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The goal of this paper is to present and analys=t af data pertinent to understanding a
remarkable historical event: the shift from jadgtdd as the preferred medium for the
manufacture of prestige goods in ancient Costa ica 1a), a process that took place between
A.D. 600-800 (Snarskis 2003; Hoopes 2005a) or AM-900 (Guerrero Miranda 1998). The
paper applies a world-systems approach (Wallerdi@n4, 1976, 1980; Chase-Dunn and Hall
1991, 1997; Hall and Chase-Dunn 1996) to addressdxternal and internal factors may have
influenced the development and demise of the japielary tradition of Costa Rica between ca.
500 B.C.-A.D. 900, and in the process, it revipitavious discussions of the topic by Sharer
(1984), Lange (1986), Lange and Bishop (1988), \&iadters (1982) in order to test their models
for the exchange network in light of new evidenoespnted here, such as the finding of blue-
green jadeite outcrops in the Middle Motagua Va(i8gitz et al. 2001; Taube et al. 2004), a
finding that supports the assumption of a singlee® of jadeite in Middle America (Harlow
1993), and the analysis of previously reported ryplgic and art historical data from the Maya
lowlands and Costa Rica (Reents-Budet and Fiel@8;1Relds and Reents-Budet 1992; Mora-
Marin 1995, 1996a, 1996b, 2001). The paper thptoess the implications of a single-source
model for the jade exchange network that linkedMiagra lowlands and Costa Rica, a task
previously conducted in some detail in Mora-Matig9) and outlined in Mora-Marin (2002);
recently, in fact, Guerrero Miranda and Salgado Zatez (2003) have also assumed the single-
source model in their analysis of the geographjcaiid temporally differentiated distribution of
jade objects in Costa Rica and Nicaragua. And ovae it presents new evidence suggestive of
a more intimate level of ideological exchange alangnformation Network, between the
eastern Maya lowlands and northern and centrala®®sa. In addition, recent archaeological
evidence from Costa Rica relevant to the periotinoé of the jade-to-gold transition (Herrera
Villalobos 1998; Snarskis 2003), as well as reckstussions pertaining to the emergence of
social complexity and inequality across the IsthGaembian AreaKig. 1b), as well as the
nature of the internal political economic procegbas took place in Costa Rica during the
spread of gold-working from Colombia to Costa Ridaopes and Fonseca Zamora 2003;
Hoopes 2005a, 2005b) are brought to bear in ocdpravide a broader framework for the study
of the jade lapidary tradition of Costa Rica.

INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE
Briefly, the following conclusions are presented:

1) A direct and systematic jade exchange netwetwéen the eastern Maya lowlands
and northern and central Costa Rica was in plama the early Late Preclassic period through



the middle of the Late Classic periods (ca. 300.BAD. 800). Along the Pacific coast trade
was less systematic, and possibly of the downitteerhode.

2) The Costa Rican jade lapidary tradition produaav jadeite from the eastern Maya
lowlands, initially most likely through Belize, arstibsequently, by the beginning of the Late
Classic period, presumably through Copan, a palittenter that may have actively sought to
control trade along the Atlantic coast.

3) Costa Rica was not a periphery of the eastaapaMlowlands: it was the Costa Rican
jade lapidary tradition that extracted a key raviarial—jadeite—from the eastern Maya
lowlands and used it in the production of finislyggebds of high value. The Mayans may have
acquiredSpondylushells, in addition to finished goods (jades, cecapmetates), from the
Costa Ricans. Given current evidence, the relahipnwas not apparently hierarchical, but
instead, heterarchical. Thus, the two societiegweegrated along a Prestige-goods Network.

4) In addition, the Costa Ricans apparently adbpted adapted the “Charlie Chaplin”
Silhouette Figure Theme, a pan-Mesoamerican, i pan-Middle American, theme of possible
Olmec origin, from the eastern Maya lowlands. Thhs two societies were integrated along an
Information Network.

5) The decline of the jade lapidary tradition iosta Rica was likely precipitated by the
decline and collapse of centralized rulership gd&oby ca. A.D. 822, itself part of the broader
process of decline and collapse of Lowland Mayaetpbetween ca. A.D. 750-900, given the
close relationship indicated by the possible presai Costa Rican (Chibchan) inhabitants at the
site of Copan during the Late Classic period.

