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ABSTRACT

Isla Palenque is a small island located on the western coast of Panama[giChiri
province. The island was part of a regional investigation in 1961 and 1971 by Dr. OlgssLinar
who was analyzing distinctive patterns related to social developmdPémama’s diverse
ecology (Linares 1980). Given the regional focus of her research, she did ndtdetided,
community-level data on Isla Palenque. This investigation aims for that ntarede
understanding through a settlement study to elucidate aspects of thesopldxity of this
site. This nuance is extremely important in trying to understand this pagntfaCAmerica that

is characterized by much variability in the material culture. Labetddriares as the possible



seat of a “Paramount Chiefdom”, Isla Palenque invites us to ask what that heawge can

assess that notion, and more importantly what it says about the people who daniebiséand.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Isla Palenque, located in Panama’s Chiriqui Province, contains a multi-comgtaent s
that is part of the Gran Chiriqui designated culture area that also includes nsechhefastern
Pacific Costa Rica. Based on preliminary work by Dr. Linares (1963, 1980), theasite
occupied during the Formative period between AD 300-1500. Dr. Lineras described teeasit
8.5 hectare continuous nucleated settlement on the center of the island that includetbg/ce
The early research on the island, which mainly focused on regional questiond,dacke
comprehensive spatial study of the entire island to fully understand the acjrest dé
nucleation of the settlement there. This has resulted in many unanswered gegstidimg the

nature of the people who inhabited the island during pre-Columbian times.

This study aims to better understand the entire island with a survey focusingaoeabe
outside of the previously studied site. This allows me to better assess theepmgmhization of
the island’s settlements and how they may have changed over time. This is an impostén que
because it helps to elucidate Isla Palenque’s connection to the broader Thku@ran Chiriqui
culture has demonstrated extreme diversity in cultural materials, butsartieetime, it has been
argued to have been part of a similar regional culture which may have expdess
organizational settlement patterns, possibly indicative of “chiefdom” stedtdn (Frost 2009).
The study of external areas on the island for spatial comparison, becona icritihe

assessment of this possibility.

Robert Frost’s (2009) recent studies on the Pacific side of Costa Rica have ¢psmrite
models of dual spatial distributions, associated with both cemeteries anmaettiewhich have

been proposed as markers of this regional identity. While this model is just avedls



different models proposed for the region, it does provide a basis for the question | assiaddr
through this settlement study. My question aims to understand what the spatialoéxhe
island settlement was, and how it compares to the organizational models proposest byd-
others (Frost 2009, Helms 1979). The elucidation is important to understand the past
occupations, but the urgency of this study is also highlighted by the currenuctbaoston the
island. Ongoing development of the island is a reality, that despite the bestteffmeserve
the ecology and archaeology there, will impact the ability to understand the pétghée

Palenque’s past.

Following this introduction, in chapter 2, | address the “chiefdom” concept from its
historical development to more contemporary notions. Chapters 3 and 4 cover the historical
aspects of the culture and the archaeology that has been done on the island. ChaqxiéeS de
different sites that are used to understand various settlement patterns inchéoreg
comparison. Chapter 6 describes the island’s current state. Chapter 7 througls ¢heetai

methodologies used and the results obtained in the study. The thesis is concluded in chapter 10.



2 THEORY

The following section discusses some of the major issues associated witmiheltayy
used in defining societies of lower Central America. It covers some ofdjoe rasearchers who
were instrumental in the historical development of the “chiefdom” term, hows ibvdxen used,
and how theoretical models evolved over time. Following this, an overview of some
contemporary foreign and Central American researchers, details hasvrthis toeing
conceptualized in current research and the theoretical and methodologicalliegrzae t

developing.

2.1 The “Chiefdom” Concept

The term “Chiefdom” in modern archaeological discourse is one that elroitg) st
responses and debates among researchers (e.g., Earle 1997, Pauketat 2007, Redmond 1994a)
The classification is laden with meanings and values that incorporate itggaeding political
and evolutionary concepts that have oscillated over time. The analysis of theidheposition
relating to the concepts of “chiefdoms” is salient to my study because of thalgessociation
of Panama with the term, and more specifically because Dr. Olga Linaterpreted Isla
Palenque as the probable seat of a "Paramount chiefdom" (Linares 1980:73)liaset

factors, the term has to be critically analyzed, and its utilitydage evaluated.



2.2 The Neo-EvolutionaryView

Early typologies were initially developed as part of neo-evolutionanyeveorks that
gained popularity in archaeology in the 1960s and 1970s. The resurgence of cultural
evolutionism in the period after World War 1l was the major factor that ldaetdeévelopment of
social typologies. This was a reaction to the “growing consensus that iBaa#iimopology was
unable to explain cultural changes” (Trigger 2006: 387). This approach was takea oewy
generation of American anthropologist such as Leslie White and Julianr&tédthough both
anthropologists shared a view that rejected the former paradigms pasdioykieir conceptual
frameworks differed in the causal factor determining what was coedigeogress. White’s
views, reflecting a positivistic generalization through his technologieabcterization, were
extremely deterministic. His equation for culture demonstrated the difaittors he considered
when defining culture: Culture =Energy X Technology (Trigger 2006:388). Julave8t's
views, on the other hand, while utilizing ecology as the driving force of muéymkitionary
trajectories, still maintained that there were significant variatadong cultural development
dictated by ecological constraints (Trigger 2006: 389).

Elman Service, influenced by both White and Steward, soon followed in the 1960s with a
model for evolutionary progress. He developed a four-fold classification ofisedieat was
associated with specific kinds of sites and settlements that he refersedands (mobile
hunter-gatherer groups), tribes (segmentary societies), chiefdomsatesd(Sahlins and Service
1960). His model described the characteristics associated with thesendiffesups in terms of
numbers, social organization, economic organization, settlement pattern, raebigjansation,

and architecture. For chiefdoms , the salient features of his social typodhgyed: populations



of 5000-20,000+,ranking of people based on kinship, lineage, and a warrior class; economy
based on central accumulation, redistribution and some craft specializatiiemaet
representing fortified centers with ritual and ceremonial centedetdday a chief, and
architecture reflecting large scale monuments ( Renfrew and Bahn 2006:172).

The Neoevolutionist paradigm evolved through the 1980s, but became the focus of much
criticism. Even though researchers such as Kent Flannery, Joyce MaitUsiethy Earle
utilized a comparativist lens, a growing number of researcheiguedt the neo-evolutionary
approach as limited by reductionist unilinear models, and inadequate coneepturadi of
power and space (Trigger 2006). In response to these growing critiqueshy igarle and
Jonathan Haas organized an advanced seminar on chiefdoms to reanalyze theEameept (
1991). Participants, recognizing the inadequacies of earlier pexsgsectianalysis (non-
integration of specialized subsistence economies for redistribution, scamall for regional
irrigation systems, low population densities, e)¢ sought a new consensus on how to conceive
and study social evolution within chiefdoms (Earle 1991). Their aim was to try mdweeasay
from a “preoccupation of formal characteristics to focus more on the dynantiesrgbolitical
institutions” (Earle 1991:2). Typologies were a central focus of the seriiffale the consensus
of seminar participants “rejected chiefdoms as a unilineal stage aoftievogiven the
considerable variation, some still held that it was a useful analyégaat’ (Earle 1991:2).

Some advocated for refinement of typologies. Earle himself had previotisgdr&ervices’
classifications in his book, “The Evolution of Human Societies” (Earle 1987). bliehinad
modified the typologies to: Family Level Societies, The Regional Group,doinief, and States
(Earle 1987). Earle’s aim, while noting the obvious differences, was more doocuse

understanding certain common evolutionary processes.



The acknowledgement of the complexity led seminar participants to consieéeeliff
schemes for understanding variability in terms of scale (simple vs. comled ba population
sizes), basis of finance (staple vs. wealth), and structure (group corpb@tes.
individualizing special housing or burials) (Earle 1991:3). All these concepts helged in t
formulation of the seminar’s consensus that chiefdoms had to be understood as paitoas s
where differential strategies for the acquisition and control over economy, wadeahaljy
were major factors. Another acknowledged factor was the environment’s irtipe&s seen as
another reason for the variability due to the different opportunities for control anddiné
surplus that may have enabled differential trajectories. Earle andsetinerar members
acknowledged that “all the [aforementioned] factors, among others, weramhnshanging,
highly contested, and reflected the fractious cycling that occurred due tcacetikd opposing
forces of centralization and decentralization” (Earle 1991:13). The synthdékes sgminar was
described as both exciting and discouraging in their progress to understaddrokiefhis
highlights the difficulty that Neoevolutionists continued to grapple with in thisimgt to

understand the complexity associated with “chiefdoms” and how to studly it.

2.3 Post-Processualist response and contemporary views

Scholars in the beginning of the*2dentury continued the debate regarding typological
utility in relation the chiefdom concept. In opposition to the Neoevolutionist view, Tim Rauke
among others, promoted the post-processualist paradigm that aimed tetebngiscard
typological classifications to focus on descriptions of what people did, anthegvexperienced

social life through the interconnected theories of practice and agencyrymemd landscape



(Pauketat 2007). Pauketat is an archaeologist who is known for his work at theipjssrssite
of Cahokia. He has been explicitly critical of Neoevolutionist as wdHrasessual
archaeologists in their attempt to understand change through long term reggul@hg title of
his book,Chiefdoms and other Archaeological Delusi¢2807), declares his position on the
classification of chiefdoms quite obviously. In this book describing his analySiahadkia,
Pauketat brings up many of the issues with classification schemes doeréakble complexity
reflected at the site. Of Cahokia, he remarked that “while it is except@alaokia does not
seem to fit one’s expectations of a typical anything. It was too big, too eadlypa far north to
fit easily within any explanatory framework” (Pauketat 2007:135-136). Irodstrating the
difficulty of trying to classify Cahokia, he highlighted some of the saléstorical
interpretations of the site that changed over time. Through theet@ury, these changing
interpretations have included Cahokia as the natural remnants of Pleisdigeesendy terraces,
a series of simple hierarchical chiefdoms, and currently a city (Pa@2k€Xd). In his final
analysis, Pauketat considered the concept of “chiefdoms” an obstacle to thstandieg of
what really happened in the ancient world (Pauketat 2007).

Through the debates, Neoevolutionists continued refinement of the concept. Some
contemporary archaeologists in the camp held to the belief that the “basadications” such
as “chiefdoms”, were still useful at the preliminary stage of @amgl{fespecially if they were not
seen as rigid divisions “(Renfrew and Bahn 2006: 170). Elsa Redmond is one of the
contemporary Neoevolutionist that continues to refine Seward, White and Carpanly
concepts. As opposed to Pauketat, who sees no utility in any naming conventions @r refine
descriptions associated with chiefdoms, Redmond adheres to this practice. Shesdenti

chieftaincy as any supradomestic political unit that defers to individwigslaip (Redmond



1994a). Warfare is an integral part of the association that Redmond attributes twlbkeoin

chiefdom societies: Through her analysis of Neotropical social groups, Redmond, (19®4a)
emphasizes the role conflict and demographic change had as catalysts fioeithpenee of

hereditary leadership (Redmond 1994a). She attributes Carneiro’s models ofipopulat

pressures and circumscription as prime factors for warfare and evdmnafdbon ascendency

(Renfrew and Bahn 2006). Redmond has also done some work in Panama and has attempted to
apply some of her models in the central part of the country (Redmond 1994b). Her work has
been contested by other contemporary researchers on the grounds of a lack of emidence f
increased population densities as a factor for warfare (Haller 2004 dieeother researchers

who have devoted more time studying the pre-historic societies in Panama andveopeti

their own viewpoint regarding “chiefdoms”.

2.4 Influential reserachers in the region

A major figure in Panamanian archaeology is Dr. Richard Cooke. He ig a staf
archaeologist from the Smithsonian Tropical Research Institute }8##lhas been doing
research in the central part of the country since the 1970s. He received lirsiRhibe
Institute of Archaeology, UCL, England, in 1972 where his studies focused onhhaealogy
of Coclé in central Panama. It is hard to ascertain his theoretical positionayhe this reflects
a foreign perspective that does not dichotomize the concept. One of his publicatiensg
chiefdom societies (Cooke2005) demonstrates how he utilizes various ideas whxiglicdlye
adhering to any camp. In this work, he makes some salient points about the concegitiomshi

and their implications for Panamanian pre-contact societies.



