the pre-Hispanic Aztec period. In the second half of the 15th century – not least under 
the massive impression of periods of drought in the high valley of Mexico –, an exorbitant ritual 
activity had developed around the Aztec empire’s center, which trans-
formed many hill and mountain tops around the (back then still very large) 
lake Texcoco/Tetzcoco into ritual facilities with libations and human sacri-
fices for the rain god or rain godheads. In this context, the expansion of 
the hill Tetzcotzinco into an imposing water system with dams and reten-
tion basins, aqueducts to and around the hill (etc.), in honor of Tlaloc, was 
undertaken, continuing corresponding construction initiatives under the 
predecessors of the ruler Nezahualcoyotl. It is actually gratifying that Han-
cock indeed visits this relatively remote archaeological site, which is unfor-
tunately quite neglected in terms of its preservation state (cf. already criti-
cally Coy 1966) and quite far away from all other archeological destinations 
that are much more on the tourists’ itinerary. Hancock and his companion 
– business economist, theosophist and Atlantis researcher Marco M. Vi-
gato – unfortunately, are not telling us much about it. Apart from the very 
beautiful aerial shots of the facility, we learn nothing really enlightening 
about this earthwork building, which was built and extensively expanded under the aegis of the 
famous king of Texcoco, Nezahualcoyotl, and, in addition to royal apartments and baths as 
well as ritual places, housed what is probably the most impressive early botanical garden in 
Mexico (cf. Medina 1997) – as a tangible representation of the ‘paradise garden’ in Tlaloc’s 
afterlife region Tlalocan (cf. Avilés 2006 ). In this respect, the “ruler” (tlatoani) Nezahualcoyotl 
was ultimately even identified with the deity Tlaloc in the Texcoco region sometimes (cf. Fer-
nandez 2012, and comprehensively on Nezahualcoyotl: Lee 2008). 
 
After walking around at the location, Hancock then goes on to note that “intriguingly, from my 
investigations, all of it was dedicated to the same ancient god […] Tlaloc, the god of rains and 
floods, whose cult long predated the Aztecs.” In saying this, however, he is merely echoing (or 
even plagiarizing?) an overt consensus of, what he likes to call, “mainstream archaeology” and 
Mesoamerican studies, which he otherwise disparages so much. Of course, everyone who 
explores the location at Tetzcotzinco with open eyes today, and who knows a thing or two 
about the ancient Mesoamerican rain god Tlaloc (easily identifiable by his eyes, which look a 
bit like ‘diving goggles’) can right away decipher the devotion of the complex to this deity; it 
really doesn’t require any special “investigations” or research (see the left image below). 
 

 

  
 

Engraved face mask of the god “Tlaloc” on 
Tetzcotzinco hill peak, weathered and defaced 
with white color spray. (Photo: A.G., 2018) 

 

The two 'ancient' Mesoamerican deities Tlaloc and Quetz-
alcoatl. Relief at the “Temple of Quetzalcoatl” in the pre-
Aztec complex of Teotihuacan. (Photo: A.G., 2008) 

A Glyph of the fa-
mous ruler Neza-
hualcoyotl (“Fast-
ing Coyote”). Wi-
kipedia commons 
(CC BY 3.3) 2023. 
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Water basin with inflow made of a carved monolith; in the background the Tetzcotzinco hill with two temple 
remains (below: probably the shrine of Nezahualcoyotl below; on top of the hill: remains for the temple 
platform of the rain god Tlaloc). Between the basin and the lower temple are the remains of the former 
aqueduct circle line that supplied the hill and its water system and was probably completed under the ruler 
Quinatzin (Coy 1966, 546; with reference to Codex Xolotl, folio 4). In front of the lower temple, the water-
course then branches along two roads with a canal running around the hill (the notches branching off to 
the right and left on the hill for the horizontal ring aisles are clearly visible); the watercourse thus led into 
other pools on the back side of the hill. (Photo: A.G., excursion with students 2018). 

 
Instead of paying more attention to the vast complex in its entirety and emphasizing the multi-
functional concept behind it, Hancock and Vigato only make vague guesses about its possible 
age (“could this incredible site be much older?”). They refer to the quite “hard” rock and its 
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obvious erosion (however, it is porphyry, a volcanic rock with only a rather medium hardness 
of grade 5–6). This view (“it’s a radical thought”) immediately becomes ‘proof’ for them without 
any further reasoning: There must have been something earlier as a basis. The two rocks that 
happen to be lying around on the south side of the complex are also identified as especially 
old (according to the obsession: Oh, these look like ‘megaliths’, they must be ‘ancient’!). Thus, 
a chamber, carved into the rock on one side, cannot be of Aztec origin either. In fact, this line 
of argument completely dispossesses the Aztec craftsmen of their empirically proven and 
‘massively’ documented capacity (cf. the carved inflow in the picture above): In the 15th century, 
for example, they were able to finely chisel a big statue of the goddess Coatlicue (2.50 m tall, 
and a real tough ‘megalith’ with a hardness of 6–7) from solid, extremely hard basalt rock, and 
the result, weighing several tons, was also transported to the capital. The same applies to an 
even greater extent to the famous Calendar Stone, also made of basalt, which, with a diameter 
of 3.5 m and a thickness of 1.2 m (weighing some 24 tons); it is hard to imagine how it was 
transported over to the swampy island via the dyke roads (and their wooden bridges) to the 
capital Tenochtitlan! Both monolithic sculptures (which are almost as hard as granite) are 
clearly from relatively late Aztec manufacture: for such capable craftsmen, the comparatively 
modest rock works on the Tetzcotzinco should not have presented any major difficulties. And 
even if a small place of worship for Tlaoc existed earlier on that hill, this would not substantiate 
Hancock’s ‘Atlantoid’ (I use this term to denote ‘stemming from some alleged Atlantis or lost 
civilization from the Atlantic) culture hero thesis. Sure, Tlaloc is old(er) – but Hancock uses this 
as if it would hint directly to his Atlantoid vista: the imposing complex as a whole still stems 
comes from the Chichimecan to Aztec times. 
 

    

 

Colossal statue of the mother goddess Coatlicue and the famous Aztec Calendar Stone; both were 
made from solid blocks of basalt and found in the central Aztec metropolis of Tenochtitlan (produc-
tion: 15th or early 16th century). – National Museum of Mexiko City (Photo: A.G. 2008). 

 

For the two protagonists of the Netflix episode, however, their own assumption – without further 
evidence or pondering – quickly mutates into a fact: the Tetzcotzinco location simply has to be 
based on older preliminary stages, and the Aztecs “only” continued to use it. And anyway: the 
hill is something like a “natural pyramid”. As already mentioned, mountainous elevations often 
served for ritual purposes in Mesoamerica, also around the entire high valley of Mexico, espe-
cially for the rain god Tlaloc. And even today, several hill-top names around Mexico City bear 
witness to this. It is obvious that some of these sites of Tlaloc worship were already in use as 
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such before the Aztecs came to power, but this is by no means an indication of a fundamentally 
‘foreign’ construction or, as Vigato insinuates, even “thousands of years” of use. In addition, 
the Mexica-Azteca did not build any ‘pyramids’ (like in Egypt), but they made “artificial moun-
tains” for their temples to have them towering as high as possible – and the Tetzcotzinco was 
accordingly an analogous, naturally exposed hill that was excellently suited for ritual purposes, 
especially since it also allows a magnificent view of Texcoco and the double metropolis of 
Tenochtitlan/Tlatelolco in the lake and all the surrounding towns and hills. 
     ► Conclusion: Even more than in the first scene, the water garden of Tetzcotzinco is 
stripped of its own – real – meaning and obvious fascination, in order to be speculatively de-
clared to be simply a worked-over relic of a much older, ‘ancient’ (i.e. far pre-Aztec) origin. 
Tetzcotzinco, thus, is simply used – or should one rather say: abused – to hint to Hancock’s 
secret ‘ancient agents’ from far remote times. From the point of view of Cultural Studies, this 
indeed contradicts the “Principle of Practical Rationality”, as well as the “Reality Condition” and 
“Parasitism Condition”7 that can be derived from it. But this gesture of hasty cultural expropri-
ation reoccurs in the third and last example in an even much more intense form. 
 
c) The Temple of Quetzalcoatl at Xochicalco. – Hancock and Vigato inspect the base relief of 
the Quetzalcoatl Temple in Xochicalco, within an originally pre-Aztec temple complex that pre-
sents itself as a cultural-historical mediator between the Mesoamerican Teotihuacan and Maya 
traditions, but was later also used by the Aztecs for their own ritual purposes (very similar to 
the imposing remains of the ritual city of Teotihuacan, which they did interpret as a relic of an 
earlier age, an earlier “sun”, and as the “origin of the gods”). The two protagonists stand in 
front of the southern side of the temple and start to inspect the right half of the large base relief.  
The Quetzalcoatl temple, dating back to around the 8th century C.E., is presented to actually 
contain a “chronicle” about the mysterious origin of this divine “feathered serpent” (which is in 
fact one of the oldest numinous beings of Mesoamerica). Hancock and Vigato stand in front of 
the right half of the (altogether somewhat better preserved) northern side of the relief (cf. figure 
below): A quetzal feather snake [1] winds here from left to right, first washing around a glyphic 
representation on the left [2], and then around two idealized Mayan-style figures [3, 4]. The left 
half of the relief, which is not shown below, shows the complete scene again in inverted display 
(both double scenes, left and right, reoccur again on the southern side of the relief, but in a 
much worse condition). The eastern side of the temple, fully omitted from the episode, does 
offer a quite different sequence (more on that soon). All in all, the quetzal snake is found six 
times in this extensively meandering form on the temple base, as well as – in shortened form 
– flanking the right and left of the staircase (there are a total of eight depictions of the snake).8 
 

 

The photo displays the right part on the northern side of the temple relief of Xochicalco (Morelos, 
Mexico). ©Google Maps 2023; picture detail in “Street View” (05.01.2023) 

 
7 Cf. again Grünschloß 2000, 20f: Expressions of life from ‘other’ cultures (texts, actions, archaeological 
artefacts) are always “embedded in a reality-related life and experience context, from which one must 
not easily abstract. Rather, they are to be related functionally to this contextual reference to reality” – in 
our case: the actual performance of the Aztecs. According to the Parasitism Condition, there should be 
“no intentional interpretation without reference to concrete behavioral data” or contextual plausibility, 
otherwise only superficial interpretations will be surfacing (as we see in this episode). 
8 Some very nice photographs of the location can be found (online) in Heyworth (2014), as well as in 
the article by Marco Vigato (2015), which will be discussed in more detail in my “excursus” below. 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(1) 
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Hancock initially leaves the interpretation of the north relief to Vigato: all in all, the “arrival of 
Quetzalcoatl is shown here” – and, as he expressly claims: “on three of the four sides”. Ac-
cording to him, the glyphic representation [2] is something particularly “significant”, because a 
temple is shown here that is set in flames (“a flaming temple”) and the snake “wraps around 
this burning temple”, – “it almost looks like a wave hitting the temple from the side; you could 
almost see that as a representation of an island.” – Hancock: “So we have a temple which is 
on fire and waves washing over it in your reading?” Vigato interprets the glyph [2] and seated 
figure [3] using left-hand representation of the same scene (not shown here, but it is in mirror-
inverted form exactly identical to the image above, and adjacent to it on the left side). The 
complete original dialogue between Hancock and Vigato in the episode reads as follows: 
 

Vigato: “Right, well, this is the tail of the serpent. So it wraps around this flaming temple. It almost 
looks like a wave hitting the temple from the side. You could almost see that as a representation of 
an island.” – Hancock: “So, we have a temple which is on fire and waves are washing over it in your 
reading?” – Vigato: “Exactly.” [… they turn to the one figure ‘sitting’ on the snake] 
     Vigato: “Well, you have this clearly powerful sitting figure, who looks like on a raft of snakes9 that’s 
almost heading away from the direction of this flaming temple.” – Hancock: “What you’re seeing here 
is the depiction of a cataclysm which occurs in a certain place which Quetzalcoatl then is a survivor 
of.” – Vigato: “You have this idea of the god coming from a land that was destroyed. And what you 
have here is the arrival of the god Quetzalcoatl here in Mexico as a founder of Mesoamerican civili-
zation. It’s a chronicle that goes back to the very remote past.” (ca. min 27:00) 

 
Hancock goes on to say that what is apparently at issue here is the narrative of an “ancient 
apocalypse” which “flies in the face of all archaeological opinion”. Even if the temple is only 
1300 years old, “the tradition is certainly much older than the temple” – and quite obviously it 
reflects a terrible event from early history, “at the end of the last Ice Age, around 12,800 years 
ago” (which leads him to the next episode of his Netflix series, to Malta).  
 
Discussion. – First of all, it should be noted that the glyphic representation [1] does not reveal 
any Mesoamerican customs of depicting an island. Rather: The lower half clearly shows the 
annual glyph “9 reptile’s eye” – consisting of four individual dots plus a longitudinal line [the 
bar above the four dots represents the number 5], plus the calendar glyph RE (“reptile’s eye”) 
lying in a tub, which according to Mesoamerican calendar conventions can be parallelized with 
the analogous Aztec glyph “Nine Wind” (9 Ehecatl). The overlying elements may actually rep-
resent plumes of smoke; the depiction of a temple is not impossible, but very questionable, 
since the smoke volutes could rather refer to the new fire ceremony that takes place every 52 
years (the annual glyph RE or Ehecatl is a recurring new fire in the Mesoamerican calendar 
glyph and additionally linked to Quetzalcoatl). This is supported by the other smoke volutes at 
the bottom right and left of the calendar glyph. The new fire ceremony relates to the ritual 
drilling of new fire (with a special tool, the “fire drill” mamalhuazli) and is therefore always pre-
sented with the iconic convention of accompanying plumes of smoke (cf. the discussion in 
Helmke & Garcia 2016). It is possible that the whole part above the annual glyph is to be 
understood as a representation of the new fire drilling with the typical clouds of smoke above 
and smoldering below next to the fire drill; at least there are not only very thin but also thicker 
New Fire Drill glyphs, as shown in the images below with their quite analogous smoldering 
plumes around the lower tip of the drill (note: every 52 years, the 260-day ritual and 365-day 
solar calendars coincide; the ritual “joining of the years” [the so-called xiuhmolpilli] of New Fire 
Drilling on a sacrificed person’s chest then initiates a new cycle). Another possible interpreta-
tion, which was presented by the astro-archaeological researcher Arnold Lebeuf for the annual 
glyph, would be the calculation of a future ritual destruction of the temple complex (Lebeuf 
2021; very much unlike Prem 1974). Without further context information, the interpretation of 
Xochicalco will probably prove to be difficult; but all that still allows for more evidence than the 
interpretation-impregnated talk about an alleged “chronicle” of an “island” sinking into chaos 
and destruction – which is certainly not displayed on the relief. 

 
9 The German Version of the episode is misleading, since instead of “a raft of snakes”, someone heard 
“rattle snakes” : „Sie [the figure] sieht aus wie eine Klapperschlange“ (sic); this doesn’t make any sense.  
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Left: Digitally processed detail with 
the calender glyph “9 RE” at the 
Quetzalcoatl-temple in Xochicalco 
(Source: Google Maps 2023). 
 

Right: Older pencil drawing of this 
glyph in detail (Penafiel 1890).10  

  
Below, left and right:  Stone glyph 
examples linked to the “binding of 
the years” (so-called xiuhmolpilli) in 
the year “2 reed” (2 acatl), presen-
ting the particularly characteristic 
clouds of smoke. Both exhibits are 
located in the National Museum in 
Mexico City  (Photo: A.G. 2008). 

 

    
 
The above cited interpretation from the series also shows that the two actors are neither inter-
ested in a “thick description” nor in an investigative exegesis (in the sense of a hermeneutically 
attempted text-based interpretation); they in fact only undertake an “interpretation-impreg-
nated” eisegesis (a “reading into” or “inserting” of aspects that are not provable or could be 
justified plausibly on the object): a “snake raft” is read into the relief, the tip of the tail allegedly 
beats like a “wave” against the “island” (which as such is nowhere recognizable) and the per-
son is quickly interpreted as a humanoid form of “Quetzalcoatl”. All of these are “interpretation 
constructs” brought in ‘from outside’11.  
     To add further arguments: The depicted, identically designed persons (a total of ten on the 
three larger relief parts of the temple platform) do not bear any name glyphs; thus, they do not 
represent individuals, but rather (ideal)typical ruler figures. This can be derived from several 
facts. They each wear extremely elaborate headdresses, and in front of their mouths (differ-
ently well preserved) huge speech bubbles are recognizable: so, they literally have “the say”. 
Tlatoani, “one who has the say,” is the term for a ruler in the Nahuatl language. Furthermore, 
the figures are depicted in the typical seated position like a ruler, i.e., they seem to have “mat 
and seat” (petlatl icpalli = “throne, rule”). Vigato would be right only insofar that the depiction 
shows a “powerful person”. But nothing at all indicates that those are ten identical images of 
“Quetzalcoatl”, because all relevant iconographic features or identifying attributes of this deity 
are missing, which would certainly not have been spared out, if one had wanted to bring this 
identification to the representation. Further evidence for the eisegetic strategy is the obvious 
suppression of possible counter information: Hancock and Vigato refer namely quite unilater-
ally to the one ‘sitting’ figure above, on the large quetzal snake. So, how would the figure sitting 
next to it have to be interpreted, as it is on the ground and ‘washed around’ by the snake ‘on 
top over it’? (cf. in the sketch further below, the figure outlined in dashed blue).  