6) A hypothetical model that interprets the datéerms of a legitimation crisis
(Peregrine 1996) caused by the disruption of adwejssleite is presented, and deemed plausible,
but not proposed to be the only possible interpiceta However, this model is presented as a
tentative hypothesis for future testing, primablymeans of archaeological research.

Before continuing with the analysis of the datmedackground to the Costa Rican jade
tradition, as well as a discussion of the theoatfimmework used here, are necessary. This will
be followed by the presentation of data for theejagichange network, and for the jade-to-gold
transition, and then by a discussion of the datafi@rence to previous models for the interaction
between Costa Rica and the Maya area.

COSTA RICAN JADE TRADITION
Costa Rica can be defined into the following majaltural subareas, seenhiyg. la
Pacific Northwest, Atlantic Watershed, Central Haglds and Pacific, and Pacific Southwest.

Its chronology is compared to the general chronplafgMesoamerica iffable 1

INSERT TABLE 1 HERE



The Costa Rican jade tradition began around 500, Bs attested at the site of La Regla
in the Pacific Northwest (Guerrero Miranda et &91). Three periods of development can be
defined (Guerrero Miranda 1998): a Beginning Pe(l2D B.C.-A.D. 300), a Fluorescent Period
(A.D. 300-700), and a Decadent Period (A.D. 700}90these correspond to the second half of
the Middle Preclassic through the Late Classicqusrin Mesoamerica. The volume of
production was very high (Snarskis 2003), perhbpgteatest for any jade tradition from
Middle America (Fields and Reents-Budet 1992).akgé number of themes and subthemes are
known (Balser 1953, 1961, 1974, 1980; Easby 1988] 1Pfeiffer 1985; Lange 1993; Snarskis
1998), though archaeological documentation is gearce for most of them (Guerrero Miranda
1986, 1993, 1998). Most of them belonged to tloather genre of jades drilled for suspension
as pendants; there is little evidence so far fge@re of jades that were not meant to be worn as
jewelry.

Raw jadeite cobbles and jade-working tools hawenlyecovered archaeologically at Las
Huacas (Hartmann 1907) and Finca Linares (Herrdlaldbos 1998), respectively, both sites in
the Pacific Northwest of Costa RitaA variety of techniques were used, and while maste
simple in principle, their application to jadeitedaother hard minerals and stones was extremely
time-consuming; incising in particular requiredigngficant amount of skill (Chenault 1986,
1988). However, the simplicity of the techniqueveed for the relative ease of their
application to softer materials, such as serpentikeéual pattern of jade-working is known for
Costa Rica (Chenault 1986, 1988): a patternigii-intensityjades, which characterizes jades
carved with exquisite workmanship from jadeite attter hard and tough minerals, some of
which may have taken as long as a few years to @e)@nd a pattern ¢dw-intensity jades
which characterizes jades carved with cruder worishg from softer minerals, most of which
were much less time consuming than the first typee concept of “social jade” was defined to
encapsulate this presumed emic distinction (LamgeBishop 1988; Lange 1993)While
Sheets (1992) suggests this differentiation waedbas gender, Chenault (1986, 1988) and
Lange (1993) suggest it more likely correlates withtus, which may have been defined in terms
of religious and military power. The primary coxtten which jade is found in Costa Rica is as a
funerary offering (Guerrero Miranda 1986, 1993, 899As such, it was the most distinctive

11t would certainly be worthwhile to compare theltofrom Finca Linares with the toolkit recoveredr the site
of Kaminaljuyu by Kidder et al. (1946), and theg#td cobbles from Las Huacas with those from Kafjuga
(Kidder et al. 1946) and Seibal (Willey 1978). Buaccomparison could further the goal of discussirgpossible
exchange between the two societies along a prestnfadhation Network.