He begins by using a definition from Earle (1991) defining chiefdomslis-based,
moderately stratified societies, which lacked writing, did not live ins;ia@d were organized
into small, sometimes populous but not politically expansive territories” ( CookelBZ0)5He
also notes how contemporary researchers (i.e., Drennan 1995) “now preferaunsgti-c
compared to unicausal (prime mover) explanations for the formation and maintenance of
chiefdoms” (Cooke 2005:151). This is somewhat confusing because while he notes ahfluenti
Neoevolutionist, he also seems to reject the idea of “developmental schemegirat

dichotomization” through the analysis of pottery sequences:

Forcing these data into a progressive developmental schemerone.séme
kind of tribe into some kind of chiefdom or into a lateral dichotoronaélong
the same lines obscures the coeval existence until Spanish cohtaeiny
types of communities, many levels of population density and nucleatidn, a
different subsistence emphases, often in the same culture assramic
interaction sphere. [Cooke 2005:151]

When Cooke lists his features relating to chiefdoms, his description adds to my
uncertainty of his theoretical orientation. He characterizes thet¢héral typologies as being
proposed by notable Neoevolutionist, mentions how they have been the focus of disagreement
and still admits that , “[e]ven so, one detects consilience with [the ethnotast@cord] in
regard to the commonality of the following features” (Cooke 2005:151). Hisf lisatures
includes (Cooke 2005:151-153):

(1) Chiefly power was deeply rooted in genealogical hiesar@nd

monopolized by males.
(2) The transference of power within high-rank social units vésed as much

(or more) on achievement as on ascription and was often accompanied
internecine tension.



(3) Chiefs advertised their success by accumulative behavior akjpott
latching (involving a certain degree of control over food production in order
to finance social gatherings).

(4) Chiefs and their entourages lived at special settlemengs, wibving back
and forth among various sites (according to Spanish chroniclerditkedy
in special houses, which may have been confused for meeting houses).

(5) At sites whose special features allude to their being rseot@oower, there
is a correlation between simple architecture and monolithic scel)pand
symbols of both aggressive behavior and fecundity (expressed by infages
human females and maize).

(6) Frequent warfare focused on raids and skirmishes among hidé an
nearby territories and was accompanied by the mistreatmeprisohers,
including forced labor, branding, mutilation, and loss of burial privileges.

(7) A degree of resource redundancy among the most populous or richest
chiefdoms prevented the long-term political dominance of any one of them.

(8) To acquire special sumptuary or ideologically significawlglea of offices,
which were often exhibited at special places and during burialstschie
controlled trade routes, especially those that led to distant landsvards
prestige items.

Cooke highlights an issue that is endemic to all research in the country. He eephasi
the heavy reliance on ethnohistoric data that researchers continuedaonisgret Panama’s
pre-historic societies. He attributes this dependence on the difficultyired to understand
“[behavioral characteristics] that were easier to glean from the dodany than from the
archaeological record” (Cooke 2005:151). Even though researchers in Panamarteddcs
change their designs on how they are addressing questions about chiefdoms, theiteessc
recorded in early sixteenth century Spanish documents and mortuary rematitistiaeensost
used groups of data that provide information about the nature of Panamanian chiefdaites” (
2004 :1) While ethnohistorical accounts have been instrumental in providing some insight into
indigenous groups in central Panama, they have also affected a bias th&t hopathe
communities of the region have been conceptualized. The powerful influence cdi¢hesats
have been protracted and generalized. Cooke’s (2003a) analysis of Spanisiy grimee

material describing warriors going to battle bedecked with shining gol/ fim@an example of



this imagery. While it does elucidate some aspects of the society, it epnesentative of the
spatio-temporal complexity of the entire region.

Another influential researcher, who has relied heavily the ethnograptoeints to
develop her theories, is Mary Helms. She is an ethnohistorian who has done mysils anal
centered on the concept of chiefdom societies. Her ideas, building on Carl Sarkr(4966),
demonstrate a theoretical divide among some researchers in Panamiagdggh prestige
items associated with metallurgy. More specifically, in regards tohehgbld was
independently sourced and processed in Panama. On one end of the debate Cooke (2003a) argues
for the independent sourcing, as opposed to Sauer (1966), who suggests that “durihg contac
casting and processing of gold was not being practiced in Panama” (Helm3)19H&m’s
(1979) work builds on this suggestion to argue “long-distance contacts for the amguwikiti
esoteric knowledge were critical for establishing political power, as edgoseconomic gain”
(Haller 2004:4). This in an important concept that has to be considered in the analysiscaf poli
associations since the archaeological record could possibly provide eviddowcg distance
trade and resultant stratification. This concept does not only apply to gold. This fact
demonstrates how diverse the patterns could be. For example, ceramic tesl&avarthe Gran
Nicoya in northern Costa Rica have been found in Panama’s Chiriqui region. Butktbéhkr
“prestige items” found in some specific sites there also highlights sopwtant questions
regarding what constitutes chiefdoms, and how their political power is egpees The question
of what constitutes chiefdom is not easy to analyze, and there are continuiregjchedebates
about which markers should be used to classify these societies. The idetm only concerned
with what to analyze, but also how to interpret these “prestige goods” frdimttesl sources in

the archaeological record. Haller (2004) provides an example of how thielavee of limited



archaeological source types, have generalized concepts that may nbt epfekentative of

the complexity:

Mortuary remains in Panama have also been a heavily utilized gfalgia that

has led to chiefdoms being considered and archetypes of cultuedbpiment.

The excavations during the 1930s and 1940s at the Sitio Conte site I(centra

Panama) have been highly influential in establishing this concept [Hallerl2004
Earle (1991) describes much contention in the discussions regarding thei@vesref mortuary
data highlighted above. This is a key concern expressed in the struggle to nddsrstdo
develop a consensus of classifications used for Lower Central America.

Another influential researcher in the area is Dr. John Hoopes. While he alspeanaly
“prestige” items such as gold in the region, he asks different questiatesdrto the material
record. In contrast to other researchers who try to understand the emergemeé&oimns,
Hoopes (2005) focuses on elucidating a variety of phenomena relevant to the afalysial
complexity. Although not as demonstrative as Pauketat, his focus does seempbateee the
value of classifications. Hoopes explains how several contemporary tessdnave changed
the theoretical focus away from “unilinear evolution, hierarchy, ceraitadiz, and chiefdoms to
include alternative dimensions such as heterarchy and dual processuaksttatdghallenge
the notion of centralized, chiefly authority at contact”(Hoopes 2005:3). According to Cooke
(2005), Hoopes popularized the concept of a Chibchan speaking culture evidenced in part by the
movement of gold artifacts from Columbia to Panama. He introduces sonmai@teiconcepts
(apart from traditional models relating to hierarchy, chiefdoms and |dsplets propose that
“corporate based strategies, among them decentralized, knowledge-bastbd g should be

used to provide a new look at the data” (Hoopes 2005:3). Hoopes seemed to be interested in



moving away from issues that had plagued the archeology of this region includingstigem
typological confusion.

There have been more external researches defining the prehistoric domaiarmaPa
than native scholars. The list of external scholars includes BritismdbeiSpanish and
American voices that still dominate the discourse today. But the region is houtitis native
voice. To understand the viewpoint of some of the native scholars who have carehrés
western Panama and southeastern Costa Rica, you have to consider the ¢iefragntheir
investigations. Beginning with Dr. Olga Linares (Panamanian—American scrotabiavid,
Panama), her research in the region occurred during the early 1960s and I8f@s.ihitial
studies were done during the same period that Service’s neo-evolutionary medeteing
developed. Although Linares made use of the “chiefdom” term in her dissertatamasle no
attempt to define it (Linares 1963). The focus of her PhD work was mainlydrétatiefining
the cultural chronology for the Gulf region. Her work at this time seemed torrthe
theoretical and methodological innovations developed by her advisor, Gordon WilleywatdHa
concerning culture history. Her PhD work was descriptive, inductive and ietiggoof culture
development /migration based mostly on stylistic changes of the cerurd of Gulf sites.
This was representative of the Cultural Historical approach that did not have humaoroec
complexity as it main focus (Trigger 2006).

Her subsequent work (Linares 1971), which involved more extensive study on Isla
Palenque, was broader than her PhD work, which was previously focused on just ttegyiGulf
The new study focused on a broad comparative regional/bi coastal atlagtsias aimed to
counter the “generalizations defining the tropical forest as macro-enviramgmiimited

evolutionary potentials” (Linares 1980:12). Linares’ heavy focus on ecologyepessentative



of earlier trends that many believed had pushed archeology towards peabsesgTrigger
2006:392). It is hard to classify Linares in a certain camp during thisdpesishe incorporates
concepts from both neo-evolutionary researchers such as Flannery as vesll AscNaeology
proponents such as Binford (Linares 1980). Both approaches seemed to have beenliafidentia
not mutually exclusive during this period. These paradigms affected the eagrstidered the
societies she studied. Her broad focus and use of terminology relating ta6chsfdefined the
concept as homogenous and static. She did not escape the critiques thaewel@ckd on
other notable researchers who adhered to the conventions of these times. Mareyoftiess
faulted the use of “simplistic, reductionist tendencies resulting fromitraditNew
Archaeologist comparisons” (Trigger 2005:28). Her focus has to be understood in & esnt
it was also a reaction to even earlier cultural idiosyncratic models thatcarsidered “old
fashioned and unscientific” (Trigger 2006:392). While much critique has been placed on
Linares’ studies, some contemporary researchers do note some positivesvahsoene
evidence in her work of changing archaeological paradigms that wouldhtgizct the field.
Holmberg (2009) describes Linares’ theoretical orientation as bessgymmepresentative of the
New Archaeology but she also noted her nuance: “Linares made someasaptier work
relating to agency in how she clearly attributed the sources of human amapgatidividuals
and new intangible ideas or perceptions” (Holmberg 2009:94).

While Linares was one of earliest native archaeologist to studiemePanama, other
native researchers across the border in Costa Rica have more regptithuted to the
understanding of the region. Dr. Francisco Corrales Ulloa is a Costa Riearctes who has
done extensive analysis of the material record of the region. During histé&ti&ss he mainly

focused on the diverse material records that were already in collectiked.ihares, he was



trained in the US. He received his PhD from the University of Kansas in 2000 under the
direction of Dr. John Hoopes. His work centered on analyzing the extensive divetbiy i
ceramic record to understand whether regional groups “evolved without major antisidens
throughout the pre-Columbian occupation sequence” (Corrales 2000:ii). Like mceenponary
researchers who are utilizing different frames of reference in theiesfu@orrales used
different scales to analyze ceramics at the local level, regional éinteraction spheres of
reference. Interaction spheres were described as a concept involvingratcmpwithout
domination” (Lange 1992) that has been used to counteract diffusionist models &orrale
2000:86). The concept is used by other Costa Rican researchers, as evidenceety Quil
(2004:195) references to the Coto and Turucaca spheres in his researtimdunée, the overall
theme in his work seems to try to counter the notion that the overwhelming reasoanige m
the region was external as opposed to internal dynamic influences. Carmaled that it was
not new populations coming in to Diquis (a sub region bordering Chiriqui in Panama) teat we
the reason for the change in ceramic traditions. To me, Corrales, Liaade§ooke’s work
seems thematic in the attempt to promote the idea of the region as an “indepemadethiita
was able to develop on its own, and not a “backwater” that only developed becausg&lef outs
influence.

Through my research in the country | have been able to establish correspondence with
other contemporary anthropologists who have also helped me to understand the Panamanian
perspective regarding the concept of “chiefdoms”. The additional persgastve important in
trying understanding the trends in the way the “chiefdom” term was ngethtion to training,
background, and national identity. This was important, given that most of the resg#rahe

have done work in the country have been from different countries.



Dr. Luz Graciela teaches at Universidad Autonoma de Chiriqui (UNACH Dhwisic
located in David, Panama. David is the largest town in the western part of they @nehis
approximately 55 km away from Boca Chica, which is the closest coasaglevithat provides
boat access to Isla Palenque. Her descriptions of indigenous leaders in coatgmpo
communities give insight to some of the possible characteristics of natives|&aahe the past.
She has done some archaeological work in the region and incorporates many of the
ethnohistorical characteristics observed from contemporary native cormeaumiher concept of
chiefdoms. She describes the concept as a position, “usually occupied by a man vat® aont
area economically or politically” (Graciela 2015, personal communpitatlhe general term
given to this person is the Spanish naraeique but other terms are used in differentmarcas
(name for the contemporary reservations in Panama), ssaiassuguiaandgunato describe
leaders of those communities. The characteristics described of thdseslare varied, but her
definition incorporates the notion that “not all systems of chiefdoms were based esspugs
material objects, like Mary Helms postulated” (Graciela 2015, personmahcinication). Some
of the valued characteristics included a charismatic personality aaditity to communicate to
help resolve community problems peacefully. This is also reflected in ther#®encounters
for political control that would “not be with arms but mental encounters like who caidd re
defecating for several days, cause it to rain inside houses, cause ifignana turn several
colors, or resist diarrhea after eating these fish” (Graciela 20Xgr@#rcommunication). Dr.
Graciela also described some traditions from other groups where certain $igtisatd during
childhood were observed to see if that boy would be a future leader. Some of these sig
included being born with the amniotic sack over the face (a sign that he would be aatigeer

the future), or a rejection of breast milk. Dr. Graciela’s strong etlapbg: focus on pre-history



is understandable as she is a cultural anthropologist, and while these attrbabesesmely
difficult to discern in the archaeological record, they cannot be discountedimetpetation.