 
10 Helmke & Garcia (2016, 74) interpret the glyph as “9 reed” (9 Acatl), which seems questionable and 
can hardly be seen on the relief. Could it be the result a typo – instead of “9 Ehecatl” (cf. ibid., 73)? 
11 The terms “interpretation impregnated” (interpretationsimprägniert) und “interpretation construct” (In-
terpretationskonstrukt) are here used in the sense of the philosophical coinage offered by Lenk (1993). 
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      For this, of course, no answer is offered; this obvious problem is simply blanked out, in 
order to win space for a rather violent projection from the outside: that Quetzalcoatl would be 
represented on a “snake raft”, leaving the island drowned in chaos, in order to finally arrive as 
‘the’ salvation bringer in Mesoamerica. For uninitiated viewers, this may still appear compre-
hensible and coherent at first glance; but if one looks behind the presentation surface, these 
claims directly unmask and debunk themselves completely. So, let us literally ‘look behind’ the 
projection surface – that is, at the eastern side of the temple relief – which is also completely 
excluded by the two protagonists in the episode. For orientation on site, the following aerial 
view of the Quetzalcoatl temple in the temple district north of Xochicalco might help, and below 
of it follows a photo of the right half of the eastern temple relief. 
 

 
 

 

The above image (slightly colorized by Robin Heyworth) of the right eastern side of the temple relief 
of Xochicalco illustrates very well the strikingly different sequence to the one shown above (and in 
the episode). Source: ©Heyworth 2014; photo: https://uncoveredhistory.com/images/W0074SC-Xoch-
icalco-Pyramid-of-the-Plumed-Serpent.jpg (shot from 2001). For a synopsis of the differences be-
tween the reliefs, cf. the sketches below from the careful (but old) documentation of Penafiel (1890). 

The imposing ‘willful blindness’ thus condenses further. In Hancock’s episode, the ‘flight from 
Atlantis’-interpretation imposed by Vigato is additionally buttressed by this manipulation, by 
simply ignoring and concealing the entire eastern side of the relief: as one can easily see, 
when the entire relief is considered, a completely different sequence is depicted here, which 
massively contradicts the fantasy narration in Hancock’s Episode Two.12 The right half of the 
eastern side shows the already analyzed coils of the Quetzal feather snake, which appears on 
the left with the same end of the tail form. However, no “wave” is beating on some so-called 
“island”, because here in reverse order, the figure allegedly “riding” the snake is shown first, 

 
12 A very good large-format illustration of the east side is offered by Prem/Dyckerhoff 1986, 80f.  

The northern relief, analyzed 
by Vigato and Hancock. 

The eastern relief, ignored and 
withheld by Vigato and Hancock  

The south relief, which 
is largely identical to 
the north relief, but in 

poorer condition. 

Aerial picture of the archaeological zone, north of Xochicalco; ©Google Maps 2023 
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and only afterwards the alleged ‘catastrophe island’ comes into the picture (the same is shown 
again in exactly mirror-inverted form on the left half of the relief). This structurally massive 
contradiction “flies in the face” (to use Hancocks own words above) of the projection of some 
Quetzalcoatl fleeing from a catastrophe island. That is, the very own narration of the temple 
platform can immediately unmask this superficial interpretation as a ‘projection’ – applied with 
willful blindness, if not intentional deception! – On the east side, if one followed the eisegetic 
attributions of Vigato/Hancock analogously, the journey of this “mighty person” would lead di-
rectly into the catastrophe of the sinking island (Atlantis) – thus into the complete disaster 
rather than away from it. How can this be made plausible with the narration we just recapitu-
lated: of a transatlantic origin from this sinking island and Quetzalcoatl’s journey to Mesoam-
erica, or even the further narration string in legend (cf. below), of an alleged return? Thus, the 
obvious solution for Hancock and Vigato was to stick with the interpretation of only one temple 
side, in order not to plunge into unnecessarily disturbing hermeneutical problems. 
     The whole relief construction, reminding a bit of a foldable pictorial manuscript, could maybe 
serve the function to link ten typified priest/ruler personalities via the Quetzal-snake with certain 
calendrical dates (a “new fire” ritual, possibly even a calendar correction?)13; but we do and 
cannot know for sure. The above pictures and the following sketches of Penafiel (which unfor-
tunately do not represent the large speech bubbles correctly) illustrate the differences.     
 

 
 

 

Upper figure: sketch of the northern right side of the temple relief in the order discussed by Vigato and 
Hancock (to the left of it one must imagine the same representation mirror-inverted). Source: Penafiel 
1890, II,180. – Lower figure: sketch of the eastern right side of the temple relief in the order deliberately 
left out by Vigato and Hancock (on the left of it one would have to insert again a mirror-inverted image). 
Source: Penafiel 1890, II,182. – Cf. especially the reversed order of the parts marked in red and green; 
the blue dashed figure was completely omitted during the discussion in the episode.  

Anyone still unconvinced by the evidence here presented can virtually circumnavigate the tem-
ple with Google Maps in “Street View” mode and convince themselves of the real state of 
affairs, and the contradictive (manipulative) presentation by Vigato and Hancock, with their 
own eyes.14  By the way: without revealing it in any way, in their ‘analysis’, Hancock and Vigato 
quite simply follow the obsolete – and in many respects by a whole century outdated – 

 
13 Cf. Helmke & Garcia 2016, 73f; by contrast, see the calculations in Prem (1974). 
14 The direct link in Google Maps is the following: https://goo.gl/maps/E7VmgVRX87oqmd55A. You only 
need to zoom in and switch to “Street View” mode, then you can virtually walk around the temple. –
Manual navigation: Enter “Xochicalco, Morelos, Mexico” in Google Maps, scroll a little north to the “ar-
chaeological zone” with the “Templo de Quetzalcoatl” and zoom in with “Street View”. 
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interpretation of the Xochicalco relief by Augustus Le Plongeon (1913/14), an Atlantis-enthu-
siast, physician, and also very engaged “diffusionist”, who published these ideas in the Theo-
sophical magazine “The Word” (posthumously).15  

► Conclusion: The misinformed and flawed handling of the archaeological Quetzalcoatl tem-
ple relic in Xochicalco by the two protagonists has involuntarily exposed a fact of ‘willful blind-
ness’, and a rhetorical performance that evokes the suspicion of a deliberate deception. The 
creative independence as well as the immediate context of the building and its embedded 
Mesoamerican references and iconic conventions are continuously ignored and silenced in 
order to (once again) give space to the projection of Hancock’s prefabricated idea of globally 
acting ‘Atlantoid’ culture heroes (however, the very name “Atlantis” is still consciously avoided 
in the series so far). This is the complete opposite of controlled, intellectually honest exegesis 
and hermeneutics; the two protagonists proceed eisegetically: evidence seems to have been 
willfully misinterpreted, in the best, if not forcibly manipulated and falsified, in the worst case. 

Results of the inquiry into Episode Two 

The episode is entertaining and set in scene with some impressive shots, but apart from a 
few correct representations at the beginning, such as the old age of the deities Tlaloc and 
Quetzalcoatl in Mesoamerica (approx. first millennium B.C.E.) and the overbuilding in Cholula 
for the most part, offers only a conglomerate of insinuations and increasingly dilettantish re-
ports. A strategy of manipulative cultural dispossession seems to crystallize, which factually 
(or even intentionally?) amounts to a misleading of the viewers. The last scene of these three 
archaeological locations during Episode Two purports to offer a real climax. Compared to the 
still acceptable depiction of the first location in Cholula, the last part of the episode is the least 
informative and, at the same time, it offers the most massive form of cultural expropriation: 
here, even more strongly than at Tetzcotzinco hill, all self-evidently emic Mesoamerican sym-
bolic and narrative contexts are suppressed and the temple relic is only misused to mirror 
Hancock’s and Vigato’s own alternative view on world history. This is neither serious research 
– nor even somewhat halfway serious ‘alternative’ research. What sticks out most in these 
last scenes, seems to be a personal ideology, and an accordingly manipulative eisegesis. 
Hancock’s performance in the series also fits in with this: he stages himself and his ‘central 
perspective’ both in juxtaposition to (a) the indigenous cultural reality, which differs from it, 
and (b) in juxtaposition to science (the so-called “mainstream archaeology”), which is artifi-
cially conceived as a homogenized enemy. However, he tends to draw on the latter when he 
selectively considers it opportune for his thesis formation. He thus evokes a hegemonic dis-
course that attempts to immunize itself. Hancock proves to be unencumbered by any meth-
odology of prudent dense description, scrupulous contextualization, exegesis and analysis 
oriented toward possible contextual plausibility checks or falsifications. As has already been 
shown, he thereby undermines all methodological rules of appropriate cultural understanding 
that follow from the “Principle of Charity”. 

 

2) Hancock’s “Quetzalcoatl” – a detailed investigation and re-contextualization 

Quetzalcoatl in Episode Two 

In the transition between the scenes at Tetzcotzinco and Xochicalco, Hancock ruminates on 
the ancient Mesoamerican deities Tlaloc and Quetzalcoatl (ca. min 23-25). “The global floods 
sent by the rain god set the stage for the appearance of the most intriguing character in Mexi-
can mythology: Quetzalcoatl.” As already said, floods had their own dynamics in the high valley 
of Mexico – without Quetzalcoatl (cf. also below, ch. 4). He continues with the following narra-
tion, which is illustrated in the episode with drawings (cf. my own adaptation in the image): 

 
15 A. Le Plongeon (1913/14; “The Pyramid of Xochicalco”). 
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“After the great flood, a stranger from the East landed on 
Mexico’s shores, riding on a boat with no paddles, said to be 
carried by serpents. His name was Quetzalcoatl, meaning 
‘the feathered serpent’. He and his followers taught the locals 
how to grow crops and domesticate animals. He gave them 
laws and instructed them in the ways of architecture, astron-
omy and the arts. They worshipped him as a deity. But after 
being violently ousted by the followers of a Mexican war god, 
Quetzalcoatl sailed away towards the East, promising one 
day to return.  

The legend of Quetzalcoatl has been told by generations, 
even down to today. We get a description of a heavily bear-
ded individual. He sounds a bit like a foreigner from across 
the ocean, and he brings the gifts of civilization.”16 

 
A bearded stranger comes with a “boat without paddles” from the east – from beyond the sea; 
he appears in Mesoamerica as a culture bringer, is worshipped like a god and leaves the 
country, after a conflict with war god followers, again in eastern direction, but promises to come 
back. This is the core of Hancock’s Quetzalcoatl narrative; the special element of his escape 
from the catastrophe island [=Atlantis] sunk in a flood catastrophe was already projected onto 
the temple relief of Xochicalo. – By the way: while Hancock tells this story, you see indigenous 
people dancing and hear them singing invocations to “Tonantzin, Tonantzin”. This is the old 
Aztec mother of the gods, who – in transformed form – lives on in the Mexican Maria “Madre-
cita” (“little mother”, or “Mommy”; this is the exact Spanish translation of the Aztec tonantzin) 
Virgen de Guadalupe, the patron saint of Mexico with her sanctuary exactly where the To-
nantzin temple used to stand (Tepeyac, Mexico City). But this is only in passing: in any case, 
it is not Quetzalcoatl, who is invoked here, as the episode might suggest. 
     First of all, it has to be stated: There is no old Mesoamerican tradition about a foreign and 
distant, allochthonous origin of Quetzalcoatl (as will be proved further below) – certainly not 
concerning the very old theriomorphic (animal-like) deity “Quetzal-feather-snake” (as the very 
name goes), nor concerning the later anthropomorphic (humanoid) forms of this deity, nor con-
cerning the specific legendary human figure Ce Acatl Topiltzin Quetzalcoatl, that legendary 
priest-king of Tollan (and Cholula). Important here are the following differentiations. 

     Quetzalcoatl can basically be addressed on five different levels of discourse:  

(1)  the theriomorphic representation as a feathered (celestial) serpent, which is the oldest 
in terms of religious history and iconography,   

(2)  the anthropomorphic conception of the deity Quetzalcoatl with specific attributes or in-
signia, but as such also ... 

(3)  fluidly transforming into the wind deity “Ehecatl”, with other characteristic attributes,   

(4)  as well as the purely human figure of the mythical-legendary ‘priest prince’ Ce Acatl 
Topiltzin “Quetzalcoatl” with his alleged sphere of action in Tollan or Cholula, and … 

(5)  the designation “Quetzalcoatl” as sovereign title for certain priestly dignitaries, which 
already shines through in the previous case (4). 

 
Hancock’s account does not only mix these aspects, but in an inadmissible way he also brings 
in quite different other elements. He indeed adds, without uncovering the alien origin of it (a) 
the tradition element of a culture bringer named Ahnt ah Koh’ mah (“He who brings Fires”), 
which is completely independent of Quetzalcoatl, and which can only be found in the tradition 
of the Seri (resp. Comcaac), a nearly extinct indigenous ethnic group independent of Mesoa-
merican languages and traditions in the very northwest of Mexico (Sonora state, and tradition-
ally on the islands of Tiburón and San Esteban in the Gulf of California). Only in this context, I 
know of a tradition about a ‘foreign’ culture hero in a boat without oars or paddles. The myths 

 
16 This story is to be found in the Netflix episode at ca. 22–23 min.  

Drawing by A.G. 2023 [for Copyright-
reasons], as a direct implementation of 
the image with the Culture Hero in the 
"boat without paddles" in Episode Two. 
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of the Seri, recorded by the Coolidge couple before 1939, tell of this culture bringer who actu-
ally was said to have come to the people as a stranger in a “boat without paddles” – but, “from 
the West” (cf. Coolidge & Coolidge, 1939, 116ff; more on this below). That his boat was pulled 
by snakes is again a pure invention of Hancock – probably inspired by the few Aztec Topiltzin 
myth elements about the legendary priest-king of Tollan leaving the country eastward (towards 
Yucatan) on a “snake-raft” (but this has nothing to do with his origin; i.e., where he came from 
in the beginning!). By the way, if one goes “eastward” from the central Mexican east coast, one 
lands directly on Yucatán, where the real-historical connection of some Quetzalcoatl traditions 
also leads to, and not far across the Atlantic, as Hancock would like us to believe – apparently 
following Irwin (1961, 139f)17. According to his own information, he seems to have got the idea 
with the sideways snakes at the boat from Irwin, but his erroneous footnote to this source 
cannot be verified.18 – It remains unclear: What meaning do these snakes carry for Hancock; 
what does he need them for at all? What is the purpose of the artificially inserted detail that the 
‘Atlantoid’ culture hero was pulled across the sea on a rudderless craft by snakes? 
    On the other hand, (b) Hancock factually falls back mainly on myths around the legendary 
priest-king Ce Acatl Topiltzin Quetzalcoatl of Tollan or Cholula – and does not at all rely on 
myths about the deity Quetzalcoatl. The difference between these figures or levels of dis-
course, as emphasized above, seems not to be clear to him at all – especially not that “Quet-
zalcoatl” could also represent a honorific title for highly-ranking (priestly) people (just as in Ce 
Acatl Topiltzin). But even Topiltzin is by no means a complete ‘stranger’ nor a god; rather, the 
most ancient texts rather emphasize his human personality, even if he was indeed “considered 
a god” in many cases by his followers (as would be the case for many “god-impersonators”). 
Most legends describe him as the child of Mixcoatl and Chimalmā/Chimalman. The best illus-
trative evidence for this is a manuscript still written directly in Nahuatl,19 which refers clearly to 
a (lost) old pre-Spanish pictorial manuscript, as the following image with its sketchy rendering 
shows. In the following original image excerpt (cf. Lehmann 1974, 348-350; esp. folio 78), I 
merely replaced the old, hardly legible handwriting with modern typography: 

 
In Xicococ (a mountain near Tollan; 
the place glyph “mountain” is hardly 
recognizable), Topiltzin (here shown 
as a child lying in a cradle) was born 
in the year “one reed” (ce acatl), He is 
visibly ‘linked’ genealogically by a kind 
of chain with his mythical mother 
Chimalmā and the father Mixcoatl. 
Topiltzin or “Ce Acatl Topiltzin” is at-
tested a time of 52 years until his de-
parture from Tollan – which implies a 
full calendar cycle until the next year 

“ce acatl”. He seems to be represented on a kind of throne (beside it there is the hardly recog-
nizable place glyph of Tollan with the name-giving bulrushes; Tollan = “place of the bul-
rushes/reeds”). – In the accompanying Aztec text, Topiltzin’s death is dated to four years later, 
after a five-day illness, at the age of 56 years, in Tlapallan: “And he died [in the year] ‘four 
rabbits’ there in Tlapallan” (auh inic mic nahui tochtli in ompa tlapa[l]lan).”20 

Sahagún emphasizes the mortal form of the man Topiltzin Quetzalcoatl in his report as well: 

“He was ruler of Tollan [tollan tlatoani catca]. And you named him Topiltzin. He was a common man, 
he was mortal; he died; [because] his body decayed; he is no god [ca amo teotl]. [...] He was not 