2 For the case of the Mesoamerica, Bishop et a@3)L&eport albite as a material commonly used fay#h jades.
Bishop (1987) also notes that in the Salama Valldy a few “jades” were made of jadeite, with tketrmade of
locally available materials such as feldspars amists. Further evidence of low-quality materiaded as jade
simulants comes from Dzibilchaltun, where Shepad Andrews (1963) report finding imitations of jaglgjects.
Some Olmec pieces are not made of jadeite bufffgrdnt materials, some of similar hardness andeategf
difficulty in carving, such as the Dumbarton Oaksudzite pectoral (Coe 1966), and others made a@hnsofter
minerals, such as the “Slim” serpentine statuettnfthe Pacific coast of Guatemala. Dunham (19@8)described
several outcrops of green minerals in the BelizaiMains, but has dismissed their potential sigaifae in the
Maya jade lapidary tradition due to the absendaddite in the region; based on the data justmedlihere, it is not
unlikely that these green mineral outcrops may hmeen exploited for jade production. Moreover,taohand
colonial documentary evidence for the uses of g@ideussed in by Foshag (1957), Hammond et al. (12nd
Proskouriakoff (1974), tells us that jade was retgd to the elite among Aztecs and Mayans, andsitiae forms
of jade were restricted to the supreme ruler omby,to mention the fact that jade was used as “mdnedeed,
Freidel (1993:149) explains that carved greenstaaea “highly fungible currency in the economies$ oy of the
Aztec empire but also of the Conquest period Lodl&taya, and their most modest market institutions.”



component of a mortuary complex that included gadsh as elaborately carved metates and
mace heads, fine pottery, and of course, jadefgrdiitiation in this mortuary complex has been
suggested to be indicative of ascribed statusreffiees (Hardy 1992). Variations of this
complex are known for the Pacific Northwest, Cdrittighlands, Central Pacific, and Atlantic
Watershed regions. The mace heads suggest thatikeluals interred with such funerary
offerings were perhaps distinguished in battle levthie other offerings are suggestive of ritual
and shamanic abilities and practices (Tillet 1988y 1993, 1996). Guerrero Miranda et al.
(1994) suggest that the Pacific Northwest groupg In@&e been organized into chiefdoms, given
evidence from mortuary practices, such as thereiffigal investment of labor in the construction
of funerary mounds, and funerary offerings; Hoofd€91), in contrast, suggests a concept of
“‘complex tribes” based on analogies with ethnogiegdly known groups that exhibited
significant social differentiation of wealth (eRgacific Northwest Tlinglit) but were not
organized into chiefdoms. Settlement data, atgmesxtremely scarce, is hecessary to
distinguish between such models.

Regarding the materials used, Soto (1993) reploatsthe jadeite objects in the collection
from the Museo del Jade Fidel Tristan representia®d% of the total; the remaining 63% is
made up of hard minerals such as quartz and atintéhe one hand, and soft minerals such as
serpentine, on the other. Fields and Reents-Bud&R) refer to the latter as “jade simulants.”
Reynoald de Ruenes (1993) has noted the presemiseiotobbles made of non-jadeite minerals
and rocks that resemble very closely the matefialany of the non-jadeite objects. Lange and
Bishop (1988) note that field surveys in the S&tfiema Peninsula of Costa Rica led to the
discovery of diopside and amphibolite, two minethkst were also used by the jade lapidary
tradition. Thus, regardless of where jadeite wasioed, there likely were numerous types of
locally available minerals to fuel the low-interysiade lapidary tradition, which was probably
itself stimulated by the high-intensity traditioAccording to Lange et al. (1993), very few of
the Costa Rican jade artifacts exhibit compositioaages consistent with the compositional
ranges for the Middle Motagua jadeite samples,iteptb the suggestion that the remaining
Costa Rican jade artifacts might be made from jadeom an additional source yet to be
discovered. Nevertheless, Harlow (1993) has sugddbat the compositional range of the
jadeitites from the Middle Motagua Valley is braaabugh to encompass all the Costa Rican
jadeite objects. He has also suggested that thelggical conditions for jadeite formation were
never present in Costa Rica, or elsewhere in Midaerica, except for the Middle Motagua
Valley. More recently, Seitz et al. (2001) and bawt al. (2004) have reported on the
identification of blue-green jadeite, the form aflgite preferred by the Costa Rican jade lapidary
(Balser 1961:211), in newly discovered jadeite mis along the Middle Motagua Valley. In
fact, Bishop et al. (1993:31, 58) have observediognt similarities between the source of
jadeite of various objects from Belize, and thersewf jadeite “of the bluish hue” of various
objects from the Pacific Northwest of Costa Riteytsuggest that the Belizeans and Costa
Ricans had access to the same source.