Dr. Tomas Mendizabal is another important archaeologist that helped me undérstand t
Panamanian perspective on the “chiefdom” concept. Dr. Mendizabal currentlyf@cuse
Cultural Resource Management (CRM) projects in Panama. He relatesstiatfrom what has
been theorized from North America, there is little that has been writtee tountry relating to
the concept of the term (Mendizabal 2015, personal communication). He relatesdinetical
practice is not utilized extensively in the country and within his focus of CRM spadkifiBut,
when he does apply the concepts, he uses Spanish chronicles that are, in his opinion, the best
approximation of what the chiefdom concept meant, at least in the 16th century. Heedescri
these “jerarquizadas” (a different name applied to these organizaagns)n-egalitarian,
professionally specialized societies where a small number of elitessexpolitical, territorial,
and military control. He also describes chiefdoms as maintaining congpothe distribution of
resources and the cosmological and religious worlds. Aside from this, he dislikethéo f

generalize or “invent” given the uncertainties of the past.

2.5 Contemporary Researchers: their changing approaches

While the debates introduced by previous researchers continue, the changiogguest
that are being asked represent the evolving theoretical and methodologadiparthat are
being incorporated in Panama and neighboring Costa Rica. For example, Earlec¢t@g¥ered
the different scales of analysis of major importance in understandirfgamie He stated that

“the household, community, chiefly polity, and the inter-polity region were the ¢coasinon



scales that were in competition for political control” (Earle 1987: 45).&€bopbrary researchers
in Panama (Palumbo 2009; Locascio 2010; Menzies 2012) have started to analyzédfénese di
scales to address questions related to the emergence and development otsaxahids.

Their multi-scalar approach recognizes that there is a different fbspsittal analyses that can
utilized for different question. For example, while Locascio (2010) studies ingoufeh site
based on the household scale, Palumbo looks to address the chiefdom concepts based on “the
spatial distribution of production debris between different houseldteatillage scale”
(Palumbo 2009:62). Their focus demonstrates an evolving methodology that depentiser
grain of analyses than what former researchers utilized ingrenrbefore. No longer just
focusing primarily on mortuary artifacts, these contemporaryredses have turned their
attention to craft production and distribution activities at the é¢toalsl/domestic level to assess
guestions of social status difference (Palumbo 2009: 18). Igttgiassess differential
consumption or the possibility of controlled domestic production, Palumbo (2009) ahalyze

inter-spatial differences in:

(2) Proportions of tools (i.e. stone axes, spindle whorls, grinding stones)

(2) Presence of high quality objects (i.e. fine decorated ceramics)

3) Presence of items made from non-local materials

4) Diversity of artifact assemblages

(5) Proportions of jewelry and ornamentation (i.e. beads, earrings, necklaces)
(6) Presence of rare imported goods (i.e. shell, jade, gold)

(7) Proportions of serving vessels (i.e. plates, dishes, chicha jars)

(8) Proportions of elaborate metates in association with celts and statues

In the Central valley of Costa Rica, researchers have incorporated the notiohtpftalua
assess the socio-political difference that they suggest is re@tegeif the region. Roger Frost

is one of these contemporary researchers who has studied these reldtierGrater Chiriqui



area. He focuses on assessing the notion through investigations ofesgtibatterns at Rivas
and El Pateon de la Reina, both central Costa Rican sites (Frost 2009). AlthastighrEsearch
was primarily investigated through the spatially limited scale ofetery excavations assessing
architectural patterns, his review of historical records associatiedPalenques, supporting the
concept of duality in the region, were revealing of the nature of settleoh@img the Contact
period. He describes many historical examples of palenques in relationaionsliing pueblos
(towns) or other nearby palenques. Based on early historical accountstdarmgl-16th
century, Frost lists six examples of dually organized palenque settlertretitbing from Costa
Rica’s central valley all the way to the contemporary Panamanian bordstr skggests that the
described differences related to size, elevation, and fortificatibected an asymmetry that

indicated possible socio-political segregation (Frost 2009). | discussftiréser below.

Discussion

In reviewing the theoretical debate regarding the “chiefdom” questiayd determined
that it is beneficial to go beyond the falsely dichotomized argumenta/énatdebated between
Neoevolutionists and Post Processualists. Drawing aspects from both appediagtesne to
highlight and understand important differences and similarities. Whiltacieaization of social
structures is important for comparison, it cannot be considered static in tespecefor time.
The scales of focus are hugely important as well because whaedlogyical factors in some
regions may have contributed to a continued stratification, other ecologimakfatay have
hindered nucleation and resultant stratification. This highlights the fadtlibbeve

characterization of social structures has to be considered independentkdific $ocations.



For my work, | am assessing Isla Palenque’s settlement distributioregs dlse notion of
stratification which may or may not have been associated with a “chief.”

| believe this is critical because | do not want to put the pre-historic peolslia of
Palenqgue’s varied occupations in a “box” based on a paradigm that despite itsaefinama
way of assigning static and permanent meanings that cannot be divorced fronifipiéisinde
This is important in Panama where these classifications have in effeddieative prehistoric
people for over 400 years. There is more to the people of the past than the carfcadnstant
warfare and | do not believe in encapsulating the entirety of pre-histtrg extremes of past
societies. | believe this is where using different terms helps in shettiéisg strong and
ultimately negative images of the people, but | am also aware that whatevemie use today

will attach our own biases towards the future.



3 CULTURE HISTORY

The following section will detail some of the issues that have impacted tperanand
spatial understanding of the region. The highly complex and still debated chronaldlgiesn
be discussed. The section will end with a description of the cultural phases gafie to the

Gulf Coast region and specifically the area of this study.

3.1 Spatial and Temporal aspects of culture area

It is critical to know how Isla Palenque fits within its broader regional, squdtical,
and economic networks. The broader factors must be addressed before finenagaks can
be fully understood. This is highly important in an area such as Lower CentracArfieosely
defined as stretching from Honduras through western Columbia and Ecuador)vehesetirch

is not as robust as it is in neighboring regions (i.e., Mesoamerica and the Andes).



Figure 3.1 Linares' view of LCA archaeological region (after Linares 1979: Fij

The literature of the region is full of expressions reflecting the congrdifficulty in
trying to analyze the culture history for a region that is charactebyextreme variability. The
inability to establish a consensus has contributed to the myriad of naming convtrdtdre/e
been used to designate both culture areas as well as cultural sequeesedlifférent labels
demonstrate the changing dynamics associated with the researcbrgguessgarding the region.
Some of these designations include: the Intermediate area, Lower Cen&at#, southern
Central America, Northwestern South America, Area of Chibchoid, Chibchoidridagt
Region, and Isthmo-Colombian (Fonseca 1994, Hoopes 2005, Lange 1992). While the aim of
these designations was to present the region as more independent and not swelypgéthe
basis of intermediateness—its position between Mesoamerica and the Aedgsl, no
consensus has yet been attained (Hoopes 2005: 5). This is reflective of aasigfafit of the
region: “great geographical and cultural variability within a very kaohiland surface area is the

primary characteristic of lower Central America” (Lange and Stone 198daBj)owing the



focus, the variability can be exemplified the many culture aredlsat are represented
researcherm just Costa Rica and Panama a. Theseanclude Greater Nicoya, Centt
Highlands, Atlantic Vdtershed, Diquis, Chirui, Veraguas, Conte and Cocfgujliter 2004: 9)
These culture area designations are not by any means ancbntinue to be contested

current researchgi(Corrales 200(Cooke 2005, Quilter 2004, e.g.).

GREATER CHIRIQUI

Figure 3.2 Culture area (afterCorrales 200(: Fig. #3)

The variability is a fact of the region, but otlkety factors continue to constrain
hinder the goal of aynthesized chronological scherOne majoifactor is the lack of study i
the region. Another major factor is cent political divisions. Irstudies that are high
constrained by finite resourceaklese divisions can prove to be ovenming. Such is the ca
with the border betweehanama and Costa Rica where the current politicedion has made
difficult to study a region that has been considexeinified culture arefor part of itspast
(Palumbo 2009). Thisulture area encompasses the western pacific pasfi@anma (Chiriqui

province) and the southeragific side of CostRica (Diquis subculture aredjogether thes



sub regions define a larger archaeological culture called "GreatéguWhilFrost 2009:15). The
boundaries of this region are still a “loose representation” that continues to Iedd &loa
example, current research being done in Panama continues to assess iGR&éflantic
watersheds were a cultural unit despite the varied ecology (Wake, et al.,R8uher example
from Costa Rica is Corrales’ (2010) proposed refinement of the Diquis sub region basgd on hi
analysis of ceramic cultural similarities from western Panama.

Variation in temporal frameworks is another reality of the region. Thabibiry
reflected in numerous chronological frameworks is significant. For examipile, Linares’ 1963
classification adheres to six phases, the literature reflects nfagrg otho utilize their own
different chronologies (Lange 1984: 7). In trying to understand the GreateguChulture as a
whole, | considered both Linares’ (1968) and Frost’s (2009) sequences. | used these beca
guestion was focusing on Frost’s concept of duality in an area thatwdasdsby Linares. |
combined the timeframes of both to consider western Panama and southeadier@ ¢ai

Rica. These periods are summarized below.

3.2 Paleo-Indian Period (11,000-8000 BC)

Early studies concerning this period focused on understanding the time depth of
habitation for the region. Salient questions included the possibility of long tértatien of
hunter gatherers vs. the intermittent use of this region to solely chase dowiiLgiaanes 1963).
While the regions ecology plays a major factor limiting the record of thisyeesearchers
discovered some artifacts that demonstrated “indisputable evidence for humartiondgopa

southern Central America dating between 11,000 to 8000 B.C.” (Frost 2009:18). Lithicoevide



relating to this period was found in both Costa Rica and in portions of Panama (Ranere 1980,
Snarkis 1978). According to Cooke (2005), the evidence was important in demonstrating the
timeframe of early habitation in Panama. Additionally, “[a]Jrchaeoldgiata from this [period]

... shows that people remained continuously in some areas of Panama after thedraieo

period (Holmberg 2009:7). Researchers have proposed that “small and highly mobile bands
supposed big game hunters from the plains of North America, encountered and adapted to a
mosaic of different environments in Southern Central America (Palumbo 2009, Piperno and
Pearsall 1998). Cooke also highlighted how “pre-Columbian residents altered wegetati
immediately after first arrival, and began to add domesticated cropsrteuhsistence

inventory between 9000 and 7000 BP” (Cooke 2005:129). This is considered a characteristic of

the region.

3.3 Tropical Archaic Period (8000-1500 BC)

This period is characterized by several factors including changing gdmiogght on by
the Holocene (Palumbo 2009), new subsistence patterns, and the introduction of new
technologies and beliefs that would impact later stratification. In theriag of the phase,
changing ecosystems affected changes in former diets. While therdhanglogy restricted
former sources of game, it also enabled a different broader subsisteneerge .eAccording to
Palumbo, “[t]his time frame in the highlands is thought to be characterizedadilygoups
making a living by hunting, gathering, and horticulture, all well-adapted todpieal forest
environment” (Palumbo 2009:67). Subsistence evidence reflects that both exttweate and

independent cultivation were associated with the region. Cooke (2005:19) notes hpgvdnth



manioc, domesticated outside the land bridge, were introduced during the pre-@enaoaic
between 7000 and 4500 BC”. On the other hand, Piperno’s (2011) study in the Chiriqui rock
shelter of Hornito shows evidence for independent cultivation. Root crops such as leren and
arrowroot were being incorporated into “horticulture” subsistence pra¢Bgesrno 2011).
Piperno’s work with pollen, phytolyth and charcoal core sediments suggest beginning
agricultural intensification through forest clearance related tb-slad-burn cultivation in
central Panama during this period around 7600-7200 BP (Piperno et al. 2007).