 
17 Cf. in his book Fingerprints of the Gods (Hancock 1996, 123). 
18 Ibid, 123 (and FN 3): Hancock’s quotation regarding boats “with sides that shone like the scales of 
serpents’ skins” cannot be verified in Irwin (allegedly Irwin 1961, 139f). It seems to be one of his many 
misquotations (see on this also further below, in the discussion of Fingerprints). 
19 Leyenda de los soles (Códice Chimalpopoca or Historia de los Reynos de Colhuacan y de México); 
cf. Lehmann/Kutscher 1974, 322ff for a bilingual rendering of the text (Nahuatl/German). 
20 Lehmann/Kutscher 1974, 351f (§1494f); cf. the quite analogous rendering, ibid., 372 (§1587). 
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supposed to be worshipped as a god [...]. The ancients said that he went to Tlapallan and that he 
would come back. He is still expected. [But] that is not true, that is false, [because] he has died; his 
body has become dust, it became dirt here on this earth [nican tlalticpac otlaltic, otlaçoltic].”21 

 
In Sahagún, it becomes also apparent that the designation “Quetzalcoatl” for the human per-
son Topiltzin was apparently used entirely in the sense of a priestly title of sovereignty.22  
     As I said, for our context, the only decisive point is the observation that the rather indigenous 
origin of this human personage is emphasized in these ancient Topiltzin-Quetzalcoatl traditions 
in Nahuatl (including his death), even if the birth of the priest-king seems mythically exagger-
ated. Hancock’s assertion that Quetzalcoatl seems a bit “like a stranger from across the ocean” 
has no basis in the abundance of other traditions in the Aztec representations in Nahuatl. It is 
a fantasy product of Hancock to re-stylize Quetzalcoatl as Atlantis-compatible as possible.23 
The only verifiable part of Hancock’s statement would be that, depending on the source, certain 
cultural achievements up to the foundation of the calendar system and important functions in 
Cholula24 are attributed to this legendary Toltec ruler personality – mind you, to the human 
person Ce Acatl Topiltzin, not to the deity Quetzalcoatl. A few strands of tradition also speak 
of his departure to the east, to Tlapallan, or by a so-called “snake raft” (coatlapechtli)25, possibly 
to Yucatan (?), where indeed corresponding Quetzalcoatl references can be found; others 
speak primarily (as above) of his unspectacular death, some others describe his mythical trans-
formation into the morning star Venus.26 But the legend of a future return of Topiltzin Quetzal-
coatl, which seems to reflect above all a topical longing for the returning good ruler that can be 
found all over the world (in the same way like the above Sahagún quotation, according to my 
interpretation), is less well documented: today, Mesoamerican studies even increasingly as-
sume that it is basically a colonial legend and not a widely shared Aztec expectation of the 
future, certainly not regarding the ancient deity Quetzalcoatl. For an extensive empirical-text-
based review of the Quetzalcoatl material in all these respects, groundbreaking work has been 
done by Nicholson (2001) and Florescano (1999), who conducted a comparative analysis of 
all available Topiltzin and Quetzalcoatl traditions (cf. also Heep 2019). Regarding the – as it 
were messianic – expectation of a return of the legendary priest-king, a very well-founded 
skepticism has prevailed in Mesoamerican studies today – with regard to their real pre-His-
panic existence. Camilla Townsend summed this up with the title “Burying the White Gods” 
(Townsend 2003). She concludes, following Susan Gillespie’s critical study (Gillespie 1989): 

The whole Topiltzin/Quetzalcoatl legend, as we know it today, “did not exist until Sahagún edited the 
Florentine Codex in the 1560s. […] There is no evidence of any ancient myths recounting the depar-
ture or return of such a god, but in the early years after [the] conquest, discrete elements of the story 
that has become so familiar to us do appear separately in various documents, with the main character 
being mortal rather than divine. […] he is not given the name “Quetzalcoatl” until the 1540s, and then 
not in Nahuatl language texts.” (Townsend 2003, 668f; emphasis by A.G.) 

► Conclusion. – Hancock is apparently unable to differentiate convincingly between the differ-
ent levels of meaning concerning “Quetzalcoatl”; he rather simplifies and mixes in an inadmis-

 
21 Sahagún, Bernardino de (1950–1982), Vol. II, 69.B. 
22 He explicitly states that his name was “Topiltzin” (ibid.). Cf. Nicholson (2001, 30f) regarding “the use 
of Quetzalcoatl as a sacerdotal title,” and Townsend 2003, 668 (“a priestly title”). 
23 The maximum would be a possible reference to the coastal region in view of some Huaxtectic appear-
ing regalia of the humanoid deity (incl. the typical sea-snail-swirl) – but also this would also be ‘native’ 
and still far from ‘transatlantic’. Cf. the old but excellent, differentiated (and still highly appreciated) ac-
count of Quetzalcoatl’s iconography, attributes and myths (among other godheads) in Lewis Spence, 
The Gods of Mexico (Spence 1923, 117-145). 
24 Some colonial legends favor either Tollan or Cholula exclusively, while others link both places to-
gether, as successive locations of Topiltzin’s activities. 
25 Cf. Sahagún (in Seler’s bilingual edition) 1927, 292. 
26 The best differentiated overview of the multiplicity of Topiltzin legends is provided by Nicholson (2001). 
In these “tales from Tollan” (cf. the fifth section in Sahagún 1927, 268ff), by the way, he was not driven 
out by the “war god,” as Hancock claims, but by a priestly Tetzcatlipoca-impersonator and his followers: 
Tetzcatlipoca appears here primarily as a typically unpredictable “trickster” deity; often under the name 
Titlaca[h]uan (“His-slaves-are-we”). 
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sible, faulty way what does not belong together in the first place. He even falsifies the Mesoa-
merican Topiltzin tradition with totally foreign elements from the original Seri tradition with their 
culture hero Ahnt ah Koh’ mah and his “boat without paddles”, which is empirically completely 
unrelated to Mesoamerican Quetzalcoatl references. This last aspect will be further addressed 
and elucidated below. – But Hancock’s Quetzalcoatl mix does not appear for the first time in 
Episode Two of his Netflix series; it already constituted an essential component in Chapter 14 
(“People of the Serpent”) of his book publication Fingerprints of the Gods, published twenty-
eight years ago (Hancock 1995). 

This older presentation of Quetzalcoatl is now to be discussed in more detail in the following. 
For this purpose, a block quote-overview of Hancock’s own basic statements in this publica-
tion’s first edition about the figure “Quetzalcoatl” – including his references to, and handling of, 
sources in the footnotes, – will serve as a starting point and important source reference for the 
analysis in the next pages (cf. Hancock 1995, here especially 105–108).   

 
 

Basic features of Quetzalcoatl in Hancock’s Fingerprints of the Gods  

(p.105) Meanwhile, however, I was keen to pursue another, related line of inquiry. This 
concerned the bearded white-skinned deity named Quetzalcoatl, who was believed to 
have sailed to Mexico from across the seas in remote antiquity. […]  

(p.107) For example, one pre-Colombian myth collected in Mexico by the sixteenth[scil. 
seventeenth]-century Spanish chronicler Juan de Torquemada asserted that Quetzalco-
atl was ‘a fair and ruddy complexioned man with a long beard’. Another spoke of him as, 
‘era Hombre blanco; a large man, broad browed, with huge eyes, long hair, and a great, 

rounded beard – la barba grande y redonda.’1 Another still described him as  

a mysterious person ... a white man with strong formation of body, broad forehead, large eyes, 
and a flowing beard. He was dressed in a long, white robe reaching to his feet. He condemned 
sacrifices, except of fruits and flowers, and was known as the god of peace ... When addressed 
on the subject of war he is reported to have stopped up his ears with his fingers.2   

According to a particularly striking Central American tradition, this ‘wise instructor’ ...  

came from across the sea in a boat that moved by itself without paddles. He was a tall, bearded 
white man who taught people to use fire for cooking. He also built houses and showed couples 
that they could live together as husband and wife; and since people often quarreled in those 
days, he taught them to live in peace.3  

(p.108) […] All the legends stated unambiguously that Quetzalcoatl/Kukulkan/Gucu-
matz/Votan/Itzamana [scil. Itzamna] had arrived in Central America from somewhere 
very far away (across the ‘Eastern Sea’) and that amid great sadness he had eventually 

sailed off again in the direction whence he had come.8
 The legends added that he had 

promised solemnly that he would return one day9 […].  

___________ 

1 Juan de Torquemada, Monarchichia [sic] indiana, volume I, [sic] cited in [Constance Irwin,] Fair 
Gods and Stone Faces, pp. 37-8. 
2 North America [sic] of Antiquity, p. 268, cited in [Donelly,] Atlantis: The Antediluvian World, p. 165. 
3 [John Bierhorst,] The Mythology of Mexico and Central America, p. 161.  […] 
8 New Larousse Encyclopaedia [sic] of Mythology, Paul Hamlyn, London, 1989, pp. 437, 439. 
9 Ibid., p. 437. 

 

Here, too, Hancock first refers to his special version of a “bearded, white-skinned deity named 
Quetzalcoatl” who had come to Mexico “from across the sea” in gray prehistoric times (p.105). 
– Then (p.107) he refers – only by secondary quotation – to the late colonial author Torque-
mada, who reports of a white Quetzalcoatl with a long beard and white robe, who was also 
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peaceable and critical of bloody sacrifices. This “wise instructor” (still presented as Quetzalco-
atl) had come from overseas on a boat that moved “by itself without paddles”; this bearded one 
had taught people how to cook and how to live together peacefully. All traditions would agree 
(p.108) “unanimously” in the fact that he (Quetzalcoatl) had come “from beyond the eastern 
sea” and had set out there again at the end – with the promise to “return one day”. 

Analysis. – Once again, all figures with the designation “Quetzalcoatl” are lumped together. 
Although Torquemada refers to the legends of Topiltzin Quetzalcoatl, Hancock simply and in-
discriminately talks about ‘the’ one Quetzalcoatl, that is, the deity. Hancock’s invented idea of 
an allochthonous, transatlantic origin has already been exposed above as baseless claim. 
Hancock neither seems to realize that with his reference to Torquemada he is sitting on a 
‘white-washed’ colonial narrative in which the Topiltzin-Quetzalcoatl traditions – by now al-
ready some hundred years after the Conquista! – have been completely reconstructed and 
tainted by a white European perspective. Apart from the deity Tonantzin and her fascinating 
transformation into the Mexican “Maria” Virgen de Guadalupe (as of today, with the largest 
pilgrimage streams in the Catholic Church worldwide), Quetzalcoatl was the only native deity 
who was perceived more and more positively with Christian or Christianized eyes, which is 
why he was increasingly subjected to a white-European “hagiographization discourse” (as will 
be illucidated now). This process was almost inversely proportional to the reception of the 
Aztec war- and tribal deity Huitzilopochtli, who received a new European career as a real “devil” 
– as the proverbial “Vitzliputzli” (cf. on this double dynamic of reception, Grünschloß 2006). In 
this discourse of hagiographization, Hancock has now become another active player. – But let 
me first clarify an important question … 

Interim consideration: Where does the “white, bearded” 
Quetzalcoatl with long robe actually come from? 

This will be illustrated by means of four paradigmatic colonial-pe-
riod actors, so that it becomes clear to what Hancock is actually 
referring. – It should be noted that some ancient Mesoamerican 
deities such as Tlaloc or Quetzalcoatl (in pictorial manuscripts or 
sculptures) very rarely, and only un-specifically, have beards – 
just as in the real indigenous human life of the Americas:27 The 
Aztec ruler Motecuhzoma II would be a good example of this, be-
cause the soldier Bernal Diaz reports that he had a black beard28, 
which is also graphically depicted, among others, in the Codex 
Mendoza (see image). Furthermore, beards were apparently of-
ten considered a sign of dignity concerning older (powerful) men 
(and gods) in Mesoamerica. 

    (1) Andrés de Olmos. – Apart from that, the linguistically gifted 
Franciscan friar de Olmos (1500–1571) seems to have been the 
first colonial European (cf. Nicholson 2001, 58), who suddenly 
portrayed the priest-king Topiltzin (Quetzalcoatl) as a “white man” 
(un hombre blanco) with a “great round beard” (barba grande y 
redonda) who was “very chaste [castísimo] and honest and in many things very temperate.” 
He situates him exclusively in Cholula, where he is said to have worked for twenty years, and 
also attributes to him a prophecy concerning an arrival of “white, bearded men by sea” who 
were “his brothers” and would soon “become masters of these lands” (Mendieta 1870 I, 92f; 
Las Casas 1909, 327). These early, but already very clearly Christianizing characterizations 

 
27 One could therefore assume an almost ‘empirical’ parallel, since among male indigenous people or 
“First Nation” members one can, likewise, observe a sporadic and unspecific occurrence of facial hair. 
28 Bernal Diaz, Historia verdadera de la conquista de la Nueva España (1568). German translation: Die 
Eroberung von Mexiko (1982, 210): “He was tall and slender [...]. His black hair fell in curls over his ears. 
[...] He wore a faint but handsome black beard.” – Cf. for a Spanish edition: https://www.rae.es/sites/de-
fault/files/Aparato_de_variantes_Historia_verdadera_de_la_conquista_de_la_Nueva_Espana.pdf; this 
files is also providing a critical apparatus by Guillermo Serés (no date; here: 283). 

Motecuhzoma [Moctezuma] II., 
with beard, sitting in his palace, 
Source: Codex Mendoza; digit-
ally processed (A.G.).  
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of his “Quetzalcoatl” (including a quite suspicious prophecy) are preserved to us today only in 
the quotations of his work by Gerónimo de Mendieta and Bartholomé de Las Casas. 

    (2) Diego Durán. – This Christianity-compatible rendering of 
Topiltzin or Quetzalcoatl with a suspiciously ascetic-‘monastic’ 
appearance can also be encountered by other colonial-period 
Spanish actors. The concrete name designation varies (up to 
an identification with the last Toltec ruler Huemac). The Do-
minican monk Diego Durán (1537–1588) puts him even in a 
much more Christian light in the second part of his Historia de 
las Indias de Nueva España y islas de Tierra Firme. In the first 
chapter of this part, on the “gods and their festivals” (ca. 1579), 
Topiltzin/Hueymac is portrayed as a particularly religious el-
derly gentleman, a dignified “papa,” of tall stature, “bearded,” 
and dressed in a “long robe”; moreover, he was a fasting, pray-
ing, and a penitent ascetic, almost “like a saint” (como persona 
santa). Durán guesses: is he possibly a “blessed apostle” (al-
gún apostol bendito) or was he perhaps even the “Saint 
Thomas” once sent to the ‘Indians’?29  Topiltzin had also gath-
ered disciples (discípulos) around him to build “churches” and 
altars” (edificar iglesias y altares).30 – This clear alignment with 
an ascetic-monastic, at least distinctly European-Christian perspective – up to a Jesus-like 
appearance with a circle of disciples who preach together with him and perform manifest “mir-
acles” (milagros) (!) – leads Durán to alienate Topiltzin more and more from his Mesoamerican 
origin; he even insinuates that he rather might have been an “immigrant from a foreign land” 
(adbenedico [*advenedizo?] de tierras estrañas).31 
     One must therefore count Durán’s remarks – after all, already more than fifty years after 
the Conquista – among the already “distorted” depictions (cf. Nicholson 2001, 100), with very 
Christian eyes. Apart from the snakes, there are no recognizable Mesoamerican Quetzalco-
atl insignia in the above illustration of Durán’s Topiltzin, which already depicts him as a His-
panoid/European-like ruler on a “mat-and-seat” (cf. in contrast to the following pictorial manu-
script sources depicted further below). 

 
29 Cf. for the statements quoted above and below, respectively, the complete facsimile edition of Durán’s 
manuscript from 1579 at the Bibliotheca Digital Hispánica in a very good, accessible online version: 
http://bdh-rd.bne.es/viewer.vm?id=0000169486&page=1 (incl. PDF download option): Cf. here directly 
Duran 1579, p.233, http://bdh-rd.bne.es/viewer.vm?id=0000169486&page=233 (also p.234) and for a 
transcription of the Spanish text: http://hdl.handle.net/11285/573953 (here p.2f). – “Este Topiltzin, que 
por otro nombre llamaron estos indios Papa, fue una persona muy venerable y religiosa, a quien ellos 
tuvieron en gran veneración y le honraban y veneraban como a persona santa.” He is said to have been 
a “hombre muy abstinente y ayunador; vivía castamente y muy penitenciero”. Durán goes on, hesitantly: 
“Porque aunque me quiera atar al sagrado evangelio que dice por San Marcos que mandó Dios a sus 
sagrados apóstoles que fuesen por el mundo y predicasen el evangelio a toda creatura, prometiendo a 
los que creyesen y fuesen bautizados la vida eterna, no me osaré afirmar en que este varón fuese algún 
apóstol bendito.” On the other hand, he insinuates a clear connection with St. Thomas, since both were 
stonemasons crafting skillful stone effigies – and preachers for the indios: “según la relación de él se 
da, era cantero que entallaba imágenes de piedra […]. Lo cual leemos del glorioso santo Tomás ser 
oficial de aquel arte y también sabemos haber sido predicador de los indios”. 
30 In a recognizable analogy to Jesus, he further relates that Topiltzin gathered disciples around him; 
they preached to the people with loud voices and performed “miracles”: “Empero, sábese muy ‘de cierto 
que, después que llegó a esta tierra y empezó a juntar discípulos y a edificar iglesias y altares, que él 
y sus discípulos salían a predicar por los pueblos, y subían a los cerros a predicar […]. Predicaban en 
los valles y hacían algunas cosas maravillosas, que debían de ser milagros.” 
31 Since nothing was known about his origin, he was probably a “foreigner”: “Topiltzin era un hombre 
adbenedico [*advenedizo?] de tierras extrañas, que casi quieren certificar que apareció en esta tierra, 
porque ninguna relación puede hallar(se) de qué parte hubiese venido.” The facsimile edition of Durán’s 
original handwriting clearly carries the somewhat unwieldy word “adbenedico”; some modern renderings 
or references to the text read corrective for it: “advenedizo”. 