The relation of lithics to the developing agriculture in the region also plays antampor
role in trying to “tease out” the culture history during this phase. Limitdthantogical
evidence of this association is mainly found in Panama (Lange 1992). Anthony Ranere
investigated rock shelters in the Chiriqui province that dated back to 5000 BC (Ranere 1980).
Ranere designated two sub phases (Talamanca [5000-2300 BC] and the Boquete [2300-1500
BC]) within the Tropical Archaic that corresponded to changing subsisteneengatiidenced
by the lithic record. He attributed the presence of celts, flake, and nortdtake¢o hunter
gatherer populations that utilized them to produce wooden implements for thetrescti
(Ranere 1980). He marks a transition to his Boquete phase by the introduction of several ne
tool types, such as ground and polished tools and mashers (Ranere 1980). Both Ranere and
Linares suggested these new tool types marked a transition to root crogticunfi
supplemented by palm plant utilization (Linares 1980; Ranere 1980).

Another aspect of the lithic assemblages discovered in the region demonks&rates t
relation of early religious ideology and its corresponding material reBagcbup of unusual
stones were unearthed in a rock shelter in the highlands of western Parnamtodat

approximately 4800 and 4000 BP (Dickau et al. 2012). According to Dickau and colleagues



(2012:1), the unusual lithic types, the context of the cache, and the ethnographic evidence,
suggested that the “stones once belonged to a ritual specialist, such as arlsbaleman”. The
cache of stones recovered at the rock shelter may represent the eatkesstl @vidence in
Central America of shamanistic practices (Dickau et al. 2012).

Towards the end of this period, human populations were increasing and the diversity in
material culture was expanding. Richard Cooke’s work in central Panama givas@ogical
evidence of these changes during the end of the period “that involved the interplay ofigopulat
growth, settlement nucleation, technological innovation, the increase of risk, anateillyi the
ascendency of ascribed social status” (Cooke 2005:129). The evidence sLtigedtege
regional centers with increased populations now inhabited the coastal plainsjtihatian
systems were now heavily maize dependent; and that the introduction of paiterg 4500 BP
marked a shift when different styles would become discernable over time (@uodkanere

1992).

3.4 Formative Period (Frost 1500 BC- AD 750)

Throughout the culture area, the Formative period represented a shift toeadedtasy
farming villages and developing social stratification (Frost 2009). Onceerhacame the staple
crop in the region, it largely replaced horticultural practices (Linares 198%) led to “complex
processes that affected diversification of the region over time” @$nB980:13). The
diversification can be analyzed by the varying artifact technologasitere developing
differentially both spatially and temporally. The archaeological dat@sented by different

ceramic assemblages from Costa Rica to central Panama flefleetimcreasing cultural



differences. According to Cooke (2005:129), the varied and distinct chronologies in tlas phas
begin to represent “hierarchies among regions, sites, social groups, and individystatita

the establishment of chiefdoms.” The Formative period marks the beginnimg cgramic

record representing the Chiriqui region where Isla Palenque is locEbtedfollowing sections

will cover the La Concepcion, Aguas Buenas, San Lorenzo and Chiriqui cerasgs pha

previously identified on Isla Palenque and/or neighboring areas.

3.4.1 La Concepcién Phase (300 BC-AD 400)

La Conception ceramics share the decoration pattern of zoned bichromingpfred sl
areas alternating with unslipped zones) that was a general chiataotérceramics from
western Panama all the way to Nicaragua (Corrales 2000: 45). A distinction ghalses is the
additional scarified decoration (Corrales 2000: 45). This phase is found more geneited!
foothills of western Panama, and in Costa Rica (Shelton 1984). Although this phaseb®esnot
identified at Isla Palenque, the proximity to where it has been found makeas thiportant
phase to consider. In terms of settlement, this period represents the inéigeace of small,
scattered sedentary farming villages in the Gran Chiriqui (Palumbo 200@atlods of
increased stratification have also been discovered as evidenced by awsntal of metate-
lined tombs at sites such as Concepcion (Haberland 1976). This is notable in ant duah rioa
yet been associated with highly stratified cemeteries (Hoopes 2008 different ceramic
chronologies were proposed for the same period by Haberland (1976), whaeddssifypes,

and Shelton, who classified by wares (Corrales 2000). This discordance tga#f immn attempt



by researchers to try to refine descriptions and classifications @keged 1888, McCurdy 1911,

Osgood 1935) that were constructed by previous researchers.

3.4.2 Aguas Buenas/Formative (AD 300- 900)

This phase is characterized by increasing demographic expansion, rapiddgicahol
change, and the emergence of inequality in the region. Research by P&@dd®pin the
upland areas has indicated rapid demographic expansion by agricultural grolpsglAl
Linares attributes demographic expansion to population pressures, some reseaesten
whether this was the case (e.g., Palumbo 2009). Despite the debated causdbfaitter
expansion, examples of the variance and stratification in the mateaded rgovide the first
evidence for social ranking in western Panama during this period (Palumbo 2009)s Hoope
(2005:17-25) details several lines of evidence for the period that highlight grgeame of
social differentiation and inequality.

(1) While there are no clearly identifiable elite residences or ceegeteefore

this period, these patterns are now widespread.

(2) The spread of metal technology into Central America is now seen with the

first jewelry fashioned from gold and gold-copper alloys.

(3) The expression of complex anthropomorphized animal iconography suggests
religious notions of shape-shifting or animal spirit companions associated wit

the development of a priestly elite tradition across southern Central @dsmeri

(4) The spread of this tradition has also been suggested to be linked with a

common Chibchan language (Cooke 2005). The Barriles site, located in the



upland Chiriqui region, has been proposed as an elite center relate to this tradition

(Hoopes 2005).

As a general description of the varied and debated ceramic sequences afddisgbe
region, Corrales describes them as having a “zoned bichrome decoration stasimgg the
same diagnostic modes” (Corrales 2000:50). Focusing on western Panamaiatiismpeks
different ceramic phases for the highlands as well as Gulf coast. Imgtilartds, two Bugaba
phases followed a Barriles phase that was associated with the areate/hamesake is located
(Linares 1968). In the Gulf coast, the Burica Phase marks the first eviderice occupational
history of Isla Palenque at around AD 400-600 (Linares 1968a). Linares designdedithe
phase by diagnostic pottery which included Isla Palenque Maroon Slipped and Plai@ War
(Linares 1968). The pottery was generally characterized by slimaisibns (Linares 1968).
These pottery artifacts were found in the lowest levels of the Isla Palsitg@aad included
large urns, large jars, and bowls of many varying sizes. Her plain veafication was only

differentiated by the lack of slip (Linares 1968).

Figure 3.3 Burica (thin variety) phase pottery example (after Linares 1968: Bi#12)



The association of this ceramic type with the Burica peninsula, on the wedgernfe
Panama, has led to suggestions that it was the initial source of migration tartiglimares
1980). Ranere noted that this pottery type was “predominant and often exclusive in thest of
surface collections from hilltop sites along the shoreline of the Buricaquéaito the west of
Isla Palenque (Linares 1980:107-119). This is significant as the distanc8tmica peninsula
to the Gulf islands is approximately 55km by sea (Linares 1963). In contrast, timécaexeord
from contemporary Bugaba sequence of the north does not indicate evidence of ntigiataon
Palenque. Linares noted that “while people may have moved from the highlands to camstal pl
during this phase, there was no evidence for assuming the same deliberati®mad people all
the way to Isla Palenque ” (Linares 1980:116). Another important charactefidte material
record is the lack of lithics associated with this phase on the island. LinE®68) arly studies
attributed this to possible sampling methodologies, but her later work (1980) rnewahthrat
the Burica phase on the island was devoid of stone implements.

The San Lorenzo ceramic phase (AD 700-900) marks an increase in the matakl rec
on the island. The phase is present on the Pacific coast, but not the Chiriqui highlamdsqPa
2015, personal communication). On Isla Palenque, the stratigraphic lay8r8 (dite
designation on the island) reflect a possible abandonment between this phase amibtine pre
one (Linares 1980). The bi-chrome ceramics associated with this phabaraeerized by
types painted with red bands, reds lines, or red slips (Corrales 2000). Some ofi¢seohthese
ceramics include: Arayo Polished Line, Banco Red Line, Caco Red Slipped, @aRgkLine,
Castrellon Red Slipped, Centeno Red Banded, Horconcitos Red Banded, Pan de Azucar Red
Line, and Zapote Red Banded (Linares 1968a). There is no current consensus as to bagin of t

people associated with this tradition. Previous researchers (Haberland 1@/és(1i968 )



attribute this phase to a migration from centrald®aa’s Veraguas region, but me
contemporary researchers propchat the San Lorenzo sequence was stric®uH regior
development ( Corrales 20@03) The San Lorenzo ceramic phase emphasized |
decoration by painting, instead of the slip andsilon used in the Erica phaseLinares

1968:91).
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Araya Polished Line Banco Red Lined Cangrejal red line

Figure 3.4San Lorenzo Phase Pottery examps (after Linares 1968: Figs15-24)

While origins of the population are in questionngoestimatedo give arindication as
to the size of the community durings phase on Isla Palenqueh8 density of sherc
comparedo other phases does suggest Isla Pale was most intensively occupied during t
period probably around several hundred pe” (Linares 1980:76). The ceramic record &
indicates possiblgading and cultull connections to central Pananidue question of trade is
difficult to assesgiven that a limited amount of trade sherds wecevered on the islar
(Linares 1980). Despite this, researchers haveutgted thatgiven its maritimelocation, it
seems intuitive to think of thelanc as a possiblgort of anchor, or a trading post some sort”
(Linares 1980:116)The evidence of liths in this phase, while markirgchange from th
previous occupatiorwere not definitively source. Linares’ indicatedhat lithic toolsrequiring

skilled workmanship were probably importeLinares 1980:11)Aside from the question «



trade, the lithics, while possibly indicating a lack of specialization on lgnadisluring this
period, where clearly associated with varied and changing subsistencegsta&ione tools
such as manos, metates, and net or line weights were all found toward the end of taaghhase

into the next (Linares 1968).

3.4.3 Chiriqui Phase (AD 1000 — 1500)

The Chiriqui period can be characterized by a “strong cultural interapth@nesthat
linked western Panama and the Diquis region of Costa Rica” (Holmberg 2009:11)c&ignif
changes in site organization, social organization, material culture, and mqntaetices where
exemplified in many of the sites within these areas during the period (Drolet 1982)
important to understand that many of these changes were differential aradivedat much
complexity across the region. For example, the sites in the Chiriqui Guhreigi not reflect
the same magnitude of stratification as seen in some famous “elite” highteshd=sir example,
while the highland sites of Barriles is famous for its large artiedlaculptures and giant
ceremonial metates, Gulf sites have not demonstrated this level ofcsdtatifireflected in the
material record (Linares 1980). Isla Palenque, in comparison, is chex@dt@ore so by the
“high numbers of ceramics, stone utilitarian tools, and undecorated basalt columry; trzde
pottery or fancy items” (Linares 1980: 312). To date, there is no record of gold found in
association with burials on Isla Palenque (Linares 1980). This standskicatérast to all the
historic records that indicate gold associated with highland burials. Addiiomany sites in

central Panama, such as Coclé and Nata also demonstrate significamtifgald shat have been



interpreted to represented stratification reflected through mortuaime (Cooke 2005, Mayo
2013).

Despite the differences of Isla Palenque to other well-known sitesgdiis period,
there are some similarities. For example, settlement descripticrst g009) of some large sites
in southern Costa Rica are very similar to Linares’ description of the ialaadarge nucleated
agricultural village that included a residential zone and cemetery arbaugit Linares does not
specify what phase they were associated with, intrusive burials whereifoonodinds close to
what Linares designated as habitation activity areas (Lid&@&8). Child burials as well as
extended adult burials were discovered associated with large vessels ahdhares also
indicated that carved columns were found close to this area on Isla PalenqaealReg
elaborate columns have been described as associated with burials mthexpamorphic and
zoomorphic statues have been found (Mayo 2013, Lothrop 1963, e.g.). Corrales (2000) described
the association of mounds, columns, and burials as a hierarchal complex refvesaintias
period in the region.

Additional regional similarities in subsistence marked this phase. kirarglence of an
increased “presence of manos and metates suggested that a maize diebmasgbec
increasingly important there” as it was across the region (Liaras, 1980). She also described
the agricultural production as part of a mixed subsistence that was piactioause gardens,
palm plantations, and in nearby Boca Brava (Linares 1980).