Durán’s bearded Topiltzin; digi-
tally processed (A.G.); Biblioth. 
Digital Hispánica (CC BY 4.0) 
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(3) Juan de Torquemada. – This process of colonial-European transformations of Topiltzin 
Quetzalcoatl from a Christian perspective continues to intensify even more. Barely a hundred 
years after the Conquista, the Franciscan friar Torquemada (~1557–1624) surfaced as a pow-
erful discourse-platform for the colonial White-European view of ‘Quetzalcoatl’. His extensive 
Monarquía Indiana appeared in three volumes in Seville in 1615 – that is, even before Ixtlilxo-
chitl’s account (to be discussed shortly). His Topiltzin-Quetzalcoatl material (he speaks only of 
“Quetzalcoatl”) is quite scarce, but because of the significance of his extensive publication, it 
has been much quoted in subsequent times (up to Hancock). From north, groups of people 
had come to Tollan, he reports, possibly stranded Romans or Carthaginians, who were “very 
well dressed” and wore “long black skirts”, “like cassocks of clerics” [como sotanas de Cleri-
gos]”32. They moved on to Cholula, where they stayed and mixed with the population. Quet-
zalcoatl was their important “leader” (caudillo) who ruled them “and whom the Cholultecs later 
worshipped as a god”: he “was considered very handsome, for he was of good stature, white, 
blond, bearded and handsome”33. He worked with his followers in the fields of agriculture, met-
alworking and (precious) stonework. Later, fleeing from his enemy Huemac, he left the country 
to the east, towards Yucatan.  
     In the second volume of his Monarchía, Torquemada again addresses [Topiltzin] Quetzal-
coatl.34 He reports in the 14th chapter “About the God Quetzalcoatl” (in fact, he does speak of 
Topiltzin, but without naming him so), that he was a brilliantly gifted artist of white complexion, 
tall, with long black hair and big eyes and a large round beard: “Dicen de el, que era Hombre 
blanco, crecido de cuerpo, ancha la frente, los ojos grandes, los cabellos largos, y negros, la 
barba grande, y redonda. [...] era grande Artista, y muy ingenioso.” His artistry, especially in 
stone carving (green gemstone/jade)35 is emphasized. He had enjoyed great reverence as king 
of Cholula: “In spiritual and ecclesiastical matters, this Quetzalcoatl was supreme, like a Pon-
tifex Maximus or Pope.”36 Later, after disputes with a Tetzcatlipoca impersonator, he had pro-
phesized (analogous to de Olmos’ account) the arrival of “white men with white beards” who 
were “his brothers.” Torquemada continues with aspects of the wind god, concluding by point-
ing out the relationship to Quetzalcoatl/Kukulcan worship in the east, in Yucatan.  
     Throughout, the highly increased Christian language is striking: Topiltzin, here always re-
ferred to as “Quetzalcoatl” and his followers wear black cassocks like clerics or monks; he was 
white, bearded, and highly respected; he ruled like a “Pope” – and was apparently also already 
a “brother” to the Spanish Christians who would arrive in the later future. 

     (4) Fernando de Alva Ixtlilxochitl. – This increasing conformity with the European-Christian 
interpretation horizon (nota bene: they are all Christian monks who write here!) is now also 
followed by the mestizo/castizo chronicler Ixtlilxochitl37 (1578–1650), who wrote his equally 
Christianized Historia de la nación chichimeca already completely in Spanish (ca. 1640). As a 
later descendant (among others) of the legendary ruler Nezahualcoyotl, he wrote it from the 
perspective of his altepetl38 Tetzcoco, and recognizably with an indigenous “Neo-Spanish” (no-
vohispano) intellectual cultural and religious-political objective (cf. analogously, already early: 
Eschmann 1976, esp. 92–100). This identity-political ‘juggling’ between European education 
and Christianization, indigenous heritage, and micro-patriotic attachment to his own local al-
tepetl was rooted in his contact with native elites, although he was probably not educated 
directly at the Colegio de Santa Cruz de Tlatelolco any more (Brian 2016, 94; Brokaw & Lee, 

 
32 “Estas gentes fueron vnos hombres bien traìdos y bien adereçados de Ropas largas, […] de Lienço 
negro como sotanas de Clerigos,” Torquemada, Monarchia I, ch. III:7 (1723), 255. 
33 “Este se tiene por muy averiguado que fue de muy buena disposicion, blanco y rubio, y barbudo, y 
bien acondicionado”: Torquemada, Monarchia I, ch. III:7 (1723), 255. 
34 This evidence seems to have escaped Nicholson (2001) in his otherwise very extensive comparative 
study of the Topiltzin material (at any rate, he does not mention it in his Torquemada section). 
35 Torquemada talks about green “chalchihuites” (from Nahuatl chalchihuitl, with Spanish plural). 
36 “Lo reverenciaban como a Rei en aquella Ciudad, asi fue, que aunque en lo temporal era el que 
governaba un Senor, llamado Huemac, en lo spiritual, y Eclesiastico, este Quetzalcohuatl era supremo, 
y como Pontifice Maximo.” Torquemada, Monarchia II, ch. 24 (1723) 48 (column 2). 
37 Cf., on his peculiar ethnically ‘hybrid’ novohispano Identity G. Whittaker (2016, here esp. 34–40). 
38 The meaning of the term is “city” or local “city-state” (literally, “water-and-mountain”; presumably to 
represent the fact that a proper ‘city’ is constituted by water supply and a temple mount). 
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20) and his integration into a network of indigenous and Spanish intellectuals.39 As a result of 
his identity politics, he stylizes – completely in the sense of a praeparatio evangelica – his 
ancestor Nezahualcoyotl as a spiritually deeply concerned and highly gifted “poet-king”40 who 
had already referred to a Supreme God in a completely monotheistic way, and in this respect 
would have to be regarded as a precursor of Christianity41. On the other hand he puts Tetzcoco 
in a salvation-historical contrast to the ‘wicked’ center Tenochtitlan/Tlatelolco – and he also 
transforms the ‘religious virtuoso’ Topiltzin completely into a proto-Christian salvation figure.42 
– While the Twelve Franciscan friars in their religious discussion with Aztec nobles in 1524 had 
still categorically emphasized, “Never came to you the breath, the word of the Lord of heaven 
and earth”43, Ixtlilxochitl now knows about an early proclamation and even the erection “of the 
cross” by Quetzalcoatl during the third Aztec world age. Quetzalcoatl is not only described as 
“just, holy and good” (justo, santo y bueno), but that he had established fasting and was “the 
first to venerate and erect the cross” (el primero que adoró y colocó la cruz)44. He was also “a 
good-looking man”, “of serious expression, white and bearded, and dressed in a long robe” 
(Era Quetzalcoatl hombre bien dispuesto, de aspecto grave, blanco y barbado, Su vestuario 
era una túnica larga) and, no wonder, he now even appears to have come “from the East” (vino 
del Oriente).45 – Although the sagas of Tollan collected by Sahagún also spoke of the good-
ness and wisdom of Quetzalcoatl, he is explicitly portrayed as monstrous and ugly, – indeed, 
he is frightened to death when the Tetzcatlipoca-impersonator shows him his own reflection in 
a mirror.46 Ixtlilxochitl, however, by taking up the prior monastic perspectives (see above), de-
picts him as handsome – and also “white”, and dressed in a special “robe”. If one adds the 
report of an alleged early erection of the cross, as well as the multiple references to Quetzal-
coatl with the epithets “philosopher” and “wise man” in the further course of the text,47 then 

 
39 Susan Schroeder summarizes these facts as follows (Schroeder 1997, 6): “For Nahua intellectuals in 
the capital at the turn of the century there was surely a keen sense of urgency to keep to tradition while 
securing vestigial positions of high status within the colonial system. Writing local histories seemed to 
furnish at least temporary solutions for both concerns. Typically, each author focused on his home region 
in order to champion his particular royal lineage and the unique qualities of his own altepetl (kingdom, 
ethnic state). Tezozomoc wrote about the grandness of Mexico Tenochtitlan, Alva Ixtlixochitl did the 
same for his Texcoco altepetl, and Chimalpahin portrayed Amaquemecan Chalco as equal to if not 
better than any other place in the world.” – For a specific assessment of Ixtlilxochitl, cf. Brian (2016), as 
well as Brian, Benton, Villella & Loa (2019) and Brokaw & Lee (2016). 
40 See Bierhost (1985, 103–105.115f) for the (to my knowledge) first massive criticism of this element, 
which was perceived as constitutive and true for a long time. 
41 Symptomatic for this is, among other things, the statement that he allegedly always invoked God only 
with the ‘high’ epithets Tloque Navaque and Ipalnemoani (“Lord of the with-and-nearby”, or: ”Lord of 
ultimate vicinity” resp. “The one-through-whom-one-lives”, or: ”Life-Giver”), – that is, exactly those God 
predications of the Aztec religion, which from the Christian perspective appear to be particularly com-
patible with monotheism, and which the “doce frayles” already tentatively used in their religious conver-
sation with high-ranking Aztecs for their subsequent missionary catechesis (cf. Lehmann 1949, 
Wissmann 1981, Grünschloß 2006b). 
42 Cf. here, until the end of the pragraph above, already Grünschloß (2006b; esp. 800f), as well as 
Nicholson (2001, 113–129). 
43 W. Lehmann (1949), 109. 
44 F. de Alva Ixtlilxochitl, Historia de la nación chichimeca, Madrid 1985, 51. – Cf. in the online edition of 
Ixtlilxochitl’s complete works, via the die resource: www.cervantesvirtual.com. Direct link to the passage 
here: https://www.cervantesvirtual.com/obra-visor/obras-historicas-de-don-fernando-de-alva-ixtlilxochitl-
tomo-1/html/53cd8e0e-a415-11e1-b1fb-00163ebf5e63_471.html: “[…] llegó á esta tierra un hombre á 
quien llamaron Quetzalcohuatl y por otro nombre Huemac, virgen justo y santo, el que vino del Oriente 
y enseñó la ley natural y constituyó el ayuno evitando todos los vicios y pecados: él fué el primero que 
colocó y estableció la cruz á que llamaron Dios de las lluvias y de la salud; cual viendo el poco fruto 
que hacía en la enseñanza de estas gentes se volvió por la parte de donde vino, y al tiempo que fué 
dejó dicho á los naturales de aquellos tiempos que volvería en los venideros en un año que se llamaba 
ce acatl […].” (1892, 470). 
45 Ibid. 
46 Cf. for a rendering of these sagas: Krickeberg (1968), 34–75; Sahagún, according to Seler (1927), 
286–292; Sahagún (1950–1982), Vol. IV. 
47 Cf. Eschmann (1976), 92ff. 
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again all topical ingredients for his Christian retrieval and ‘carrying home’ are gathered in the 
style of a praeparatio evangelica.48 This corresponds to Ixtlilxochitl’s own “Neo-Spanish” iden-
tity-political strategy of identifying as many positive salvation-historical points of contact as 
possible in his own religious culture, family history and city, but ultimately culminates in an at 
least analogous Christian re-construction and homogenization (‘Gleichschaltung’) of Topiltzin 
Quetzalcoatl: he is now thoroughly ‘baptized’ and appears in a fully ‘born-again’ Christian Ge-
stalt. – Without being able to go into further detail: Ixtlilxochitl offers a very peculiar ‘Quetzal-
coatl mix’ (like Durán, he also identifies Topiltzin and Huemac, among others); but he reveals 
above all, a particularly strong Christian influence in his presentation and a surprisingly distinct 
“European smell” of his figure (cf. Nicholson 2001, 125–129). In the end, Topiltzin Quetzalcoatl 
is transformed into a pre- or proto-Christian saint, even more so by this novohispano author 
than by his Spanish predecessors. 

► Conclusion. – Thus, despite the necessarily condensed presentation, one thing becomes 
quite clear in these four examples: In contrast to the legends still handed down in Nahuatl (cf. 
above), Spanish monks and a native Christian novohispano work here with different program-
matic approaches on the same Christianization of Topiltzin or “Quetzalcoatl”. The Christian 
horizon of interpretation alienates the Mesomerican figure(s) at stake here from their own con-
text and forces them into a Christian-European interpretation grid: Topiltzin-Quetzalcoatl loses 
all his distinct Mesoamerican attributes and features, and must therefore inevitably mutate into 
a bearded “stranger” and “white man” who comes in ascetic monastic habit (from the north or 
east), as a Pope-like priest-regent, even before the arrival of his bearded Spanish “brothers” 
that he prophesied. At the end of this process of hagiographization and outright deification, the 
Topiltzin figure (and with it the deity Quetzalcoatl) was transformed into an entirely European, 
Christ-like “handsome” numinous figure of light, and the formerly distinct Topiltzin and Quet-
zalcoatl personae are fused together (see, among others, Heep 2016 & 2019). This hagi-
ographized re-claiming of Quetzalcoatl continues to sediment in this form, in many fields of 
discourse intertwined with these Europeanized categorizations. The colonial-era narrative of 
the bearded, white ‘god’ thereby fully becomes a ready-made template, which not only Han-
cock reproduces without further scrutiny. Diego Rivera’s famous mural in the stairwell of the 
Mexican National Palace also portrays him in this way. From the perspective of the “Church of 
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints” one has tried try to prove with him the truth of the Book of 
Mormon concerning Jesus’ post-Easter appearance in the Americas,49 and in many contem-
porary esoteric discourses he has long been counted among the ‘ascended masters’ and other 
numinous figures of light.50 The self-declared “amateur archaeologist” Constance Irwin also 
used Torquemada’s Quetzalcoatl for her publication (Irwin 1963; vii and 37f). Her program-
matic title, Fair Gods and Stone Faces, directly mirrors this colonial-era invention of Quetzal-
coatl as “handsome” culture bringer. Like Hancock later, she also attempted to ‘prove' the 
foreign cultural influences in the Americas with this interpretation construct in her book. Han-
cock refers to her positively several times in Fingerprints; together with his reading of the ‘cul-
ture heroes’-section in Bierhorst (2002 [11990], 161f), her book may even have had a real 
‘catalytic effect’ for him (as had his role model Ignatius Donelly with his old Atlantis book). 

Further conclusions concerning Hancock’s Quetzalcoatl 

Hancock is completely glued to the white Spanish or novohispano colonial narratives just pre-
sented, in which Quetzalcoatl or Topiltzin appears as a genius and kind, white, bearded cas-
sock- or gown-bearer, and he seriously considers this narrative as ‘original’ and indeed 

 
48 As already said, Ixtlilxochitl constructs this factually also with regard to his forefather Nezahualcoyotl, 
the former king of Tetzcoco, who had already unmasked the indigenous deities as “false gods” and had 
seen in them only demonic idols. His own religion was monotheistic and referred only to the one and 
only Creator and Lord of the world, whom he invoked with the predications Tloque Navaque and Ipal-
nemoani. Throughout his chronicle, Ixtlilxochitl not only places Tetzcoco in antagonism to Tenochtitlan, 
but he gives this antagonism a salvation-historical underpinning and hidden plan that culminates in the 
Conquista and the abolition of the devilish deities (cf. Eschmann 1976, 95f). 
49 Cf. paradigmatically, Hemingway & Hemingway 2004, with massive reference to Torquemada. 
50 Cf. Grünschloß (2006b), esp. 802–805. 
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presents it as such. Thus, back in 1995 (in Fingerprints), unsurprisingly, he already told the 
same legend of the overseas origin of the white wise teacher with the boat without paddle as 
in Episode Two (for the following section, cf. again the detailed Hancock-quote block above). 
Already back in 1995, Hancock obfuscated the completely different origin of this narrative mo-
tif; but he at least gave a source: without disclosing the fundamental difference from Quetzal-
coatl, he in fact refers to the quite different culture-bringer of the Seri (without telling his actual 
name Ahnt ah Koh’ mah), which he had apparently stumbled upon by browsing through John 
Bierhorst, The Mythology of Mexico and Central America (cf. FN 3). Hancock, however, does 
not consult the detailed original account of the Coolidge couple (1939), but only the short ref-
erence in Bierhorst (2002) of just twelve lines, which in its paraphrasing brevity has rather 
tertiary literature character; cf. his FN 3). As in the film episode, he obscures the non-existent 
connection, and makes it look as if there were one, or the one, original legend of ‘the’ Quetzal-
coatl. He also conscientiously conceals the important information – though clearly displayed in 
Bierhorst’s summary account – that this culture bringer did not come from the eastern Atlantic 
at all, but “from the west”. But this detail does not seem to fit into Hancock’s interpretation-
impregnated conception, so he simply omits this detail. One cannot help but assume that Han-
cock deliberately left it out of the picture and suppressed it, which factually leads to a misrep-
resentation of facts, for he repeats (p.108) in conspicuously assertoric language that allegedly 
(a) “all” [!] Quetzalcoatl traditions “unequivocally [!] state” that he had come from “very far” [!] 
beyond the “eastern sea” [!] and (b) had returned there to (c) come back again someday [!]. – 
As already shown, thesis (a) is a pure invention of Hancock under selective use of highly du-
bious source findings and a manipulative integration of the Seri tradition, and thesis (b) is an-
ything but clear, but rather highly questionable, since only a few colonial-period Topiltzin tradi-
tions report his farewell at the sea, and thesis (c) is substantially a product of colonial Christian 
inventiveness with little credible reference to enduringly effective emic perspectives during the 
conquest of Mexico. 

► Conclusion: Thus, the massive problem arises for Hancock that his narrative is based on 
fictional, long since ‘white-washed’ colonial-era claims and re-imaginations about an alleged 
priest-king “Ce Acatl Topiltzin”, and that it cannot tie in with the pre-Hispanic traditions con-
cerning the deity “Quetzalcoatl” either (more on this in a moment). 

A quick look at Nigel Davis’ The Aztecs: A History, an author to whom Hancock even mentions 
several times in his book Fingerprints, could have cured him easily of his idée fixe of the white, 
bearded, over-sea Quetzalcoatl and his announced return. Based on his intensive research 
and extensive knowledge of sources, Davis established – already back in 1973 (!) – that this 
idea is not based on any old pre-Hispanic sources, but rests fully on later colonial inventions 
after the conquest: 

“Now in the first place, it has to be unequivocally stated that the story of the bearded 
white Quetzalcoatl is a purely post-Conquest invention, and native pictorial codices 
give absolutely no support to such assertions.” (Davis 1973, 258) 

After having made this assertion, Davis then goes on to specify … 

“Quetzalcoatl often wears a duck-bill mask as god of the wind; when depicted without this, he either 
has a completely black face, or sometimes black but with a vertical yellow stripe. It is true that some-
times the deity is shown wearing a beard, but so also are many of the older Mexican gods; as a 
creator god, he naturally ranks among these.  
      So much for the bearded white god. Even the notion of a deep-seated and ancient legend that 
Quetzalcoatl would return from the east in the year One Reed rests on somewhat slender founda-
tions. This is also a story that comes to us from Hispanized chroniclers, not from earlier native ac-
counts, and their references to the subject are moreover rather vague.” (ibid.) 

One cannot but agree with Davis, even if one only knew the traditions only halfway. Therefore, 
he himself sketches several sources that draw a completely different picture of Quetzalcoatl 
(cf. analogously below, right, my pictorial representations of Quetzalcoatl in old codices). Davis 
already cautiously expressed his critical reservedness towards the Quetzalcoatl-return-myth 
as reliable historical element. Nowadays, since the concrete historical reality of that legendary 
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“Topiltzin” figure has become highly questionable anyway, this led to a far-reaching consensus 
in Mesoamerican research, with which the idea of an allegedly widespread Aztec hope for the 
return of a “white god” during the Conquest has been finally carried to its grave.51 

One must also take a closer look at Hancock’s footnotes in this context: Footnotes 1–3 (cf. 
above, p.16) all offer only mediated citations or secondary citations; footnotes 3, 8, and 9 refer 
only to tertiary literature, even for such weighty basic theses (but Hancock likes to work with 
such ‘more distant’ tertiary sources). One must therefore state: Hancock the “journalist” appar-
ently does not care in an ‘investigative’ manner about original perspectives and original cita-
tions in their respective contexts of origin. The example of the Ahnt ah Koh’ mah culture-hero 
of the Seri can illustrate this particularly well. In the preceding illustration (left), one sees this 
figure from the original publication of Coolidge & Coolidge (1939, 117), which the couple’s 
native informant named “Santo Blanco” had drawn for them; it is also depicted after the para-
phrased mini-version of the myth in Bierhorst (2002, 163) – that is, it cannot possibly have 
escaped Hancock’s notice (cf. his FN 3). The strikingly Christian-looking depiction of this cul-
ture hero of the Seri tradition shows no similarities with any iconographic conventions from 
Mesoamerican Quetzalcoatl or Topiltzin traditions. Ahnt ah Koh’ mah is another, a foreign 
character – he has nothing to do with Quetzalcoatl or Topiltzin. 

 

       

       
The left, amazingly ‘Christian’ appearing regalia (1) with crosses, ‘monsignor’ hat and long cross staff (Coo-
lidge & Coolidge 1939, 117) are opposed by Quetzalcoatl’s typical attributes and accessories: Black face, 
conical-tipped jaguar-skin hat, copal resin incense burner (incensario) on the snake staff plus priestly copal 
resin bag (2), furthermore either a “wind-haul” or a “spear-slinger” atlatl (3–5), as well as sometimes a beak-
shaped face mask as attribute of the wind god Ehécatl (cf. 2 and 3), as well as a breastplate or shield with 
shell wind ornaments, bells on the ankles (etc.). – These Quetzalcoatl regalia are also worn by the priest-
king Ce Acatl Topiltzin Quetzalcoatl, who is depicted in image (5) performing a bloodletting ritual. – The four 
relatively famous illustrations from old pictorial manuscripts (digitally processed by me in each case) come 
from: Codex Borbonicus (2), Codex Magliabechiano (3), and Sahagun’s Codex Florentinus (4, 5). 

 
51 Camilla Townsend coined the eloquent title “Burying the white Gods” for this (Townsend 2003). Cf. 
also Restall 2003, Bernhard 2013, Heep 2019, and critical, but still relatively ‘restrained’, Peters 2010. 

The Seri culture hero Ahnt ah Koh’ 
mah (1) – and ancient Mexican im-
ages of the anthropomorphic figure 
of Quetzalcoatl (2-4), as well as To-
piltzin in Quetzalcoatl regalia (5). 

(2)                (3) 

(4)            (5) 

(1) 



 – 24 – 

► Conclusion: Contrary to Hancock’s “unambiguously” stated assertion, the examples from 
Mesoamerican codices collected above show neither beard (!) nor white skin (!) nor white or 
black cassock (!) – just to state that explicitly, for the records. This does not even touch the 
area of the once again extremely different, but ultimately even much older – purely theriomor-
phic – “feather snake”. The purely snake-like – but in this form especially old – representations 
of Quetzalcoatl would not fit at all, neither to the left figure, nor to Hancock’s macro-thesis 
about the human Atlantoid human culture-bearer (compare also the Quetzalcoatl-illustrations 
from the Codex Telleriano-Remensis down below, in my conclusion). 

A longer commentary is unnecessary in the light of these findings: Hancock’s simple amal-
gamation of the two figures or the two tradition complexes (Seri and Mesoamerican) is obvi-
ously completely inadequate and inadmissible. A little touch of genuine research could easily 
have saved him from this implausible identification and amalgamation. The question therefore 
arises: Was this amalgamation possibly quite deliberately manipulated in such a way and 
pasted into the book and film with a direct deceptive intent? – Hancock’s undifferentiated, al-
most elementalized statement about the Quetzalcoatl legend in the above film quote, mixes 
the two myth complexes without any explanation and reservations, but emphatically veils their 
divergent origins and in this fictitious form pretends to be the regular ‘standard myth’ of Quet-
zalcoatl. This reveals at least the fact of a ‘deliberate or willful blindness’, in my opinion. Han-
cock’s premise seems to urgently need any ‘hint’ of an allochthonous origin – from beyond the 
eastern sea – for his invented, refabricated Quetzalcoatl in ‘Atlantoid’ form. The Ahnt ah Koh’ 
mah-legend here just fits too nicely: One only has to remove the annoyingly inappropriate ele-
ment of his origin “from the West” and let the boat, which moves “without paddles”, be pulled 
by (Quetzal)snakes (cf. again the quotation from Episode Two with the related drawing), and 
the Hancock fiction of a transatlantic journey of Quetzalcoatl from his alleged homeland, which 
sank into chaos [Atlantis], is ready. If there is no direct proof at hands, one just fakes it. Doesn’t 
this necessarily imply a conscious deceptive intent in Hancock’s story telling? 

► Interim Result: None of Hancock’s statements about Quetzalcoatl are reliable in any 
empirical or historical way – they are based on inventions and manipulations. 

This corresponds with a highly incorrect reference work in his footnotes. In the footnotes to be 
addressed here (cf. citation block above, p.16), one finds several citation errors and typos.52 

► Hancock arrives at no less than four citation errors within five of his footnotes!  
      (And they are still carried on in his ‘updated’ second edition, Hancock 2001) 

These few examples, rather randomly surfacing under the magnifying glass, show – within 
their context to be discussed here – that Hancock uses his sources merely as a quarry for his 
theories without attempting any deeper ‘research’ or even rudimentary source criticism. In 
other publications, too, he simply takes what he considers useful for his agenda – no matter 
from whom and where. The reference to Donelly, Atlantis, is, for example, historically unobjec-
tive: To refer positively to an author whose credibility has been deconstructed in such a way 
for more than a hundred years is as if today an alternative non-fiction author would refer quite 
naively to an old writing from the pre-Copernican epoch to reestablish his worldview that the 
sun indeed revolves around the earth after all, and not vice versa (as the narrow-minded ‘main-
stream’ astrophysics is ‘claiming’). – These few examples already show that Hancock’s han-
dling of sources is clearly sub-academic – despite the recognizable attempt to imitate scientific 
writing and argumentation superficially in form, with many (even if faulty) footnotes and refer-
ences. Concerning his formal intention, Hancock works clearly recognizably in a deliberate 

 
52 The Torquemada title in Hancock’s FN 1, which is only quoted indirectly via Constance Irwin (Fair 
Gods ..., 1963), is reproduced incorrectly: instead of “Monarchichia” it should of course be “Monarchia” 
(or “Monarqía”, both spellings exist in the editions); furthermore, Hancock refers to Torquemada’s wrong 
book: Irwin’s own quotation is not from Volume I of Torquemada’s Monarchía, but from his Segunda 
parte de los veinte i un libros rituales i monarchia indiana (cf. Torquemada 1723), as Irwin himself quite 
correctly states (1963, cf. 37f and 318). The title in FN 2 should have been “The North Americans of 
Antiquity” (and not “North America of Antiquity”). As a minor issue, FN 8 has a little typo: the correct 
spelling of the encyclopedia referred to should be “Encyclopedia” (and not “Encyclopaedia”). These 
citation errors indeed correspond with further incorrect information (cf. citation block p.16 under "scil."). 
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pseudo-scientific pose. But his source and literature work is, as a matter of fact, uncritical and 
non-investigative. Strictly speaking, it even proves to be sub-journalistic, which casts a rather 
poor light on the overall credibility of Hancock as “journalist”.  

► Hancock’s handling of sources and literature work is shoddy, superficial, and flawed. 

Everyone with a solid education in Cultural Studies will immediately notice these obvious def-
icits, even on a first cursory reading of Hancock’s publications. The above-mentioned problems 
concerning the mishandling of sources, unfortunately, do not constitute an isolated case. 
These can be detected, for example, just as consistently in his book Visionary. Hancock always 
‘uses’ sources in a highly selective way – according to his ideological primary perspective: 
everything serving this purpose is equally used, no matter how old(fashioned), offside, un-
tested or outdated it is – and everything contrary is either left out, concealed or defamed. And 
still far worse: his mixing of the Ahnt ah Koh’ mah-myth with “Quetzalcoatl” narrations pre-
sented by him has shown that he not only conceals conflicting aspects, but does not even 
seem to shy away from (deceptive) manipulation – neither in his books, nor in the series. 

Quetzalcoatl in the context of Graham Hancock’s fiction story War God 

To round off the contextualization of Hancock’s theses in his work, we should at least take a 
brief look at another plane of his publications: his fiction trilogy War God, which is set in Mexico 
at the time of the Spanish conquest. The second volume, The Return of the Plumed Serpent, 
is of particular importance for the present topic (Hancock 2014). Regarding Quetzalcoatl, the 
glossary entry at the end of the book actually informs again with the same Hancock variant of 
the manipulated legend already known to us: 

“Quetzalcoatl, ‘The Plumed Serpent’, the god of peace of ancient Central America. Described as 
white-skinned and bearded, an age-old prophecy said he had been expelled from Mexico by the 
forces of evil at some time in remote prehistory, but that he would return in the year 1-Acatl (‘One-
Reed’), in ships that ‘moved by themselves without paddles’ to overthrow a wicked king, abolish the 
bloody rituals of human sacrifice and restore justice. And as it happened, the year 1519 in our cal-
endar, when Cortés landed in the Yucatán in sailing ships that ‘moved by themselves without pad-
dles’, was indeed the year One-Reed in the Mexica calendar.”  

That is, also here the “boat without paddle” of the Seri culture-bringer is simply smuggled into 
the Gestalt of Quetzalcoatl – but this time only at the end of his activity and then in connection 
with the appearance of the Spaniards: This is obviously a new transformation of Hancock’s 
hybrid invention. Again, one learns nothing about the old theriomorphic figures of the deity, nor 
about their humanoid figures deviating from Hancock’s all-valid favorite vision (cf. my codices 
examples above). And here again it becomes evident: Hancock cannot differentiate at all be-
tween the different levels/aspects of “Quetzalcoat”: for him, the ancient (primarily theriomor-
phic) Mesoamerican deity Quetzalcoatl, just like its dazzling humanoid representations, is quite 
simply identical with the human priest-ruler Ce Acatl Topiltzin. The novel itself succinctly states: 

“The description accorded perfectly with all ancient testimony concerning the bearded, white-skinned 
god Quetzalcoatl whose return, it had long ago been prophesied, would take place this very year – 
the year One-Reed. Indeed Quetzalcoatl’s full name was Ce-Acatl Quetzalcoatl meaning ‘One-Reed 
Quetzalcoatl’.”   (cf. Ebook-edition, p.25; easily accessible via books.google.com) 

There is no need to comment on this anew. In his novel, Hancock again reproduces his hybrid 
Quetzalcoatl, in elementalized form. In the epilogue “War God and History” he briefly opposes 
the idea, widely shared in today’s Mesoamerican studies, that the expectation of return was a 
Spanish ‘invention’ deliberately used in colonial times: in his opinion, the old pre-Hispanic rep-
resentations of the “feathered serpent” would contain a coherent tradition of bearded culture-
bringers with European or Caucasian facial features. Once again, we see: Hancock neutralizes 
all the different forms and levels of manifestation of Quetzalcoatl in Mesoamerican contexts 
and transforms everything to his ‘European’, bearded, white miraculous figure – a kind of trans-
atlantic “Getafix/Panoramix” (cf. my summary at the end). Thus, it is no wonder that this novel 
again breathes life into the colonialist thesis of indigenous passivity: that the people of Mexico 
would have reacted with terror and shock-stare to the bearded white newcomers. Very high 
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frequencies of word combinations in the novel are found in expressions like “the white skins”, 
“the white skinned”, “the white men”, “white skin bearded”, “return of Quetzalcoatl” (and the 
like) – as well as in Hancock’s global favorite construction form “great pyramid”.  
     With this, all three of Hancock’s presentation levels – film/series, ‘non-fiction’ and fiction – 
have been discussed. Before I turn to an overall analytical assessment of his procedures, I 
should take a brief look at the analogous working method of Marco M. Vigato, with whom 
Hancock made the interpretation of the temple relief in Xochicalco in Episode Two. 
 