During this period, the ceramic record for the region is marked by a big chaitlgeHe
appearance of polychrome pottery, and the increased variance of vessel forms att/elecor
motifs” (Corrales 2000:62). While the polychrome pottery was not represeraétive Isla

Palenque tradition, three new pottery types marked the phase on the island Bagaig



Ware, Villalba Red Streaked, and La Cavand red bandedpened bowls (Linares 18).
Bisquit ware idescribed as orof the most distinctive types in the entibeeate Chiriqui
region (Corrales 20007T.hin walls,“biscuit—like” paste and graceful forneharacterize th
ware. Linares (1968) proposed that it manufacturedomewhere near current day David, .
associated with mainly funeradgposits (Linares 196. Some examples of ti@hiriqui types

are pictured below.

Tarrago Biscuit Ware Villalba Red Streaked

Figure 3.5Chiriqui Phase Pottery exampli (after Linares 1968: Figs. 2527)

3.5 Contact (AD 1503)

Theentire LCA region was heavily impacted by Spanishtact This is al important
fact in trying to analyze a prehistoric culturahtext from a historici and methodological focus
With the arrival of Columbus®™voyage, in 1503, extend@tocesses began to impact the er
western hemispher8ubsequercolonization on Panama’s eastern Danegionin 1510,

eventually led to incremental Spsh explorations of the westerarpof the countryThis



undoubtedly started a critical chain reaction that affected sociabreasettlement, and
subsistence patterns.

Linares’ translation of primary ethnohistorical records gives insigbttive impact on
Panama’s Pacific Gulf coast and beyond. Her description of the eventsg&taBpanish
“entradas” (expeditions from their base in central Panama to the westeon gha& country and
beyond to Costa Rica) in the early™&ntury shed light on some social and settlement aspects
of the Gulf region. While Isla Palenque cannot be positively identified in heslateons as a
major cultural “center”, there were indications of a broader culture with ssadership

centered on some of the islands:

The people of this province and those of Burica were almost exhetlyame in
the fashion of their clothes, and in their customs. The countryrtige fewith
plentiful supplies of fish, and a great quantity of swine There were three or
four chiefs in this province, and their villages were well fortifigith palisades
made of very strong thorny plantgterwined and forming a thick wall
[Andagoya 1865: 24-25]

The indication given by historical records that there were palisadedusts in the
region, combined with the possible connection to the island’s name, presentngtqgestions
that make the broader community study on Isla Palenque of interestotildshelp in the
understanding of the nature or possible function of the island, given that the miéiplétations
labeled it as an “economic center” where trade and socio-ceremoivdl/acere the major

reason for its occupations (Linares 1980).

In summary, the culture history of Isla Palenque in comparison to other regiggsstsu
a later phase for settlement on the island. Culture regions to the east and thehnwesd bot

ceramic phases indicating earlier habitation. The highlands north of thedast region also



reflected an earlier occupation before Isla Palenque’s initidgisent at approximately
AD300/400. The origins of Isla Palenque’s varied population are proposed to have been from
western areas during the Burica, to possibly eastern in the later phésies.that were only
found in the later phases could possibly indicate a changing subsistence, mgiagchaction

of the island’s use itself. All of this is extremely difficult to asagrias it is still being debated in
a context of knowledge that is limited, fragmented, and constrained by thaldoets: While

this may result in an overall lack of synthesis for an entire region, | doretvbdhis is required
to understand better understand Isla Palenque’s settlement. As a mattey Iahink this lack of
synthesis defines it. The change and complexity highlight the fadstadPalenque’s settlement
history may in all actuality go beyond Carneiro’s (1981:45) static definafiéan autonomous
political unit comprised of a number of villages or communities under the permamnémt of a

chief.” | believe there is more to the people of Isla Palenque than this.



4 ARCHAEOLOGICAL HISTORY OF ISLA PALENQUE

The amount of archaeological work done in Panama has been varied. While more
attention has been paid to the central region of the country, the work done in the Céioyui
has been limited by comparison. Yet even in Chiriqui, more focus has been given to gie
higher elevations zones, most of which have been associated with more ‘&/ahrtfacts (i.e.,
gold objects, large sculptures) or the landscape (volcanos). Historazaints from the 19
century show how the early focus was on the upland regions where large graveyads in t
cordillera and Bugavita were first described (Lothrop 1919). The intetattdeo the initial
discoveries there, resulted in subsequent and protracted decontextualizatiorgibtnéy both
“Panamanians and foreigners alike that practiced the lucrative sport of theehaggrave
robbing)” (Linares 1963:11). Academic research in upland Chiriqui began in earnegttdarin
late 19" century and continued sporadically through th® @entury (e.g., Haberland 1958,

Holmes 1888, Linares 1980, Mccurdy 1911, and Osgood 1935).



Figure 4.1 Gulf region and its archaeological sites (after Linares 1968: Fig }#2

The Gulf sites in Chiriqui have received limited study in comparison to the neigipborin
areas. It was not until 1961 that a study was focused on the Gulf region of ChiriquiabesC
McGimsey and several graduate students which included Olga Linaresed.it068a),
conducted a coastal survey which included all the islands. Linares’ digseLinares 1963),
focusing on the Gulf, attempted to:

(1) Establish a general chronology through examination of four different coissal s

a. lIsla Villalba (1S-7)

b. San Lorenzo (SL-1)

c. Las Secas (I1S-11)

d. Isla Palenque (IS-3)
(2) Trace cultural contacts

(3) Reconstruct living patterns; and



(4) Indicate stylistic similarities with other regions outside the Gulf

Her methods during this phase were to “combine small scale excavationsirfaties
collections” in areas associated with mounds (Linares 1963:38). During thenpafrtier
investigation at Isla Palenque (IS-3) specifically, Linares exedvaur (2 m x 1 m) units on
and near discernable mounds during a three-day visit (Linares 1963). Heatextsautilized
10 cm arbitrary levels to assess the relative temporal differencesretthesred artifacts.
Through the analysis of recovered pottery, she developed a ceramic typologgshmtsed on
“distinguishing surface treatments/decorations” (Linares 1963:43).

She then performed an inter-site comparison that was based on the analysis of the
presence or absence of pottery types and trade wares to determine gtiemese for the Gulf
sites (Linare 1963). Her studies, detailed through frequency seriation and dcadiorent
“battleship curves”, resulted in the development of a “three-fold stratified segjuen 1S-3
(Linares 1963). She used her data from I1S-3 to compare to the other GuiT baeother sites all
reflected shorter stratified sequences in comparison to I1S-3 (Linares LB&8¥s also
performed a more in-depth study of ceramics through a “modal analydisietiaded minute
variations in shapes of handles, rim and body sherds (Linares 1968a). She attributed foe ne
this additional analysis to the fact that Chiriqui pottery is extremelgdamd primarily based
on “plastic” variations in shape and decoration types (Linares 1963:49). Herrgsgarch
highlighted an important fact on the island. She described the presence of holesida tfia
mound that indicated the high possibility that IS-3 has been looted by past grases rhloares

1968).



Linares conducted her next major study on the island in 1971(Linares 1980). Now
working at the STRI, Dr. Linares directed a broad regional studyrtblatdied sites in different
ecological zones aiming to compare human adaptions in western Panama (1L9&@esn
adhering to the focus of STRI research, the heavy ecologically basattheseluded a second
study on Isla Palenque that was used to correlate data to sites ightedievation mountain
regions as well as Atlantic Gulf sites (Linares 1980).

Linares’ basic methods during this study utilized surface collectionsraitddiblock
excavations. She did this to refine the site’s spatial definition and to egahffatent functional
areas to understand di-chronic relations to other areas (Linares 1980pahal étxe limited data
from her first investigation on the island, she implemented additional methods to anderst
broader settlement and subsistence data. The additional approaches included “cqumg ma
of the site, recovery of organic remains, and analysis of stone tools” (Li286s306). Of the
two months spent on the island, the researchers spent the initial three weeksantele
operations that involved cutting underbrush/trees and raking large areasenttreof the
island. The clearance uncovered the “small” (1 m tall) extended mound (50 m xbatwas
composed of cultural debris and “piled” rocks, a continuous cap of surfacetsyifiad carved
basalt columns (Linares 1980:307). Within the refined site area measuring 260 rmx 330
Linares identified six distinct “activity” areas in close relation tortteeinds where she focused

her excavations (Linares 1980:75).



1Figure 4.2 Linares' defined site area (footnote 1)

She implemented different sized block excavations to investigate the diffetigity a
areas. All her excavations used 10 cm arbitrary levels and materralseveened through v4”
mesh. Profile drawings detailing stratigraphy, soil composition and depogrtata \sere
recorded. According to Linares, the excavations resulted in “overwhglrmmounts of cultural
materials (Linares 1980:308). The cultural remains included broken artifatts@anic
remains. Additionally, she identified different features within the exaavatihat she utilized to
interpret the site as a complex socio-ceremonial and “ritual” sedtie(Linares 1980). Near the
mound, she excavated a 2 m x 15 m trench (160 cm deep) where intrusive child and atult buria
were discovered at the lowest levels (Linares 1980:307). At the other aat®éty she used

smaller trenches of varying sizes. In one of the activity areas, inagsseiation with the basalt

! Figure 4.2 From Olga F. Linares and Anthony J. Reneds Adaptive Radiations in Prehistoric Panama.
Peabody Museum Monographs, no. 5. Copyright 198deyresident and Fellows of Harvard College.



columns, she identified an area of “hard packed soil that she tentatively etbatsfa possible
plaza floor” (Linares 1980:308). In another excavation, she attributed the lackubdramgks
combined with some cultural remains, to “swept—up areas [that were] indicétihe logical
dwelling areas or orchards” (Linares 1980:308). Linares did not find any posithaleg of her
activity area (Linares 1980).

With STRI backing, and reflective of her New Archaeology approach,dsnar
implemented more technologically based approaches to analyze her salifscteons and unit
excavations. Her ceramic analysis now implemented statistical methodsmapdter typology
programs to complement and validate previous hand sorting to determine stylistiodald m
typologies. The studies helped in reconfirming her earlier relatigeeces, but the
unavailability of charcoal restrained her ability to acquire absolutegdatianchor stylistic
sequences. To date her sequences, Linares utilized C-14 dates from other citgrmte to the
relative dating sequences obtained on IS-3. This enabled Linares to detéersiies oldest
occupation to be between AD400 and 600 (Linares 1980:108).

In analyzing subsistence, Linares used several methods to interpistitdrr@quatic and
plant sources on the island. She relied heavily on sampling methods, primarily thioughm
number of individuals (MNI) techniques, to determine faunal percentage fregsieapresented
in her excavation (Linares and White 1980). Although the data reflected a widy wérie
sources, it also reflected major spikes in white tail deer and marimhq®®% of MNI).
Linares used this to base her interpretations that these were preferrégfatena sources for
the inhabitants (Linares 1980). The predominant belief by researchersigked and Cooke is
that the whitetail deer found in Isla Palenque likely came fronBlslaa (or the mainland),

which is the only island large enough to sustain deer populations. Due to the regiosaiffoc



her studies, she only detailed faunal and aquatic resources on a total contextia teeel
island which did not include phase differentiation. These data showed a low numbexstfiaérr
sources in comparison to other sites in the highland area such as Cerro Brugs(LB&0).

Plant remains were also obtained. A core near the site, utilizing a “nabdifi@gston
piston” was used to obtain pollen data related primarily to subsistence and vegdtatiges
(Linares 1980:488). The 350 cm core demonstrated that maize (Zea mays) andoneunicex
at the lowest level, but while the maize continued to be found at multiple levels alyrte the
top, manioc did not (Clary 1980:489). Limited macrobotanical remains were ats@red,
measured and analyzed. The bulk consisted of palm fruit fragments, but maizedebma
kernels were also recovered. She found the limited kernels in the same trencsthat w
designated as a “living” activity area (1980: 163). One notable exception in sabsist
compared to other coastal sites in central Panama (Monagrillo) or théiA@autf (Sitio Drago)
was the lack of evidence of extensive shellfish consumption. Unlike thesers middens
primarily composed of shell, have been found on Isla Palenque (Linares 1980).

Lithics represented a major portion of the excavated artifacts from IS¥®)jcher second
study. Over 2000 lithic artifacts were recovered, analyzed and cldgwifiearily based on
“final method of manufacture” and secondarily on inferred tool use subcate@dnares
1980:429). The methods of study included microwear analysis, ethnographic amalogy a
experimental replications to interpret tool functions. Linares also implaethnographic
analysis of native ‘Guyami’ subsistence patterns. She incorporated th#smisto synthesize
an interpretation of lithic tool use as primarily being implementeth®clearing of areas to

farm and to process maize (Holmberg 2009).