 

3)  Excursus:  Hancock’s soul mate “expert” Marco M. Vigato and his  
atlantological work 

Surprisingly, Marco Vigato mentioned the Quetzalcoatl temple of Xochicalco only with a pass-
ing brief reference in his recent book publication The Empires of Atlantis (Vigato 2022, 135), 
although he dedicated himself to these temple remains quite extensively in an earlier onilne 
publication on his blog “Uncharted Ruins” (Vigato 2015).53 
     But as in the abridged version of the interpretation in Episode Two (discussed in the first 
section above), Vigato here also completely omits the east relief side of the temple platform, 
although he otherwise devotes himself to many details – and, noteworthy, with very good own 
photographs of the temple ruins. In his section “Feathered Snakes ...”54 the (left) south side 
and the glyph 9 RE with the alleged ‘burning and sinking temple’ is discussed. Vigato interprets 
the findings in his online essay as follows: 

“A seated figure, possibly Quetzalcoatl himself in human form, is being carried above the waters on what 
might be interpreted as a boat of snakes, accompanied by the glyph of the wind. Behind his shoulders, 
what appears to be a flaming temple on an island is hit by a giant wave and submerged by the waters, 
again symbolized by the cosmic serpent. The depiction of the sacred island is accompanied by the glyph 
‘9 eye of reptile’, associated with the Wind and with Quetzalcoatl as the god of Wind”. […] 

“An enlarged detail of the glyph combination that we suggest might represent the original homeland of the 
gods, the ‘Island of the Winds’, in its final moments before its sinking. Great flames rise from the temple 
on top, while the wave-like symbols underneath it might suggest the idea of it sinking or being submerged 
by the waters. The tail of the cosmic snake takes the form of a giant wave, hitting the temple from the 
East. The glyph ‘9 eye of reptile’, inserted within a cartouche, might hint to the original name of the island 
as the ‘Island of the Winds’.” (Vigato 2015; both quotations are from his picture captions; photos 11 & 12) 

 
As already explained, the interpretation of the sitting figure as a humanoid manifestation of 
Quetzalcoatl is not plausible in the present Mesoamerican context, since all insignia pointing 
to this figure are missing. Moreover, Vigato again omits the second figure in this publication, 
which is not riding on the snake but sitting on the ground (cf. my comments in my first section 
above). The assertion that the tail of the snake would hit the “island” with a wave is nonsensical, 
because the – completely silenced and omitted – east side indeed offers a different sequence 
with the tail end designed exactly the same (but without an “island” that is being hit by a wave 
from the tail; as discussed before). The claim that the calendar glyph “9 RE” refers to the name 
of a so-called “island of the winds” is implausible and seems readily made up – since: where 
does he take this idea from? Furthermore, he asserts that celestial serpents are associated 
worldwide with comets, just like Quetzalcoatl, who (in Vigato’s opinion) is also connected with 
wind, fire and water (?). One notices immediately that everything is artificially boosted by Vi-
gato towards an alleged comet and flood cataclysm to somehow project the connection with 
an apocalyptic destruction of Atlantis – and its culture bringer(s) – onto the surface of the arti-
facts in Xochicalco. He formulates this strong inclination with his own words: “The overall pic-
ture is a highly suggestive [sic] of a fiery catastrophe terminating in a giant flood that consumed 
the original homeland of the gods.” Indeed, I beg to differ completely.  
     Naturally, the almost reflexively typical reference to the Codex Boturini must not be missing 
in such an elaboration (cf. ibid., section: “A leap to the other side of the Atlantic”), a pictorial 

 
53 Cf. http://unchartedruins.blogspot.com/2015/07/the-pyramid-of-xochicalco-monument-to.html. 
54 Unfortunately, the online resource (ibid.) does not provide page or figure numbers. 
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manuscript which contains the Aztec wandering legend, starting from a mythical origin on a 
mysterious island “Aztlan”, which since Donelly’s Atlantis-publication has often been used as 
an alleged – but also long since deconstructed – refer-
ence to the Aztecs’ origin from “Atlantis”. Unfortunately, 
this pictorial ‘wandering saga’ (also known as Tira de la 

Peregrinación) offers no evidence at all which alludes to 
any cataclysmic event, because the departure from the 
legendary island in a lake (according to the tradition 
somewhere in the north, which would approximately rep-
resent the real historical migration of the Uto-Aztec 
speakers from north to south) takes place completely un-
excited and peacefully – both in the pictorial manuscript 
itself (see my digitalized illustration from the Codex’s first 
page), as well as in the oral narration of the Tira de la 

Peregrinación in the so-called Codex Aubin.55 Disregard-
ing the real empirical evidence, until today Atlantis-‘re-
searchers’ inaccurately claim that the departure of the Aztecs from Aztlan in the year ‘one flint’ 
represents an escape from the sinking Atlantis “during a tremendous catastrophe” (sic).56  
 
Equally superficial is Vigato’s interpretation of a halfway-preserved glyph on the 
southeast side, with a human head sticking out of the water (cf. my sketch on the 
right): he interprets it as a possible reference to a “deluge”, in silent adoption of 
Le Plongeon, who already claimed to have identified this as the “‘basin of the 
Atlantic Ocean’[!], within which is a man submerged to his neck” (Le Plongeon 1913/14, 172). 
Contextually, it would be much more evident to see in it primarily a typical Mesoamerican place 
glyph (a ‘toponym’), since these are built quite analogously and have survived in Mexico even 
up to the present, as city coats of arms. Two examples may serve as an illustration: the Mexi-
can towns of Axochiapan or Huitzilac, with their old Aztec place glyphs still in use today (as 
Vigato should indeed know, since he lives in Mexico):   

    (1) The glyph A[tl]-Xochi[tl] (“water” atl and “flower” xochitl) and atl again, plus 
place-suffix -pan expresses: “at the river of water flowers” (or water lilies).  

    (2) Huitzil[in] (“hummingbird”) plus a[tl] (“water”) and the analogous place-suffix 
-c is, accordingly, “at the river of hummingbirds” (or “at the hummingbird river”). – 
Correspondingly, the Xochicalco glyph with the human head in the water would 
rather be interpreted as “place where a human [or humans] is [are] in the water [or 
in a stream]”; maybe even referring to specific personages, in case an additional 
identifying name glyph might have existed earlier (the relief is heavily damaged). In any case, 
the reading of a cataclysmic flood is indeed neither obvious, nor contextually cogent here. 
 
These examples of Vigato’s (analogous to Hancock’s) eisegetical and projective modus op-
erandi must suffice; but they are important for illuminating the background of the Xochicalco 
interpretation in Episode Two. – Vigato, who, without any recognizable Mesoamericanist train-
ing, nevertheless promotes himself emphatically to an “expert on ancient Mesoamerica”57, is 
obviously a real ‘soul mate’ of Hancock, since he works in the same one-sidedly projective way 
like him. It could be conceded to Vigato that he has occupied himself as a lay man with some 
knowledge in Mesoamerican iconography, but his analyses are not obtained empirically, but 
rather appear simply as results of an interpretation highly impregnated by preceding interpre-
tations: He is always rummaging through his ruins and artefacts for ‘antlantoid echoes’, without 
discussing them carefully within their own contextual plane of reference. One can readily im-
agine what kind of misled and hermeneutically manipulative ‘the Atlantis myth is still right’-
research the “Archaeology Research and Exploration” (ARX) 58 community founded by him in 

 
55 Cf. Krickeberg (1968), 85–90 („Was eine alte Bilderhandschrift erzählt“; = Codex Aubin, from 1576). 
56 Cf. as a typical example of this misinterpretation: https://atlantisforschung.de/index.php?title=Aztlán. 
57 Cf. his self-description under “Team” on the Internet page: https://www.arxproject.org. 
58 Cf. ibid. 
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2020, can produce. As can be seen clearly, Vigato’s hermeneutic intention is driven by the 
same ideological vector as Hancock’s: to gather and present (alleged) evidence that there are 
myths of culture-bearers who came after the cataclysmic catastrophe of Atlantis and imparted 
(culture-)technology, knowledge, and wisdom to the ancient ‘hunter-gatherers’ of many cul-
tures for the first time.59 With Vigato, however, an additional revelation-historical motive or 
downright religious postulate is surfacing: that this process allegedly also manifests a world-
wide mediation and dissemination of an ancient ‘theosophical’ spirituality! In espousing these 
ideas, Vigato reveals that he takes at face value – and surprisingly uncritically – Helena P. 
Blavatsky’s theosophical visions of history from the 19th century, including even her empirically 
ungrounded and inhumane “root races” doctrine (cf. explicitly on the latter Vigato 2022, 24–
27!). No wonder, therefore, that his Atlantis-publication has already drawn some very harsh 
criticisms.60 – But now back again to Graham Hancock and his methods. 

 

4) Fingerprints of the Fraud? – Hancock’s methods expose him as ‘perpetrator’ 

After the above inspection and analysis of Hancock’s representations in the three genres of 
film/series, ‘non-fiction’ and novel, the result is not only disappointing, but downright devastat-
ing. The series – apart from a few pretty pictures of Cholula – is neither able to represent any 
reliable information nor generate any new knowledge: neither concerning the artificial temple 
mountain of Cholula with its multifaceted ritual complex, nor in view of the (actually extremely 
fascinating) ritual water garden at Tetzcotzinco, nor concerning the imposing temple relief of 
Xochicalco, or the fictitious Quetzalcoatl myth as spread by Hancock throughout his work. I 
otherwise do like to use excerpts from TV documentaries about Mesoamerican findings for 
visualizations in my university teaching – but Hancock’s Episode Two is useless (except to 
expose his bad way of working or using it as an example for typical hermeneutic mistakes): I 
don’t know of any similarly bad and misleading TV documentary about Mesoamerica, because 
the empirical objective knowledge gain displayed in it goes right toward zero – with a propor-
tional accumulation of factually inaccurate or even manipulated reports. 
     The same must be stated for the other two levels of presentation in his ‘non-fiction’ book 
Fingerprints of the Gods and his novel War God: Return of the Plumed Serpent. At no point is 
Hancock concerned with illuminating Mesoamerican traditions and artifacts in their respective 
contexts. He selectively takes into his hands only that which is apparently useful to him for 
making his ‘master narrative’ plausible. He ‘uses’ these objects, manipulates his sources, con-
ceals contradicting evidence, and in doing so, megalomaniacally stages himself as an investi-
gative ‘researcher’ and all-informed intellectual who – despite his lack of any solid knowledge 
of contexts or language – browses through all cultures, all world contexts, and all world epochs 
equally in order to uncover the actual truth behind “mainstream” research which he univocally 
describes as uninterested in this truth and as lacking insight (especially archaeology, in his 
opinion). As absurd and unrealizable as this may sound, his aspiration is nevertheless aiming 
at a thoroughly enlightening attitude. He wants – structurally comparable to Erich von Däniken 
and the Ancient Astronaut-theories – to uncover the true history ‘behind’ the worldwide myths 
and artifacts, he wants to show, how it really was: that there are traces of an “advanced” culture 
everywhere in the world after the cataclysmic “impact”, with knowledge and technology stocks, 
which its survivors would have spread on the whole world as civilizational culture heroes and 
heroines. If this event happened about 12,000 years ago, how is it that the alleged collective 
memories of these “culture bringers” – without any written tradition – do in fact manifest them-
selves only about 10,000 years later? In the examples discussed here, neither the oldest re-
mains of Cholula (ca. 300 B.C.E.) nor the temple of Xochicalco (ca. 700–900 C.E.) nor the 
traditions of Ce Acatl Topiltzin (max. “post-classical” phase) and certainly not the ritual complex 

 
59 Cf. exemplarily, his contributions to http://unchartedruins.blogspot.com, as well as to https://mem-
bers.ancient-origins.net/articles/sphinx-tlayacapan (here also with reference to the older Atlantis re-
searcher D. Ruzo, El valle sagrado de Tepoztlán: Los templos atlantes de México, 1978, 1998). 
60 Cf. Jason Colavito: https://www.jasoncolavito.com/blog/review-of-empires-of-atlantis-by-marco-m-vi-
gato, as well as Carl Feagan: https://ahotcupofjoe.net/2022/03/book-review-empires-of-atlantis/. 
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at Tetzcotzinco (15th century C.E.) reach back into these gray pre-historic times. Hancock can-
not plausibly explain this huge historical gap or bridge it in any way that would be plausible or 
comprehensible (and acceptable from any Cultural Studies perspective) without any ‘sustain-
able’ written instances of mediation! – Another problem is that flood myths in the high valley of 
Mexico (at an altitude of about 2100 m) owe empirically different conditions to those down at 
the coast. Since the huge lake around the metropolis of the Aztec empire had no outflow, large 
rainfalls could have had immediate catastrophic effects. Some sources report such events, but 
of course no (imagined) Atlantic floods far, far down, deep at the coastal level, to be sure. 

But how does Hancock actually proceed in his interpretations, what are his methods in dealing 
with ancient texts and architectural artifacts?61   

     (1) Old-style phenomenological strategy of comparison. – Hancock’s primary methodologi-
cal approach is a comparative one, structurally reminiscent of the old-style approach of the so-
called (comparative) “phenomenology of religion” (e.g., Friedrich Heiler, Gerardus van der 
Leeuw, Gustav Mensching, Mircea Eliade). There, too, the ‘evidence’ for the comparative view 
of universal “ideas”, “phenomena” and “patterns” was stripped of its context in order to illustrate 
and make plausible the primary ideational basic “phenomena” which were gained before in an 
inner eidetic “revelation of essences” (German: “Wesensschau”) – analogous to the esoteric 
idea of the so-called “archetypes” by Carl Gustav Jung. This extremely de-contextualizing pro-
cedure has been sustainably eliminated from the methodical canon in academia – at the latest, 
from the 1960s/1970s onwards. The latest ‘classical’ representative of this interpretation-im-
pregnated approach, Mircea Eliade, was therefore increasingly (and correctly so) migrated 
from the academic, science and non-fiction section to the ‘spiritual’ and ‘esoteric’ corner in the 
bookstores. Why? Because from an empirical point of view, with correspondingly focused de-
tail studies, it can be clarified again and again that many such comparisons were methodically 
limping and that only a “thick description” (Geertz) in the context ‘on the spot’ could clarify and 
sustainably analyze the function and meaning of certain ideas or artifacts. And, that only on a 
dense empirical basis, systematizations and plausible comparative perspectives can be devel-
oped in an inductively building-up process, instead of a deductive top-down approach. Han-
cock clearly follows the latter. 
    Of course, Hancock does not know this lasting criticism of the old comparative methodology 
in the history of science, therefore he takes up Mircea Eliade or Carl Gustav Jung again so 
unbiasedly (e.g. in Visionary) – and continues to work in this comparative-phenomenological 
form himself – however, in a rather amateurish way. His approach is not inductive, but thor-
oughly de-ductive and eisegetical: starting from his ‘master narration’ of transatlantic culture-
bringers he desperately searches for all possible testimonies which might illustrate this thesis 
to be plausible worldwide ‘evidence’ – and if it has to be, his ideology is also ‘read into’ certain 
findings with hermeneutical force. This leads to the second methodological criticism ... 

    (2) Decontextualization. – For the plausibilization of his ideas about the worldwide culture-
bringers [from ‘Atlantis’] he has to de-contextualize all texts and artifacts which he wants to 
take into account. Only with such a methodical neutralization of the real cultural environment 
and the respective historical contexts of meaning and function (and with a marginalization of 
deviating findings) the projection of his ‘master narrative’ can succeed at all. The examples 
discussed have clearly demonstrated this. Hancock selectively chooses only those elements 
that happen to fit (and leaves out all deviating data streams), unifies them accordingly (cf. his 
artificially homogenized Quetzalcoatl narrative) and alienates them from their actual context. 
In this way he can then carry out his projection and present it as an apparently plausible inter-
pretation – undisturbed by contextually self-imposing information contradicting his intention. 
Thus, his approach follows the same pattern as Ancient Astronaut narrations: Something ‘looks 
like’ (an astronaut god, spaceship, or technical instrument, etc.), therefore it is. This short-
circuited hermeneutics was rightly reproached in the case of von Däniken and similar protag-
onists. One classical example is the famous tomb of Palenque: only if one ignores its Maya 
glyphs (deciphered long ago, since the 1970s), as well as the clearly recognizable ‘tree of life’ 

 
61 Cf. my quite analogous observations on Ancient Astronaut discourses (Grünschloß 2006a, 14f). 
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and the throat of the ‘earth monster’ (etc.), one can still speak at all of a spaceman in a flying 
device or spacecraft (in this, however, von Däniken shows up until today quite unswervingly). 
Research that can be called “investigative” at all would have to try first of all to critically ponder 
on possible alternative interpretations in the light of the autochthonous real context. None of 
this can be found in Hancock’s work: everything that in his eyes could even remotely look like 
a – preferably white, bearded – Atlantean culture-bringer fits directly – or is transformed and 
forcefully ‘made to fit’. 

     (3) Dialectics between truth and disenchantment of myths. – In analogy to Ancient Astro-
naut theories and their role model of famous ‘lay researcher’ Heinrich Schliemann, who had 
also believed in the ‘truth of myth’ and then uncovered the (allegedly) real Troy, Hancock tries 
to emphasize the actual truth of the god myths, even if he simultaneously transposes them to 
another level and demystifies them as a collective memory of technologically superior Intra-
mundane Aliens, who were then stylized as ‘gods’ (or deities). This dialectic of downright pious 
scripturalism and a debunking technological ‘explanation’ of the myth was also constitutive of 
Ancient Astronaut genre: humanoid (usually male) astronauts once intervened on this planet. 
Similar ‘Alien’ cultural founders were also active according to Hancock, who were later cele-
brated as deities in an ‘elevated’ but somehow still reality-based reverence in mythical collec-
tive memories. This post-religious, almost secular spirituality, or vice versa, this myth-loyal, 
scripturalist materialism, is a hybrid product of the recent present and its search for a new unity 
between a scientific-technological worldview and the spiritual search for a truth of the religious. 
In Hancock’s work, this element is particularly evident in his book Visionary. 

     (4) Technological or culture-technical projections. – Hancock’s theory revolves around the 
idea of an “advanced” cultural epoch before the great cataclysmic event. In his universe of 
meaning, this postulated advanced culture functions quite analogously to the technologically 
highly developed ‘god-astronauts’ in von Däniken and the Ancient Astronaut theories: the dis-
semination of their knowledge and (cultural) technology stocks had produced the great mega-
lithic cultures in the first place, and the techniques for mining, hewing, transporting and erecting 
massive, hard stone blocks, which are hardly comprehensible to us, are explained by an ‘alien’ 
knowledge transfer – just like other cultural techniques and the calendar system. This is much 
more prominent in Hancock’s interpretations of the Egyptian pyramids. In the examples dis-
cussed here, this line of argumentation only became clear briefly in the context of the Tetzcot-
zinco, when Hancock and Vigato fail to consider, despite corresponding empirical evidence, 
that the working of hard rock could have been carried out by the Aztecs themselves. The actual 
and indeed astonishing skills of the ancient craftsmen and calendrical specialists are thus 
stripped of their independent performance, because from our highly technical time today, is 
seems no longer imaginable how people under earlier conditions could work the hardest rocks 
in such a filigree way – without pneumatic drills or angle grinders with diamond cutting discs 
or similar tools. These projections are the result of uncontrolled hermeneutics and methods. 

     (5) ‘Eisegesis’ instead of methodologically controlled hermeneutics. – The analysis of Han-
cock’s working methods could consistently reveals hermeneutical ‘opacities’ in his eisegetical 
attempts of interpretation. Here, Hancock involuntarily illustrates the basic insight of Schleier-
macher’s foundation of hermeneutics (as an art technique of understanding), that all “lax” var-
iants of interpretations, according to which understanding supposedly arises “by itself”,62 nec-
essarily produce “misunderstanding” (Schleiermacher in German: “Missverstand”). In contrast 
to Hancock’s almost empirically observable practice that misunderstanding immediately man-
ifests itself “by itself” in his un-reflected adoption of colonial Spanish and Neo-Spanish narra-
tives and the interpretation-impregnated, superficial ‘top-down view’ of Mesoamerican artifacts, 
genuine, sustainable understanding would consequently have to be “wanted and sought” in a 
radically “rigorous practice” at every point of the interpretative endeavor in the first place.63 Out 
of this arise the typical demands for context-checking, agreement with concrete data, self-
critical pondering of possible falsifying data (etc.) – according to the conditions of interpretation 

 
62 Schleiermacher (1977, 92; 1970, 82.): “The laxer practice in art assumes that understanding arises 
by itself and expresses the goal negatively: Misunderstanding is to be avoided.” 
63 Ibid. – Cf. in this regard, my more detailed considerations in: Grünschloß 1999, 295-299. 
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already to be deduced from the “Principle of Charity” mentioned in the opening sections above. 
But these “meta-constraints upon interpretation” (Collin 1987) are constantly disregarded and 
undermined by Hancock – because only in this way, by taking no closer looks, he succeeds 
with his projections, even if only ‘apparently’ so. That of which he accuses the so-called “main-
stream” archaeology of – undiscerning narrow-mindedness and ‘blinkered’ mentality – is first 
and foremost a fundamental principle of his own interpretive strategy: he only succeeds in 
fictional attributions without checking them in the actual context. This results in another, par-
ticularly serious problem ... 

     (6) Cultural dispossession. – This is probably the most critical, if not even repulsive, part of 
Hancock’s arsenal of methods: by denying the independence of native skills and assuming a 
lasting influence of some Intra-mundane Aliens as actual and only driving culture-creative 
power, he expropriates and castrates the native cultural achievements. Without the influence 
of the white, bearded culture-bringers, the Mesoamerican people would have remained in their 
simple ‘hunter-gatherer’ existence for a long time. This, too, runs completely parallel to Han-
cock’s precursors (or are they secret models for him, after all?) in the Ancient Astronaut dis-
courses of dispossession. Some critics have therefore already accused Hancock of – at least, 
latent – racism. Whether one can accuse him of an intentional racist attitude, I dare to doubt, 
but his (trans)Atlantic lucky charm theory ultimately boils down to a highly frivolous global 
main thesis: the whole world has already been saved and elevated in the post-diluvium 
by some “White” (bearded) Europeanid or ‘Atlantoid’ being(s). The Mesoamerican calen-
dar system, bloodless sacrifices, peace and different cultural techniques – all of this is the merit 
of the foreign, white and bearded Atlantean, whom he desperately tries to identify in “Quetzal-
coatl”, but in no case any autochthonous achievement of the indigenous people. This is, at 
least, immediately connectable to White Supremacy discourse formations. Hancock’s expro-
priation farce amounts de facto to an almost chauvinistic cultural theory, which has neverthe-
less been able to establish itself successfully in the alternative non-fiction market and even on 
Netflix’s entertainment portal. 
     Hancock – as the above examples have clearly shown – expropriates the indigenous cul-
tures in a massive and lasting way, because he forcibly silences the indigenous voices and 
transforms them into a saggy echo of his own voice, by projecting his own interpretations onto 
the surface of the indigenous traditions and artifacts. Here, nothing at all of the native actors’ 
own creativity, skill and efficiency can surface anymore. ... What appears downright perfidious 
about this methodological strategy is that it even expropriates the indigenous perspectives and 
narratives in a double respect, for it also foists on the emic perspectives a completely ‘white-
washed’, historically late, white Christianity-compatible fake Quetzalcoatl, completely re-in-
vented only in colonial Christian contexts. But that’s not all: Hancock even falsifies it once 
again with his own hands by decorating it with set pieces from the Ahnt ah Koh’ mah legend 
and projecting this hybrid alienated fabrication back onto pre-Hispanic Mesoamerica, selling it 
as the very own, authentic and most original Quetzalcoatl tradition. That is, the native traditions 
are mercilessly ‘assimilated’ and ‘homogenized’ (“gleichgeschaltet”, I would explicitly call it in 
German) to his master perspective. Here, the still relatively friendly terms such as ‘pseudo-
scientific’ or ‘unscientific’ are no longer sufficient to describe this hegemonic discourse of dis-
possession, based on willful blindness and hidden manipulation with appropriate terms. 
 
► Conclusion. – It is not the so-called “Fingerprints of the Gods” which characterize Hancock’s 
fictional Mesoamerica – no, Hancock’s own fingerprints are clearly staining all artifacts he takes 
in hand, as a result of his method. In a nutshell: his fingerprints unmask him in several respects 
sustainably as ‘perpetrator’: as fantasist, as an intentional manipulator of data, as a wannabe 
‘researcher’, who however only ‘uses’ his sources with a sub-academic and sub-journalistic 
way of working. Despite his amateurish craftsmanship with its obvious lack of accuracy and 
investigative rigor, he nevertheless presents himself as an informative ‘researcher’ of all world 
history, and, at the same time, emphatically as a pseudo-scientific working author (because 
his intentional imitation of the style of scholarly treatises with their practice of indicating source 
material with footnotes and references).  
      In the end, Hancock’s approach and procedures do not differ at all from the methodology 
of Erich von Däniken. The gradual and formal difference consists only in the fact that Hancock 
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dresses his theses far more in an ‘academic-scientific’ appearance, while von Däniken still 
published in the style of a generally readable and understandable alternative non-fiction genre, 
without such differentiated references to evidence. Hancock, though, imitates academic-sci-
entific publications – although he is not able to meet the real scholarly standards regarding 
methodical prudence and accuracy, as well as regarding correctness and even rudimental 
source-critical meticulousness, as the above examples have clearly shown. His outspoken 
caution expressed in Episode One of not being a scientist, but simply a journalist who only 
asks questions, corresponds exactly to Erich von Däniken’s self-immunization strategy, who 
also proposed bold hypotheses, but whenever he was then critically called to account, he 
shrewdly referred back to only being a “Sunday researcher” who “only asks questions”. Han-
cock, however, fancies himself much more in the intellectual habitus that his explanations are 
based on real intensive research – hence the ‘scholarly’ dressing of his narratives with foot-
notes and source references. As has been shown, however, his convolutions cannot carry this 
burden of proof. His strategy of trying to provide meticulous evidence constantly crashes and 
proves to be methodologically and formally extremely fragile: Hancock’s ‘research’ and his 
handling of sources are short-winded, impure, non-investigative, superficial, and flawed. For 
whatever Hancock picks up in his sifting of circumstantial evidence, he always leaves his 
fingerprints on all source areas. These texts and artifacts, when put back into their context, 
can speak quite differently for themselves and therefore always convict him as a manipulative 
‘perpetrator’. In this respect, all characterizations and methodical problem indications which 
were already formulated against the Ancient Astronaut ‘theory-building’, apply without differ-
ences to Graham Hancock (and similar Atlantologists like Marco Vigato). 

 
 

5)  What then is fascinating about Hancock’s Intra-mundane Aliens?  

 
Despite these obvious methodological faults and a decidedly offensive cultural dispossession 
narrative, Hancock has (so far) been manifestly successful – positively and negatively. The 
good thing about the Netflix series is that, despite the suggestive images, the presentation 
involuntarily also revealed Hancock’s faulty methods episode by episode, because of the cin-
ematically necessary dramatization and elementalization of the issues it deals with. FAZ jour-
nalist Uwe Ebbinghaus concludes in his critical review of Hancock’s series (Ebbinghaus 2022): 

“What’s up with Graham Hancock’s Netflix production about lost civilizations of the Ice Age? Nothing: 
Scientific findings are grossly misrepresented; the theory testifies to megalomania.” (FAZ 19.12. 
2022, online edition: "Wenn Bilder lügen” [When pictures lie]). 

SZ journalist Jakob Wetzel points in the same direction (Wetzel 2023, 35): 

“In fact, it is hardly productive to deal with individual theses of the series. The author works with 
rhetorical questions, murmuring conjectures, and suggestive images; he picks up phenomena arbi-
trarily and ignores what runs counter to his narrative. The series thrives not on argument but on 
making use of legend [...].” (SZ „Kein Ort, Nirgends“ [No place, Nowhere], 28.–29.01.2023, 34f).  

Indeed, by means of his Netflix series, Hancock has now had an involuntary coming out as a 
charlatan or pretender, because since its launch, the fierce criticisms of Hancock have grown 
massively. In this paper, however, I believe that Hancock’s theses have to be dealt with more 
intensively in order to expose their construction and fictionality – not only polemically, but also 
factually, in view of different real-historical circumstances and contexts. This what I have tried 
to show above. – Nevertheless, the question arises: which elements constitute the discursive 
persuasiveness of Hancock’s central narrative? Again, in direct analogy to the former success 
of the Ancient Astronaut genre,64 points can be noted that might at least partially explain its 
discursive success: 

     (1) The fascination with mysterious ‘Anomalies’. – Highly exact calendrical knowledge and 
surprisingly refined and sophisticatedly manufactured (monolithic) artifacts, whose technical 
production, transport and accuracy might appear largely ‘mysterious’ to us, have always been 

 
64 Cf. analogously, on Ancient Astronaut theories Grünschloß (2006a), 15f; and Fehlmann (2020). 
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regarded as anomalies in need of explanation. The mystery of their origin and completion was 
explained by an extraterrestrial knowledge and technology transfer in Ancient Astronaut ex-
planations, or, in the case of Hancock, by – white, bearded – ‘Atlantoid’ culture bearers. But 
the latter are factually only a kind of inner-worldly – so to speak cultural or geographic – ‘Extra-
Terrestrials’; thus, I started to call them “Intra-mundane Aliens” here. To uncover the mysteri-
ous history of our world, is an adventure that, according to Hancock, is fascinating and has a 
corresponding effect on his readers and viewers. Behind many old myths there is a mysterious 
primordial truth that must finally be uncovered: a new adventure, a new frontier, since mankind 
suffers from a sort of amnesia (he insinuates this at the beginning of Episode Two). Erich von 
Däniken still cared about a re-enchantment of the sky with extraterrestrial culture-bringers in 
dewy space age, while Hancock cares about the re-enchantment of our past with mysterious 
Intra-mundane Aliens and their far advanced knowledge.  

    (2) Self-empowerment of non-academic laymen vis-à-vis ‘the’ scientific establishment. – 
Following the style of Charles Hoy Fort (and in his wake already von Däniken and others), 
Hancock is concerned with expressing an old reservation and suspicion anew: that the estab-
lished ‘know-it-all’ science is not always right, but that much is excluded by it in a blinkered 
way. Now, one can certainly admit on behalf of science that there can be certain habits of 
discourse, fashions and ‘blinkers’ that are to be overcome again and again; these are typical 
elements in the dynamics of academic-scientific progress. But this Fortean Distrust in the truth-
fulness of scientific discourse formulates a fundamental unease and subcultural reservation 
about the factual discursive interpretation power of scholarly perspectives, which lately mani-
fested itself particularly visibly in the conspiracy narratives surrounding various pop-cultural 
denials or ‘explanations’ of the Corona Virus. There are obvious anti-scientific sentiments from 
lay perspectives, and Hancock appeares directly connectable to such pop-cultural milieus.65 

   (3) Diffusionst reductions of complexity. – The various mythological traditions and megalithic 
cultures of the globe are said not to have arisen independently of each other in a culturally 
specific way, but are held to be traceable to the diffusion and dissemination dynamics of one 
superior submerged civilization. This reduction of complexity can be attractive to some con-
temporary people, since it holds out the prospect of a new historical ‘unity of reality’, which can 
be accepted as exciting, new and downright enlightening – as long as one has not yet seen 
through its brittle evidence practice or does not even want to admit it for ideological reasons. 
Accordingly, there are ardent Hancock admirers who still want to fight the good fight for his 
case and who see in the increasingly massive criticism from professional perspectives nothing 
more than self-immunization strategies of narrow-minded “mainstream” academics. The re-
ception of Hancock and similar ‘alternative’ interpretative narratives opens up an attractive 
possibility for their recipients to represent a coherent ‘alternative world theory’. Having inhaled 
this new alternative world theory allows oneself to jump back and forth between the most dif-
ferent ‘evidences’ in time and space on the globe (quite similar to Jehova’s Witnesses’ jumping 
from biblical evidence to evidence), which can render the conventionally educated speechless 
and can therefore be used as a function of one’s own identity politics, pretense of knowledge 
and personal significance – in the vein of the “Dunning-Kruger-effect” (Kruger & Dunning 1999) 
and thoughts like: “With the knowledge from this highly informative teacher I can now know 
and tell so much more alternative ‘facts’ about truth and reality than the uninformed broad 
masses, who only follow the well-trodden paths of so-called ‘science’ and academia.”  

     (4) Disenchantment of the religious-mythological traditions by their reduction to technically 
and knowledge-wise superior culture heroes. – Instead of the “Ufological Euhemerism” of the 
Ancient Astronaut theory (i.e., that so-called “gods” of antiquity were actually humanoid aliens, 
and only later stylized to gods) one can identify in Hancock, and Atlantologists like Vigato, the 
conception of intra-mundane, technically and knowledge-wise superior Aliens, whose reminis-

 
65 Consider, for example, the many angry reactions of Hancock fans to the ironization of Hancock by 
U.S. archaeologist Andrew Kinkella in his approximately five-minute Youtube video (Kinkella 2022): 
“Graham Hancock is RIGHT! – An Archaeologist Responds to Netflix’s Ancient Apocalypse”; in: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aaxTgaFzB4Y. – (Cf. on his person: https://www.vcccd.edu/direc-
tory/andrew-kinkella and https://kinkellasarchaeology.wordpress.com). 
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cences are to be determined in many old culture-bringer myths. This idea already attracted 
von Däniken: There is a real “truth” of myths after all – but post-religiously so, as an explanation 
beyond religion. In this sense, von Däniken’s Chariots of the Gods and Hancock’s Fingerprints 
of the Gods are on the same discursive line of plausibility and success. Hancock explains 
certain human cultural achievements and religious artifacts with a superior transatlantic wis-
dom, culture and technology; in this respect, he too performs a new post-religious synthesis of 
religion, technology and knowledge. His legend of the white Atlantic culture-bringers, however, 
also creates a mythical explanation for our being-in-the-world today: Today’s mankind with its 
scientific-technical mastery of the world already had a relatively “highly developed” predeces-
sor. This myth remedies a human “memory loss”. And at the same time, it proposes a … 

    (5) New synthesis of religion and technology. – The truth of ancient myths, early religiously 
connoted colossal buildings and many other astonishing achievements become suddenly ex-
plainable, because they can be deciphered as relics or indications of an advanced cultural 
epoch long before antiquity. So indeed, religious myths, inscriptions and temple reliefs are 
‘true’ after all – they only reflect an alternative historical truth, which tells us of a knowledge-
wise and technically superior time before our historical time. Not only Vigato – with an addi-
tional postulate of a theosophical primordial spirituality, which got disseminated together with 
the Atlantic culture and technology, and which supposedly had a hidden global career –, but 
also Hancock has tried a new synthesis of religion and scientific-technological world view: es-
pecially in his book Visionary. There he speaks of an allegedly shamanistic primordial spiritu-
ality, enhanced by psychoactive substances, which made all creative visions of mankind pos-
sible in the first place and brought forth a worldwide deposit in humans, sustainably embedded 
in a drug-induced or visionary readable “ancient high-tech code written in our DNA” (this is not 
an insinuation of mine, he seriously means that! Cf. Hancock 2022, xxiv). But this is another 
story, which cannot be told (let alone critically analyzed) here. I proceed to the final summary. 

 
 
 

6) Conclusion – Hancock’s “Fantastic Science” as expropriation narrative and 
hegemonial self-empowerment strategy 

 

 

 

 
 

Despite his recognizably “lax” efforts of research, hermeneutics and faulty constructs of inter-
pretation, Hancock sees himself truly as an ‘enlightener’ who wants to give back to a humanity 
“suffering from amnesia” its true, forgotten history, which is being withheld by scholarly aca-
demia, especially by the so-called “mainstream” archaeology. According to the famous defini-
tion of Immanuel Kant (Kant 1784) “enlightenment” is defined as follows: 

“Enlightenment is man’s emergence from his self-imposed nonage. Nonage is the inability to use 
one’s own understanding [better: reason; A.G.] without another’s guidance. This nonage is self-im-
posed if its cause lies not in lack of understanding but in indecision and lack of courage to use one’s 
own mind without another’s guidance. Dare to know! (Sapere aude.) ‘Have the courage to use your 
own understanding,’ is therefore the motto of the enlightenment.”  