Aside from Linares’ investigations, no other published research has been comtucted
the island. Aside from research, recent development of the island did necessitate m
archaeological work. There are several unpublished environmental impacs $EIG011,
PES 2003) with archaeological components detailing additional areas thahvestiggated on
the island. These studies utilized some limited test pitting along with ssdacehes. The
archaeological data recovered from these soundings were described asnpsiganiicant
cultural significance to preclude the future developmental of the islarspite the limited
nature of these surveys, they did provide some important information to determinerwkiethe
parts on the island demonstrated possible additional “domestic/activigg.are

The limited archaeological history on Isla Palenque has provided an importanthiadsi
can be used to build upon for research. The cultural chronology developed by Hoeses
provide an understanding that other Gulf islands were contemporaneous with Isla Paleisque. T
is important to the interpretations of settlement questions relatecceoBava, because while
limited study has not yet elucidated a settlement there, it is highly pyaibablsome habitation
occurred on the neighboring island as well. This relation is important in trying éodeatsla
Palenque’s actual role. Within the island itself, the ceramic chronologyicglcior comparative
analysis of other areas outside of IS-3. With these preliminary dataweettar understand
change over time and develop a broader and more comprehensive understanding of the

prehistoric people who inhabited the island.



5 SETTLEMENT PATTERN STUDIES

In the following section | review what has been described of Isla Palerspigement. |
also investigate several examples in western Panama and southeasterndadetealie sake of
developing a comparative framework. Corrales (2000) details some of thalgaitement
pattern changes in the Gran Chiriqui for several different periods. Earlyrioig the La
Conception phase in the plains and piedmont next to the Talamanca range, settlemgents
described as small, and with no major structures. In the next periods, sonmeldatad
settlement patterns were changing. While most areas continued to beesfmd@s having no
identifiable structures, highland sites, mainly on hilltops and river valleys,eshsame
evidence for stratification. One example is Batrrilles, located appresiyréb km NE of Isla
Palenque, which had artificial mounds, paved causeways, statuary and pésotyijthe
western part of the Gran Chiriqui, additional settlement changes indimatechierarchy during
this phase. In the Terraba basin (Costa Rica), settlements have been untateneicate
circular house foundations, artificial mounds, stone walls, and internal regiadivisions
suggesting more stratification (Drolet 1992). Understanding if thepatgasdivision reflected

in Isla Palenque’s pre-historic settlement pattern is a salient paet gliestion | address.

5.1 Settlement pattern on Isla Palenque

There are no historical accounts describing settlements on Isla PaMfitaieve do
have are Linares’ interpretations based on two spatially limited stndl®&61 (4 pits within a

40 m x 40 m area) and in 1971 (6 block excavations) within an area that is approximately 100 m



x 150 m. Despite the limited information, she made some sweeping assumptiodis gethe
socio-political nature and spatial distribution of Isla Palenque’s possibieanity. She
claimed that at its highest occupation (San Lorenzo phase) several hundrediype plea
nucleated, continuous settlement that was probably the seat of a paramodohtisiefving as
an important economic trading center (Linares 1980). Some salient featdinggher
interpretations of the settlement are described below.

1) Interpretation of nucleation is primary based on the amount of materials found
on/or near mounds and surrounding surface scatter. No soundings/test pits
were done on any other part of the island.

2) Outside of the mounds, no other evidence of architecture has been found in
the center. She claims that there was a hard packed “plaza” floor in one of the
excavations associated with the group of columns. She labels this a special
purpose structure.

3) Her evidence for dwelling areas was based on one excavation. This was on a
flat area near mounds that were devoid of angular rocks with a 20 cm deep
layer of cultural material spread evenly on the surface (Linares 13&8a)
indicates this was surface trash that accumulates normally on house floors
around the periphery of houses. No evidence of post holes or hearths was
found in any excavations. She also interprets that extensive stands of the
coroza palm grew in between the houses (Linares 1980:77) based on one
excavation. She speculates that housing was probably covered with straw

(Linares 1968).



Aside from settlement patterns, the question of trade is equally importang fistand,
but it is uncertain at best. Linares (1980) claims, that the occupation on ISR3eb@dependent
on highland sites for the trade of stone tools around 900 AD. She then speculatelasxtasw
traded out for the incoming goods. She list fish, salt, or possibly palm fruit peshibilities
based on material remains from several excavations and ethnohistoriatassothe whole
concept of “chiefs” controlling trade hinges on this speculation of Islan@adeas a major
trading port as no other evidence for nucleation has been proposed.

Another aspect of trade to consider on the island is “prestige” items. Helm'’s (#9i9)
argues that “long-distance contacts for the acquisition of esoteric krggmhasete critical for
establishing political power, as opposed to economic gain”(Haller 2004:4). Hmsngportant
consideration since, up to now, no prestige items such as gold have been found anglzePal
The association is important considering how Corrales (2000:227) states that déna glodd
working is heavily associated with paved causeways and circular houseg, ofeithech has
been found on the site to this date. Trade wares, from sites as far awayaegrama in
Coclé and to Gran Nicoya in northern Costa Rica, give some evidence of exchatige, but
limited numbers combined with the lack of “prestige items” highlight some isupoguestions
regarding what constitutes “chiefdoms”. In trying to understand othezrsetit possibilities, |

review several external examples in the broader region.

5.2 Western Panama

There are several sites in western Panama that can give some clueshtntiieg

settlement patterns in the region. Sitio Piti Gonzalez is one d #ites. Located in the



highlands of western Panama, approximately 60 km northwest of IS8 ¢hle was interpreted
to be a possible production center that supplied other areas withaim@ inares 1980). Cooke
provides some speculation as to the economic importance and use tfdouolere developed in
places such as this site.

Polished stone tools (axes, chisel, etc.) where made everywheigge

numbers, often fashioned or reworked at specific settlements. Thisoniumg

industry was certainly related to the needs of farming setti¢s increasingly

concentrated in the riverine and lacustrine zones bordered withygather

mature forest, which had to be removed to gain access to déegatadones

and to the construction of large dugout canoes for colonization of offshore

Island such as El Cano - Costa Rica [Cooke 2005:149].

Sitio Piti Gonzales, excavated by Linares’ colleagues (Linares 188€9,provide some
archaeological evidence for the layout of a village and the shape of hlpaksnestic structure.

The following are some of the salient characteristics interpretét afettlement (Spang and

Rosenthal 1980: 280-285):

1) On the basis of soundings ( post hole test pits ), the site was interpreted as
one of several discontinuous villages located on the flatter contours where
single dwellings were placed 40 to 50 meters apart and about the same
distance from special features such as the communal hearth.

2) Block excavations revealed 22 post molds that formed an oval shape with a 7

meter diameter.

Another example in western Panama is located across the continental divide on the

Caribbean Gulf coast. The Aguacate peninsula provides a different exafnepkestal settlement



patterns. The site of Cerro Brujo was excavated by Linares and Ranere iol&8@Mparison to
the Pacific and Highland sites that they used to support their theory of AdRptNa&tions in the
region (Linares 1980). Of the Peninsula, Linares remarked that:

[tlhe Bocas peoples lived in scattered and discontinuous hamlets of short

duration. These were on ridges, possibly for defense. Only half of the Aguacate

Peninsula was occupied at any one time. Dwellings were so scatteredshat it i

difficult, if not if not impossible, to draw exact boundary lines around each
hamlet [Linares 1980: 246].

Linares (1980:66) provides some specific settlement descriptions of this site

1) The distance between dwelling structures was approximately 300 m apart
2) Two types of "activity areas" were distinguished: the flat, eéptrt of the
ridges, where the houses were located, and the edges and slopes, where the

trash was discarded.

Linares (1977: 311) stated that “the archaeological settlements of this prappeared
to represent marginal populations organized on the basis of small family grabnpstwstatus
differentiation or political organization of any recognizable kind”, but rea@nk by Tom Wake
(2004) in the nearby Island of Sitio Drago has countered Linares and Rqt889s 66)

suggestion that the populace of the Aguacate Peninsula, existed in a “cultkvehisa’.



5.3 Southeastern Costa Rica

Figure 5.1 Idealized Settlement Model of Coto (after Corrales 2006: Fig 6)

There are several sites in Costa Rica that give some evidence of the ipps$ibil
palenques and round structures in the region. Corrales (2000) describes one of #dyese vill
from interpreted historical accounts. These accounts describe sonraesetsien therovince of
Coto,located in southern Pacific Costa Rica. The descriptions from ¥aztgiCoronado’s
journey (AD 1563) into the region detailed some salient characteridtibe settlement

(Corrales 2000: 161-165):
1) The village was one of seven towns Coronado witnessed that were fortified
with defensive palisades.
2) The village was divided into one large and one small section, each surrounded
by multiple defensive trenches and palisades of thorny trees. It was an
asymmetrical settlement with 84 houses as opposed to 12 in the other.

3) Inside the palisades, large elevated round structures were each occupied by



approximately twenty-five natives including wives and children.

Off the southeastern coast of Costa Rica, in the Diquis sub-region of the Gran Chiriqui
the island of Cano provides another example of an island “center” that we can&ombpar
island is located 17 km northwest of the Osa peninsula (160 km NW of Isla Palenqueepraher
history describes it as a pre-Columbian cemetery (Finch and Honetsct883189). The
island is approximately twice the size of Isla Palenque and can be describeallges high (50
m) and flat with steep cliffs interrupted by several small sandy beacbesd the edges. Some

salient characteristics on the island were detailed by the resesrch

1) The site had a high concentration of worked stone such as manos, but also many
suggesting a non-utilitarian use such as elaborate metate fragnmamesjais,
and round stone balls .There were reports of gold, greenstone, and jade
supporting the contention that there were high status burials on the island (Finch
and Honetschlager 1983:191-194).

2) All the sites were found on high flat areas of the island, and within 100 m of
ravines carrying fresh water streams. Most of the concentrations ineheveite
shallow (less than 50 cm.)

3) Cano was contemporaneous with Isla Palenque, having La Conception, Aguas
Buenas, and Chiriqui phase pottery, but no Burica or San Lorenzo materials.

4) All sites had undecorated and comparatively crude utilitarian ceraraasaied
with habitation areas.

5) Like IS-3, shellfish are notably absent



6) Like IS-3, few trade sherds were recovered.

5.4 Synthesis

While the sites discussed above do provide some information about possible settlement
patterns on the island, there is not much evidence yet outside of possible hiassocation
that we can harness to suggest that Isla Palenque may have been a paiisaiaaity with an
extended village serving as a port. Regardless, the scant archaeskgpoadlin Panama
regarding settlement does give some possibilities of what the strucithiesazpalisade may
have looked like, if this were the case. The archaeological record from thel $evations
detailed above does suggest that round structures were used in the region at ldi¢itiens,
but there is variability. Some examples provide a preference for flatedeaaeas of habitation
near water sources, while some historical examples also suggest the pptsbiélevated
housing structures may have been built on trees along the coast (Griggs 1995). With the
understanding of the discordant and debated past record, varied and limitedlagibal data,
and the biased historical accounts, | move forward to discuss what Istgiraleoks like

today.



6 ISLA PALENQUE’'S CURRENT STATE

Isla Palenque today is not actually an island, but in reality, a peninsula olitheastern
end of Isla Brava. Boat transport, normally from Boca Chica, is a requitémget to Isla
Palenque, as what once may have been a land bridge (Linares 1980) across fraai the sm
coastal village is now a river that cuts off access to Boca Brava. Tratspioetisland
highlights several important factors that cannot be understood from looking atesabalfery
or maps. The islands in the Gulf of Chiriqui are volcanic rock outcroppings with seaseddr
significant elevation gradient. The islands are part of an area knave has Lajas geologic
formation which is characterized by floodwaters, sediment consolidatgsteaes, corals,
mangroves, conglomerates, carbonaceous shale, and delta depositions (PES 2008)sThe ba
relatively shallow varying from 1.5 to 2.25 fathoms deep (Linares 1968). AccordirupteC
(2005:142) the coastlines in Panama stabilized approximately 7,000 years agonaRdsst
probable, that besides the gradual and slow erosion processes here, the@radisg Isla
Palengue has remained similar to what it was in the past (Linares 1980). dhenipkbection

will detail the aspects of topography, ecology and the current development siarige i



6.1 Topography

Figure 6.1 Elevation gradient (PES 2003)

Maps at 1:50,000 scale and satellite images do little to represent whatlésigu® is.
Figure 6.7 provides a better representation of the elevation gradient on the istawtidh#hose
other sources provide. The island is really two distinct land areas sdpdayatdow lying plain
that is flooded to varying degrees most of the year. The northwestern part cdrtidessinade
up of steep ridges that drop off directly to the ocean, beaches or low lying &easfioding
and pooling of water occurs normally. The areas on the ridges provide adequate wvalls,

but significantly fewer flat areas than are on the eastern part ofdhe.isl



The eastern part of the island can be is separated into two areas conmgr@misithern
and southern zone. The southern zone, while not as steep as the ridges to the wesgdas limit
flat space in comparison to the northern region. The areas here, composed of deforeste
grasslands, have traditionally been used for grazing animals that watained by the former
family who inhabited the island (PES 2003). The slopes on the north side of this southern zone
are treacherously steep. The grade on its southern side is less severeillstespstnough that
walking here has to be carefully negotiated. Many areas along this side fchmplader rocky
cliffs.