[German text, in the original spelling: „ Aufklärung ist der Ausgang des Menschen aus seiner selbst 
verschuldeten Unmündigkeit. Unmündigkeit ist das Unvermögen, sich seines Verstandes ohne Lei-
tung eines anderen zu bedienen. Selbstverschuldet ist diese Unmündigkeit, wenn die Ursache der-
selben nicht am Mangel des Verstandes, sondern der Entschließung und des Muthes liegt, sich sei-
ner ohne Leitung eines andern zu bedienen. Sapere aude! ‚Habe Muth dich deines eigenen Verstan-
des zu bedienen!‘ ist also der Wahlspruch der Aufklärung.“] 

You think you′re a genius – You drive me up the wall 
– You're a regular original know-it-all. 

Oh-oo-oh, you think you're special – Oh-ooh, you think you′re 
something else […] – That don't impress me much.  

(Shania Twain, „That don’t impress me much“ – Pop/Country Song 1998) 
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Hancock is a typical self-empowered amateur actor, who stylizes himself in an idiosyncratic 
claim of self-thinking as an all-round genius, who is able to draw an all-encompassing alterna-
tive global scenario for the entire (!) human cultural and religious history – but strikingly without 
any knowledge of languages and deeper methodological training in relevant classical philolo-
gies, in archaeology, early history or natural sciences. Far more than his Ancient Astronaut 
and Atlantologic predecessors in the pop-cultural non-fiction genre, he even disguises his am-
ateurish analyses of archaeological and cultural-geographical ‘findings’ as research treatises 
with seemingly scholarly meticulous evidence practice. Yes, he does make use of his intellect, 
and indeed he takes more extensive note of academic literature than many of his Ancient 
Astronaut predecessors, but in many cases, he again relies completely on secondary and ter-
tiary literature of variable to mixed quality and sometimes poor reliability, works partly with 
‘willful blindness’ and sometimes even seems to stoop to the practice of data manipulation. But 
all such shallow, unsatisfactory maneuvering was never part of the enlightenment program! – 
Despite the enlightenment pathos to finally overcome the narrow-mindedness of the so-called 
“mainstream archaeology”, Hancock’s productions mutate completely into the opposite direc-
tion: whoever uncritically sits on his hegemonic interpretations and unquestioningly follows 
them, would, according to Kant’s definition, ‘narrow their own mind’ in a new self-inflicted, “self-
imposed nonage” and would finally stop using their intellect independently and without the 
guidance of this world-historical high-flyer. But Kant’s programmatic call for critical self-reflec-
tion – “sapere aude! – is opposed by the empirically provable and often frustrating finding: 
mundus vult decipi, ergo decipiatur [“the world wants to be deceived, so let it be deceived”]. 

One may ask why Hancock disguises his ideas in this pseudo-academic garb at all: Why does 
he not content himself with publishing his obvious fictions directly as fiction, as “fantasy litera-
ture”, or more precisely: as – in the truest sense of the word – “science fiction”? At a closer 
look, his literary productions indeed turn out to be interpretation-impregnated fictional literature, 
and not statements of reliable research results. He offers, like the Ancient Astronaut theories 
before him, only a literary kind of “fantastic science” – also in his filmic realizations. This term, 
which the physicist Markus Pössel has used as quite fitting categorization for Erich von Däni-
ken (Pössel 2000) and which was temporarily used even emically for the big Ancient Astronaut 
“Mystery Park” in Interlaken (today: “Jungfrau Park”),66 can also serve as a characterization of 
Hancock without reservation. It is best to read Hancock actually as a fiction writer – and 
not as a ‘researcher’. His remarks and presentations then can then have a certain entertain-
ment value, even if he has a far less convincing stage presence in real life than Erich von 
Däniken in his lively and humorous presentations. In Episode Two, as discussed above, Han-
cock, however, often stages himself with a rather unpleasant ‘mansplaining’ attitude: he is 
mostly filmed diagonally from behind, and lets his interpretations from his all-encompassing 
central perspective patronizingly trickle into the camera as valid insights and truths. 

In Hancock’s case, we are dealing with a pop-cultural hybrid upgrade – a version 2.0 – of 
the popular “The-Unknown–Mysterious–Fantastic” genre67: he aims at an ‘alternative-scientific’ 
fantasy production, which even more strongly engages in the ‘imitation of the enemy’ (of so-
called “mainstream” academia) than the earlier players in this popular genre. He stages his 
narratives, his “fantastic science” more strongly as apparently trustworthy ‘research’, assidu-
ously peddling (seemingly) proper sources and evidence. In a nutshell: Hancock produces 
science fiction in the form of a ‘scholarly’ research publication. And it is supposed to be 
perceived as the latter: as real, reliable ‘research’, the (seeming) rationality and ostensible 
academic rigor of which is supposed to be particularly convincing – even if his choice of 
sources, source criticism, and factual evidence practice ultimately fail to meet these high stand-
ards and cannot escape the constantly perceivable odium of the ‘pseudo-scientific’ (the same 
applies to Marco Vigato). Thus, he fails in his enlightenment pathos, because Hancock remains 
argumentatively and methodologically far below the level of exactly the science and academia 

 
66 https://jungfraupark.ch. – For a comprehensive, in-depth analysis of Erich von Däniken from the per-
spective of cultural and religious studies, see Jonas Richter, Götter-Astronauten (Richter 2017). 
67 Quoting allusion to an older (German) book title by Robert Charroux, Unbekannt – Geheimnisvoll – 
Phantastisch (1970, 1979), which in my opinion captures the content area of this genre very well. 
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he criticizes so much. Meticulous contextualization, falsificatory quest for plausibilzation, as 
well as investigative rigor, circumspection, accuracy and source criticism are not in his nature.  

In the meantime, even in the “Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints” (vulgo: “Mormons”) 
more critical spirits have clearly moved away from the hasty claim of Quetzalcoatl as ‘proof’ for 
the Book of Mormon, because the allegedly pretty, bearded white “Quetzalcoatl” in long robe, 
if correctly contextualized and subjected to historical criticism, no longer offers anything at all 
as allochthonous culture bearer and savior. Terry O’Brien (1997) and Hemingway & Heming-
way (2004) once attempted this (from their faith-per-
spective) quite analogously to Hancock (cf. the detail 
view of O’Brien’s programmatic image to the right). 
Brant A. Gardner has consistently carried out this turn-
ing away from the white culture-bringer even as an 
avowed ‘Mormon’, but on the basis of his qualified 
Mesoamericanist education (Gardner 2007). Analo-
gously, Diane E. Wirth (2000) has also taken a radi-
cally critical stance towards the claiming of the ‘white’ 
Quetzalcoatl salvation-bringer myth by O’Brien in her 
detailed review; and many of her arguments also apply 
to Hancock. But the ‘alternative’ Atlantis-enthusiastic 
author Hancock shows himself completely unbur-
dened by such questionings in the light of real histori-
cal criticism and empirics; he simply continues to tell 
his (by now: 28 years old) fake-narration, as if there 
were not already massive well-founded reservations 
against the historicity of Topiltzin as a whole, resp. 
against the Spanish and New-Spanish colonial-tem-
poral legend-formation around this allegedly foreign white salvation-bringer, who was obvi-
ously invented, however, only as an earlier monk-like white “brother” of the Spanish colonial 
actors. To take these colonial-era Christian-White inventions still at face value is as if today’s 
White Supremacists or Arab anti-Semites would revive and regurgitate legends about Jewish 
medieval ritual murder and the poisoning of wells (including the “Protocols of the Elders [Wise 
Men] of Zion”) as fully credible reports about historic Jewish practices and rituals in the Middle 
Ages (and no matter how absurd it sounds, such resurgences did indeed happen)68. 
    But Hancock is not interested in what the source findings actually say, or how they have to 
be realistically assessed with rigor; what is important to him is only what he himself wants to 
claim about the sources. As could be shown, he is conveying no deeper knowledge of ancient 
Mesoamerica: He is stuck with colonial stereotypical fixations, passes off half-knowledge as 
‘research’ and otherwise sticks his own prefabricated interpretive stanzas on the ancient 
sources and artifacts, instead of taking a closer look, actually researching and exploring with 
investigative verve (putatively due to him, the professional “journalist”), and conducting a much 
more intensive data analysis with critical cross-checking. Ultimately, however, with his white, 
bearded Quetzalcoatl culture-bringer, he tries to artificially maintain a white colonial discourse 
of dispossession, which has actually long since collapsed, but nevertheless experiences un-
fortunate re-activations again and again. Strangely enough, he likes to be part of this.69  

So, what remains of Hancock’s imaginations? As already said: Since one cannot take Hancock 
seriously in his exploratory claim, one can actually only consider him to be a fantasy or fiction 

 
68 Existing examples of this can be found (among others) on Youtube: (a) the three-part pseudo-histor-
ical anti-Semitic series “Jewish Ritual Murder Revisited – The Hidden Cult” has meanwhile been com-
pletely removed from the Youtube portal, but can still be found via Archive.org (and similar sites). Cf. for 
an Arabic example (b) the TV series “Al-Shatat” (Al-Mamnou TV, 2005) uncovered by Memri.tv 
(http://www.memri.org/), https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KHqXt_JNSt8. – In book form, such anti-
Semitic updates can also be found, for example, in Philip de Vier, Blood Ritual (Hillsboro 2001). 
69 Accordingly, the German translation of his Magicians of the Gods (Hancock 2015) was published by 
Kopp-Verlag (Rottenburg a.N. 2018), a publisher which is well known (and notorious) for (right-wing) 
esoteric, conspiracy-theoretical, pseudo-scientific and right-wing-populist publications. 

“Mystery man arrives from across the sea” 
(digitally processed detail [A.G.] from the 
drawing in the book-lead by ©O’Brien 1997). 
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writer, or read him as a science fiction author. What can be granted to a writer, to a novelist, 
in their imaginative freedom for a manipulation of historical events, does not apply to a non-
fiction author claiming to represent and analyze actual history and reality, by explicitly referring 
to alleged findings of a truly investigative “research”. 

      But we have seen: The three places visited by Hancock in 
Episode Two are merely ‘abused’ to illustrate his ideological 
theses, at times they appear downright hermeneutically manip-
ulated – if not in fact, ‘raped’. After reviewing his three levels of 
publication in the media of film/series, alternative ‘non-fiction’ 
and novel, Hancock’s virtual Quetzalcoatl figure can be recon-
structed quite concisely: Quetzalcoatl, in the virtual form colo-
nially and falsely re-imagined by Hancock, is supposed to be 
an Atlantean or ‘Atlantoid’ “magician of the gods”, but ultimately 
he is nothing more but a completely fictitious European “Geta-
fix” (in French Panoramix; in German Miraculix), as we know 
him from the famous French ‘pictorial manuscript’ series “As-
terix” by René Goscinny and Albert Uderzo. Hancock’s Quet-
zalcoatl has nothing Mesoamerican about him at all: he ap-
pears completely colonially dispossessed, “white”, “bearded” 
and dressed in a white robe or cassock – he is the Caucasian-
European guarantor of superior technology, wisdom and edu-
cation (cf. Onion 2022). In post-diluvial times, his knowledge 
and cultural techniques were graciously bestowed upon the 
poor passive-unknowing ‘hunter-gatherers’ in Mesoamerica as an allochthonous souvenirs. As 
already said: according to Hancock, the whole world has once indeed been saved and elevated 
in the post-diluvium by this (or similar) “white” (bearded) Europeanid or ‘Atlantoid’ being(s). 
 
Over against this, the real, old Mesoamerican “Quetzalcoatl”, in his fluid forms and different 
layers, is completely different, what three famous and still traditionally crafted  illustrations from 
the Codex Telleriano-Remensis (~1555 CE), can illustrate once again in a nutshell (folio 10r, 
18r and 8v; digitally edited by A.G.): on the left we see a priestly Quetzalcoatl-impersonator 
with a captured human sacrificial victim (quite in difference to the colonial, allegedly ‘bloodless’ 
Topiltzin/Quetzalcoatl legends!), in the middle the theriomorph, but also not so very ‘peaceful’ 
looking, “feathered serpent”, and on the right of it the anthopomorphic variant of the godhead 
with the typical Quetzalcoatl-Ehecatl regalia including wind hoe – all of them not white, not 
bearded, and of course also completely without robe or soutane. 
 

     
 

Is Hancock, thus, at all concerned with a revelation, an un-covering of the true history of Mes-
oamerica or even of mankind – or is he much rather concerned with a hegemonic staging of 
the megalomaniac actor Graham Hancock himself, who presumes to know better about eve-
rything in world history than the so-called “mainstream” archaeology, which he has homoge-
nized in a polemic-artificial way? The clear pose adopted by Hancock, the conspicuously 

Fictional ‘Getafix-Quetzalcoatl’ on 
his fleet „without paddles”, (draw-
ing by A.G., 2023, based on the 
famous comic-figure). 
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staged self-representation in the series, reveals (involuntarily) rather the latter: Hancock pri-
marily stages himself and his ‘central perspective’. He is primarily concerned with himself and 
the (apparent) validation of his master narrative. This hypertrophic claim to present himself in 
self-assumption as a world-historical polymath must necessarily, thus, almost inevitably crash. 
The fact that, in view of the many of different and wrongly interpreted facts, his global interpre-
tation game must constantly suffer massive shipwreck, should be clear to every critically think-
ing person, because Hancock has no primary competences in any of these cultural-historical 
fields. He therefore involuntarily exposes himself repeatedly as a global-historical dilettante, 
who interchanges genuine research with the simple projection of interpretation impregnated 
punch pictures onto the ancient artifacts. This has been meticulously demonstrated in the pre-
sent analysis: Hancock gets hopelessly lost in a completely different reality in all the examples 
discussed above. Viewed with a magnifying glass, one can, in view of his hermeneutically 
treacherous fingerprints, certify him a lack of conscientiousness, of a true investigative manner, 
of the ability to critically evaluate sources, and of the necessary methodological know-how. In 
the end, he does not even seem to comply with basic journalistic standards of investigative 
precision and prudence. At least, that is what my analysis of his work has empirically revealed, 
and I didn’t merely subscribe to a malevolent “Malice Principle” in my investigation. 

    But Hancock does simply not content himself with a traditional kind of fiction or fantasy liter-
ature. The claim of his “fantastic science” goes in a different direction: into the elevation of his 
person – and the associated ruthless privilege of his hegemonic discourse, his fictional visions, 
with which he on the one hand attacks (or conceals) all scientific findings that contradict him. 
In a hermeneutically brutal way, he expropriates the cultures addressed by him of their cultural 
achievements to make them fit his normative central perspective and, thereby, reduces – and 
even ‘castrates’ – them to culturally lame echoes of a white Europeanid, completely superior 
post-diluvial cultural impact. In the 20th and 21st century, despite all postcolonial attempts of 
recent times to sustainably unmask and invalidate such white dispossession narratives, this 
approach seems especially inappropriate and outdated. Hancock's expropriating interpretation 
habitus is, thus, not only worthy of harsh criticism, but it can even appear downright obscene 
and repulsive, or, as the ancient Aztecs might probably have said: canca-te-iço-tla-l-tiqu-e.70 
Seriously: the pre-Hispanic Mesoamerica has so much more exciting and surprising stories to 
tell, on its own, in its own voice and freedom, and with demonstrations of its own peoples’ 
creativity and skills – without Hancock's uninformed and unobjective talking in between, and 
within the prison of his narrow and way too small corset. “Then still rather Erich von Däniken, 
one thinks as a spectator” of the Netflix series, writes Ebbinghaus disappointedly (2022). 

It was my concern in the preceding, necessarily somewhat extensive real-historical, text-his-
torical and material contextualization of Hancock’s theses and eisegeses, to point to the actu-
ally completely different reality of the Aztec and Mesoamerican achievements and grant them, 
at least here and there, space for their take on things. With this, the actual difference should 
have become clear between genuine research with meticulous source work including herme-
neutic contextualization on the one hand – and Hancock's light-footed “fantastic science" with 
its demonstrably unclean source work and non-investigative interpretations on the other hand. 
     So, after this detailed analysis of Hancock’s different production areas, what remains of his 
‘alternative’ Mesoamerica and Quetzalcoatl narrative in the Netflix episode at all? … Actually 
only a few nice pictures of Cholula and some pretty aerial shots at Tetzcotzinco hill, which, 
however, in view of the many false reports, deliberately staged manipulations and – not to be 
forgotten – decidedly offensive narratives of dispossession and expropriation, ultimately fade 
into the nebulous as insignificant and rather meaningless. 

To put it – still very mildly – with Shania Twain: “That don’t impress me much.” 

–––––––––––––  

 
70 This Nahuatl agglutinated causative verbal noun means literally: “very much to make people vomit." 
Cf. the bilingual edition (Lehmann 1949) of the Colloquios y doctrina christiana of 1527 (86f; line 454; 
however, this is quoted there as the Spanish monks’ revulsion at the Aztec blood-sacrificial practices). 
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