The northern zone of the eastern portion of the island comprises most of dreafiedis
of the entire island. From the north moving south toward the center of the island, thepasd sl
upward gradually, flattens out, and then slopes downward more steeply. Moving eest to w
along the eastern part of the island, there are steep upward slopes thllatedevated areas.
These flatter areas slope downward before climbing steeply up and oveteain kiéisbefore
reaching the coast. The area designated by Linares as I1S-3 il loondtee saddle on the center

of the eastern portion of the island (see Figure.8.1).

6.2 Ecology

The islands topography represents varied ecological zones that cover ah area
approximately 160 hectares (EIS 2011). These areas include primary fecesiary
regenerated forest, deforested grasslands, mangroves and beaches. Braniiggsiwth of
vegetation on the island was a major consideration to the study. Many areas\pletely

overgrown and surface visibilities for surface collections are hemwpgcted. Unlike open farm



areas that enable some ease in collecting surface scattersnttishis case for most of Isla
Palenque. Heavy forest and overgrown vegetation cover approximately 57% oictinealss on
the island (EIS 2011).

The springs also demonstrate an important factor related to the heavy@dielevation
on the island. Some springs show evidence of the movement of artifacts fromeheylagion
areast to lower coastal zones. This is a critical factor to consider givEs+8&ite center is
located close to the highest elevation point on the island. Considering the extgiced tains,
it is clear that water flow along these springs is intense enough to mgegHaavy artifacts.
With the dry season, the springs dry up considerably with little to no water flenisiand has
several water tanks that they use to collect the intermittent rainfatigdilis period, but also
utilizes the only fresh water source (an artisan well) when needed to seppldimis well is

close to the flooded plain near the center of the island.

6.3 Development

A major impact affecting the study of the island is the current development. When
Linares made her investigation in the 1960s and 1970s, the island was inhabited by #néamil
maintained a small footprint on the island’s north coast. Today, a business group¢feizes

in ecotourism is developing the island.



Figure 6.2 Planned Development

One of the goals of the development has been aimed to balance the island’s diverse
ecological areas with some targeted residential, staff, and hoteblec@EIS 2011). Figure 6.2
shows the planned areas of development, which are predominantly located on the external
portions of the island close to the coast. The center of the island, where theéel Sed&ar is
located, is within an area that has been designated for long-term edgbogssavation. Another
main infrastructure development is a road that encircles the center ofti (shlled the ring
road). The road has been covered by materials (shells, gravel, stongfl&thave been
dredged up from the ocean floor north of the island. The island also has severdiabbdsd

been cut, but not covered. One of these cuts goes through the center of the island pisettting



to south) the area encircled by ring road. Aside from the major road, the islamdédtagrk of
cleared trails through the center and along the coast that are mednfiai tourist use.

In summary, the islands topography, ecology and current developmentrgfieasity
factors that affect both the methodological approaches to the study as arelimderstanding of
former settlement possibilities. The limited flat surface on the islanddahave probably
constrained the population size as well as dictate were settlement wouldwdehbarisland. The
interpretation of artifacts from lower elevation areas must be diytmaalyzed given the
possibility of erosion. The factors to both the past and present contextual camsiddrahlight

the important aspect that landscape plays in understanding pre-historioesetsle



7 METHODOLOGY

Does Isla Palenque fit into a regional cultural model such as the one proposedtby F
indicating a possible duality, and in turn a stratification related to ‘@bmet level society or
does it fit with other settlement patterns observed in the Greater Chirigan?ebhe theoretical
guestion | am asking requires the identification of possible distineitgcreas outside of the
site center to assess the settlement pattern and extent of nucleation lamthd&edow, | detail
the process and methods | used, along with some impacts from previous archaleetogithat
required consideration. The steps covered in the following section include the¢ioelatdS-3,
unsystematic pedestrian survey, shovel tests, test units in select magdeasifact analysis on

site.

7.1 Relocate IS-3

The main reason to find the original site was to delimit the area andlexahta
collection there. Two things impacted this decision. The first was that tlasralveady
information for comparative analysis from Linares’ historical work. &hittremely interesting,
Linares’ site was not the focus of my study. | was aiming to expand on her workitia&dube
scale and nature of the entire settlement on the island. The second cdosigexaithe laws
requiring turnover of materials to the government. |1 did not have the manpoweistcébg
capability to transport assemblages of significant numbers or size, whietbotd possible

given Linare’s descriptions of the site (Linares 1980).



The information from Linares’ separate works (1963, 1980) made the geo-kmaiain
of the site confusing. It is important to understand what | am referringthe 4S-3 site. | am
using Linares’ 1980 description, which encompasses the entire 260 m x 330 m areziidhe
of the island. This area was named La Pitahaya (IS-3) by Linares, who tdegig@e “a single
archaeological locality whose boundaries were determined after gearihmapping based on
the surface cap of artifacts” (1980:73). Her separate works (1963, 1968, and 1980) &kt used t
same site designation (I1S-3), but her described excavations indicate thdiposesiiwo
different site locations. Her 1968 publication suggests this difference whetasb® “it also
seems that cemeteries with urn burials existed in the island, and that wd the® by
concentrating on the habitation sites” (Linares 1968:22). Additionally, her t@ditser(1963)
gave estimates of the site location which placed it farther west thastdrewbrk (1980). This
may have been an intended obfuscation to protect the site, but the difference betweerbtre
and location of mounds on the island is critical for interpretation.

If the possible different locations were actually the same, thedatiains are significant
as well. Her 1961 (Linares 1968) work did not detail any columns on the surface andabe su
deposits were described as “scattered sherds” between the ridgess(llioé8a:7). Her 1971
excavations (Linares 1980) describe a completely different contestpidsents the possibility
of the unintended consequences relating to the published broadcasting of informdtesn, or
hiring of local workers, which may have resulted in extensive decontedtiahi. All of this is
critical because Linares’ suggestion of a “paramount chiefdom” hargely on the notion of a
large settlement on the island. If the broad surface cap is a result of,|laottsibsequent

movement of artifacts downhill, the “imagined” site magnitude becomesesmal



Given these uncertainties, the relocation of the site became critical ddayidae of the
local employees, | was able to positively identify the site centéinbding the columns Linares
described along with the mounds. | delimited the site by surveying awm\tliis point via
cardinal directions to where the roads, the staff camp or sharp increakesiioe marked end
points. These locations were recorded as GPS waypoints. The delimited atesdrittaeayeneral
dimensions of the site locality described in Linares’ (1980) later work.

Within the delimited area, there was evidence of the archaeologitaiiah&inares
(1968, 1980) described. Along with the columns, this included surface scatters, the sma
mounds, several open pits, and several broken metate pieces. Areas fartHeoravag

mounds and open pits had fewer surface scatters of sherds and lithics.

7.2 Unsystematic Pedestrian Surveys

The main goal of my pedestrian surveys was to identify discreterdks an the island
away from the site center. | primarily focused on using the networkilsf orathe island to
increase the chances of locating surface scatters, but | also weatlstiotexamine root throws
and springs. The trails on the island were maintained to different levels. SomedaVisibility
directly to the surface, while others had to be cleared of foliage with rakes.t&ols1had to be
reopened with machetes to provide access. | also surveyed covered roads, bnedgest
materials from the bay on the north were used to cover the road cuts, we éaalyziiscovered
items on a different contextual scale. The ceramic or lithic eisifae discovered on the trails
were collected and their location was marked by a Garmin gpsmap 64 unit. diteeatthe

pedestrian surveys were used for the location of shovel test pit locations.



7.3 Shovel Tests

Shovel test pit surveys are seen as a valuable method in the study of the regiign. “[l]
reasonable to propose that areas of very high sherd concentration representiyr dose to
areas of considerable activity, most likely occupation areas "(Quilter Z)0Qa@ilter's work at
Rivas in Costa Rica (2004), Spang and Rosenthal’'s (1980) research @RitSiBonzalez
(BU-17) in highland Chiriqui, and Palumbo’s( 2009) work in highland Vulcan Baru, are just a
few examples in the region . The method was critical on Isla Palenquedl akievto the inability
to assess surface scatters.

The use of this method can be seen as a step in a “nested” sampling procesg$yto identi
areas where concentrated materials indicate an activity area or housebelinvestigated. In
this study, the next step was to identify possible domestic locations withirstnetdiareas that
were previously identified by the unsystematic pedestrian search. Whigetepiporal data can
be obtained through this method, this was not the primary goal of the test pitdudb®a
(2009:47) states, “chronological control is notoriously difficult to achieve in shestsl or
surface collections, especially in multi-component sites”.

This is partly due to the variability in the depth of samples that are not nélgessar
dictated by an investigator. Quilter utilized 30 cm depths on his shovel test & lisRivas
(Quilter 2004:95). Palumbo utilized a 70 cm depth for his shovel test (Palumbo 2009), and while
| planned on doing the same on Isla Palenque, my test pits resulted in being 40 cm +/- 10 cm.
This was a function of the rocky conditions on the island as well as limited laysdjgabilities

to replace broken tools.



The spatial interval of our shovel tests (STs) was also a consideration ofdnddhe
realities of the conditions on the ground. Using the limited information that Lihaces
postulated on settlement patterning from the highlands (Linares 1980), and a metlatologi
model based on Palumbo’s( 2009:40) research, | initially planned to sample five shquéd test
within designated 50 m blocks: one in the center of the main block, and four at the ceatdr of
25 m x 25 m quadrant. It became quickly apparent the thick vegetation impacted thisibil
clear areas and effectively layout flags in the staggered fashion kdtinie was more time
consuming than what | have envisioned. We shifted to laying out pin flags in a margrxhsi
pattern. We located flags every 25 m along cardinal directions. The use ohtdidBctions
was critical in this environment because the placed flags, even though bright crandeot
be seen more than five to ten meters away in some areas. It was easytigtiagon here. The
start and end points of transects were dictated by the elevations gradientsge$teep slopes
(approx. more than 25 degree grade). Once the pin flag grids had been laid, addJabele
placed the test pits. Each person maintained his own transect and dug eaitlaltasg the path.
All test pit material was screened through a ¥4” mesh. The recovéifadtarwere bagged with
pertinent information (site area, pin flag number, depth, date, etc.) for proces$ small
surface artifacts were also collected with pertinent information redofdes analysis of shovel

test pit concentrations would determine if and where test units would be placed difia apea.

7.4 Test Units

It is important to assess the temporal context of a possible habitation. Thegriaoém

several units allowed me to assess the possibility with more control thahdtel tests. This



was another step in the “nested” process | described earlier, but with tioé goléecting
provenienced cultural material to assess change over time. While Sidednmited temporal
information, unit excavations provide the method to attain the required control for this
assessment. This control is critical to understand typological ebavgr time as well as an
understanding of the possibility of single vs. multiple phases of habitation in teeedifbreas |
investigate.

Given the time constraints, | was only able to excavate two 1 m x1 m unitdotation
within designated areas was dictated by analysis of ST datalassvaetonsideration of the
forest environment. We had to make adjustments based on the proximity of lasgddsedo
concentration areas. Once located, we excavated units in 10 cm arbitrégylteve to bedrock.
As in STs, all material was screened through %" mesh to isolate tuftaterials. The

recovered artifacts were all bagged with pertinent information noted.

7.5 Artifact Analysis

Artifact analysis of recovered items followed basic proceduresdimgy washing and
drying, thickness measurement, weighing, photography, and classificatioralSav®rs
impacted the requirement to do the analysis of ceramics on site. ConstrairethbaRian
laws (1982, 2003) requiring turnover of artifacts, no research space allocatqdesteel
institutes, and very limited access to collections in the country, | was not abledmgarative
analysis with any collections. Both of the museums in the capital and in Dawdclvsed
during my studies. These factors forced most of my analysis to be conduciglt affter long

hours in the field. This was a difficult task complicated by the variabilitgtofiqui pottery



described by Palumbo as a “bewildering array of wares, styles, andegawéh different
names: probably the reflection of both actual stylistic diversity and maarg géceramic
studies with little communication between researchers” (Palumbo 2009:80k iSlaelong list
of researchers from both sides of the Panamanian/Costa Rican border who havetednti
the array. Hoopes gives credence to the difficulty that this has caused:
Unfortunately, the interpretation of Greater Chiriqui culture histosg been
made difficult by scholars who disregarded precedent and chose t@ ignor
replace Haberland’s original terminology. At least three difie systems of
ceramic classification have emerged to characterize matiedm Greater
Chiriqui (Haberland 1961c; Linares 1980b; Shelton 1984). In many cases,
different type names have been used to refer to the same potterg.diasgbers,

the same name has been applied to materials that appear toybdiffezent.
[Hoopes 1996: 15]

The following table provides some salient characteristics of Liheoesribution to the array.

For more detailed information, please refer to Linares 1968a.



Table 7.1 Gulf Coast Ceramic Types
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| used Linares’ basic type classification as a starting point tafigdemtovered sherds
primarily based on rim shapes and other modal characteristics. | dilseduiiorrales (2000) to
attempt to understand and consolidate the complexity. His exhaustive detaihoitsdras been
viewed as extremely useful by other contemporary researchers who have gtbpbgeshould
be the new baseline of reference for future analysis (Palumbo 2009)

| did not analyze temper or paste because the significant variatiomvesliately
recognized when | started analysis. Other researchers (Baudez 1996, Sheljovhbdgdve
looked at these characteristics have also indicated “they were not ahgdysst indicator of
variation or continuity in the Greater Chiriqui” (Corrales 2000:85). Linares radsceites that
while “shape was of primary importance, and decoration a useful secondaryyategor
classification on temper proved useless: all variations in size gradedaemother and the
colors cross-cut all size distinctions” (Linares 1980:395). | did atterrgatdlyze some sherds on
the basis of thickness due to the fact that over 98% of my recovered ceramic stierol®tieer
diagnostic features. This was a futile attempt due to the sherd thickness ofdatentghases
having a great deal of overlap (see Table 4.1).

In Summary, the methods used in the study were implemented to systematesaily i
distinct activity areas of high artifact concentrations outside of taeaitter. Additional
methods were then used to analyze concentrated areas with stricter texopinoh to assess
provenience of artifact assemblages. This was important in determining thalppsdi
occupations on these areas, their possible cultural association, and the time defztedssith

them. The following chapter details the results of these methods.



8 RESULTS

The following section covers the results of the pedestrian surveys, the @styelrtd the
unit excavations on the island. As discussed above, the results of the pedestrian nereys w
used to determine the areas that would be sampled with shovel test pits. In tusylte®f¢he

shovel test pits dictated where the two 1 m x 1 m units would be excavated.

8.1 Results of Pedestrian Surveys

Figure 8.1 Pedestrian Survey — Blue highlighted lines are GPS tracks

The western portion of the island has a trail that runs along the steep ridgess £o

this trail was obtained by utilizing the northern beach west of where a piewitocated. A



steep climb to the top of the ridge gives way to the flat, but narrow trail tleatdsxseveral
hundred meters to the western portion of the island. The ridge is steep and droplseoffdean
on the north, or part of the flooded plain to the south. Flat area on this ridge is vesg lith
the width varying from mostly around 5’ to 8’ to several small areas thaedpe to around
25'. We found several small, eroded sherds along the path.

The northwestern ridge ends with a steep drop to a lower elevationvasteyn extent,
where the trail splits to either beach access to the north, or access to #ra pesinsula on the
southwestern coast. We searched these trails, but did not find any cult@a@isathis area
was also investigated with shovel test pits during one of the previous impact sthdiessdlts
of this study indicated minimal cultural evidence with no more than sexedéd sherds (EIS
2011). Due to the limited flat space and minimal cultural evidence, | intedoitee entire
western part of the island was most likely not a location of domestic ressddiig was in line
with Linares’ interpretation of the area as primarily a tramsite used to access Boca Brava
(Linares 1980).

The trails on the eastern part of the island extended from the pier allyhe tire
southeastern beach along the coastline. These trails are predominantly onlffatdaweas.
Many of these flat coastal areas are lots that are being planned faypiegat and are delimited
internally by the ring road (see Fig.6.2). My thoughts on these areas, badeseosiccess to the
ocean and their aesthetic appeal, were that some form of activity or booygpabably
occurred here in the past. There were several different areas alongttieemand eastern coasts
that had some evidence to support further investigation to determine this was in ¢asethe

In a flat northeastern area along the trail that | designated flood plaijsae=Fig. 8.1),

we found two large, heavily eroded handles in the springs, several cecattecsscomposed of



eroded body sherds (n=10), and a large lithic tool resembling a possible “hatanegror a
very large net-weight. The foliage deposition pattern of this area inditetedhinfall generally
pools in this location before slowly receding to the coast. The area wantelelby two streams
and was prioritized as an area for shovel test pitting.

On the eastern peninsula along the same trails, there were seveamahtoahere we
found ceramic evidence (eroded body sherds, n=2) and several lithic tools (astotigg
specimen L1, and a net weight- specimen L2). | marked the location of thisnaae@PS and
named the corresponding waypoint 50 (WP50) after the GPS point (see Fig. 8.1). We also found
one diagnostic handle close to one of the springs (specimen C1). The zone hereyas part
covered with a younger forest growth than the primary forest found atritex oé the island
(PES 2006). This area was partly investigated in an environmental impacthstticsflected a
spike in mainly eroded sherds compared to other locations (EIS 2011). Developmergdths alr
begun in this area, but the southern part of the peninsula, where we found the dnafhget to
be developed. We prioritized this location for further investigation.

Within the coastal zones, the large area delimited by the ring rolad aenter of the
eastern part of the island, is covered by a dense high forest. Thesvaral internal trails
within this area. One begins near the hotel on the eastern coast and goes up antiermrtid t
side of the eastern peak towards the center of the island. We did not find anjsantiftee trail
near this peak, but due to the proximity to Linares’ site, we investigatedgtinelbvation area
on the eastern peak. | designated this area as Hill Top Tower (HTT). BHdlatarea (approx.
25m x 25 m) on the peak had been cleared of trees for a communication tower. We found three
small eroded body sherds on the surface, so we prioritized this area for fuvdstigation (see

Fig 8.1.).



On the inland side of the eastern peak, the trail continued through Linagew'esit(see
Fig. 8.1). Midway across the site, the trail splits. One fork splits south, \ubilether fork
continues westward. The southern trail meanders south several hundred meters &efs on
to ring road. The other trail continued westward for several hundred meters befosséidcan
uncovered road cut that bisected (north to south) the area encircled by ringdetadnined
that this road cut delimited Linares’ site area on the western side. Thaseafeelevation on
the other side of the road cut made it unlikely that any artifacts ositigatvould have
originated from Linares’ described site center. We inspected the roatbagtthe flat areas but
did not find any evidence of features or architecture there.

Following the increase in elevation along the trail moving westwancaehed a flat
peak. | named this area Hill Top 1 (HT1) (see Fig.8.1). We discovered sevtaatsaferoded
body sherds, n=3) close to the peak so | considered this area a discreéet ébmadion outside
of Linares’ defined site and prioritized it for shovel test pitting. Taié firom this area
meandered south through a steep ravine that crossed a spring, and then continusgpujsa st
to a second peak with a different flat elevated area. We designated sghiiilaiiep 2 (HT2)
(see Fig. 8.1). There was a spike in surface artifacts here. Sevéeisseware found on the tralil
going up to this area (eroded body sherds, n=2; non diagnostic rims, n=2). Subsegagatisur
this area also revealed that multiple scatters (non-diagnostic bodg shet9) were located on
several different sectors of this peak. Although these scatters did not Agmeslic
characteristics, they were generally larger and less eroded Hanwas found in the other
locations. Directly north and downhill from this peak is the location of the only urnderdr

fresh water source on the island (PES 2006).



The southern part of the island was also surveyed on and off the paths. An uncovered
road originating from five points (name given to the location where 5 road<srt)ens ring
road gave access to the southern ridges. The road meandered several larddreefgre
ending at an area that terminated close to a high cliff. There is enidavay along the road cut
that branches off and follows the ridges to the east. The entire southern partlahtheves
sterile in regards to surface finds. We examined the road south of ringubddlanot see any
evidence of artifacts despite clear roads cuts providing visibility intedh# up to several feet
at some locations.

Along the trails that branched to the east from the road cut, we cleared $oiréay=e
every 25 yards to sample the surface for artifacts along the way. €hjscarrently deforested
and fenced, had comparatively less flat areas were livestock previousdyl giaue to the lack
of material evidence, and the elevation gradient, | excluded furtherigatest in the
southeastern part of the island.

In summary, our unsystematic pedestrian surveys had identified fivetdifateareas
outside of the previously studied area. The areas were located within theof¢iméeisland and
the coastal zones. Some of these areas had a high concentration of sutierse wbde a few
only had several surface sherds. The discreet areas were named WP50, HTHTBRTand
Flood Plain. The following section describes the results of the shovel test pitgumriisedone

in those areas.



8.2 Results of targeted shovel test pits

The main goal of this phase was to identify areas that could be considereg actas
indicative of domestic residences. Palumbo’s (2009) and Spang and Rosenthal’'s (1980)
research in the highland sites of Barrilles and Sitio Pitti Genz@8U-17) were used as the
model to assess whether the discrete areas on Isla Palenque might be doss#istic middens
associated with former structures (Palumbo 2009:36). In work atttbé i Gonzales site,
postholes with over 30 sherds were designated as indicative of domestic atastyteat were
investigated through further excavations (Linares 1980). There were overthélpsgout of
35) at this site that exhibited these concentration levels (Linares 1980:278)m@dktaiutilize
this standard considering the notoriety of the amounts of materials that weitdepos the

island. This section details the results of each area that was investightstioviel tests.



Figure 8.2 Shovel test pit locations on island

8.2.1 Hill Top Tower Area



Figure 8.3 Picture of HTT area and # of artifacts per shovel test

The area that we investigated here was a relatsragll flat area on top che eastern
peak on the island:he center part of the flat arwascleared, but the ground looked relativ
unmodified except for a cement base where a tovasrplace( The trees appeared relativ
young andnost were small to mecm in size.There were some large rocks and boul on the
southeast end, but no indication that they had Ipdered or worked in anywe There were no
indicationsof any mounds or distbed pit areas. The STs we tesitedicated the ground he
was mixed with many small rockWe found a total of 14 eroded boslyerds within the STs.
None were diagnostitNo other type of artifacts were found heri keeping with the model «
trying to find sherd densities of least 30 per shovel test pite determined that this area v

unlikely as a habitation areand therefore did not warrafor further investigatiot



8.2.2 Hill Top 1Area

Figure 8.4 Picture ofHill Top 1 area and # of artifacts per shovel test pit

The area on this “hill top” was relatively 1. There was nandication of any mounds «
disturbed grounddre. The areas had several large trees, but moe small to medium with .
significant amount of secondary growtvines, shrubs, etc.).below the main cano that
required cutting to get througBesides small random rocks on the surface, e laoulders o
stones were found hend/e did find onebroken celt (specimen L®n the surface in an ar
between STs and a small roumibken hand stol (Specimen L4) in one of thestpits. The STs
were somewhat difficult here as many small to mediacks were mixed in with most of t
dirt. A total of 34artifacts were found in the 17 shovel test pitsth@ki, 32were ceramic
(erodedbody, n=11; no ID, n=2 1 diagnostic). The diagnostic rim shevds found aaround
20-30cmbs in ST EO ardhted tithe San Lorenzo phase (specimen G2)ne of the ceramic

were also blackened, but this was probablymore sao incomplete oxidatioduring firing



than sooting as they were blackened all the way through. Although one shovel testlieit i@
a higher concentration of sherds (between 11-20) than the rest, the limited2@eqth) @nd

general low density of the remaining STs did not warrant further invastigat

8.2.3 Hill Top 2 Area

Figure 8.5 Picture of Hill Top 2 area and # of artifacts per shovel test pit

This area was dense with vegetation. There were larger trees, but dlso an&s with
secondary growth throughout. The vegetation made surface searches inlgratteawere
able to determine that there were no mounds in this area. During shoveléestticed a large
stone near ST C4. The stone was not cut or shaped like a metate, but it was groovedden one s
with a flat surface on another side (specimen L9). As with the pedestnaysin this vicinity,
the STs indicated a spike in artifact concentration compared to otherFama22 STs, 62

artifacts were recovered. Of these, 59 were ceramic body shevdeded 8, no ID=41). There









































































