Three themes were predominant in jade media inad®&a Fig. 2): the Axe-god
Theme, the Beak-bird Theme, and the Winged-pentasme. The Axe-god Theme exhibits
two major subthemes: an Avian Axe-god SubtheRig. 2a), and an Anthropomorphic Axe-god
SubthemeKig. 2b). The Avian Axe-god Subtheme is the oldest, tdtkat the site of La Regla
in the Pacific Northwest of Costa Rica, in a cohtgated to ca. 500 B.C. (Guerrero Miranda et



al. 1993). Itis also attested at Playa de losmtsen the Ulta Valley of Honduras in a context
dated to ca. 600 B.C. (Healy 1992)he earliest archaeologically documented examiplee
Anthropomorphic Axe-god Subtheme dates to ca. 83D, and was found at the site of Severo
Ledesma (Guerrero Miranda 1986, 1993, 1998). L&hg@3) notes that axe-god pendants,
whether avian or anthropomorphic, generally exhloke segments: from the top of the head to
the top of the shoulders where the horizontal susipa holes are found; from the suspension
holes to the bottom of the wings (if avian) or arfiisnthropomorphic); and from the bottom of
the wings or arms to the base of the pendant. |&3tesection is the blade of the pendant, which
constituted 30-40% of the total pendant; in fatlie“proportions of this tripartite segmentation
were carefully adhered to, and reflect culturagsiil(Lange 1993:273). The Winged-pendant
Theme also bears several variants: a Plain Wingedlignt Subthemé&ig. 209, a Winged-bat
Pendant Subthem€ify. 2d), a Double-headed Bar-pendant Subtherig. 269, and a Double-
headed Winged-bat Pendant Subthehig. (2f), the latter clearly a combination of the motifs
making up some of the simpler subthemes. The Beakfheme comes in two varieties: a
Straight-beak Bird Subtheme, often showing a pretaibce on the beaki) 2g), and a Curved-
beak Bird Subtheme, sometimes showing an exaggesgigal beakKig. 2h). A fourth theme
was not very commorF(g. 2i-j), but is nonetheless very important: the CostaRiersion of
the Mayan “Charlie Chaplin” Silhouette Figure Themaliscuss this last theme below in some
detail, as this shared theme provides evidencthéoexchange of esoteric knowledge between
the two societies. In Mora-Marin (2005a) | preseitttorough discussion of the theme,
including its range of variation within and betwehg various expressions of it across
Mesoamerica and Costa Rica.

INSERT FIGURE 2 HERE

It is important to comment on the preferred teqbes of these four themes. First, for the
Axe-god and Charlie Chaplin Themes the preferrederad drilling for suspension was a pair of
transversal holes across the neck of the figunatigets; the two holes met in the middle. Unlike
the Costa Rican versions, most Olmec-style axetgpé-objects were not drilled for suspension
(Easby 1968), nor were most Charlie Chaplin silliieuggures from the Maya region,
suggesting, for the Mesoamerican examples, a nathér than ornamental use. The Costa
Rican versions were likely displayed as part ofkhees, though they may have been used as
amulets or talismans after their proper ritual dation, rather than simply having an ornamental
function. The Winged-pendant Theme also bearsachenistic drill holes, depending on
whether the theme was realized on a flat or a autqiece: the flat forms drill holes across the
thickness, while the tubular versions exhibit twil tholes across the length that met in the
middle. Finally, the Beak-bird Theme differed frohe three other themes in that its suspension
hole was across the thickness, and was realizedlcim a manner that, as Easby (1993) points
out, would show the beak of the bird projecting aight angle from the wearer’s chest. A
summary of the major motifs and techniques fortkinee most common themes is presented in
Table 2below.

INSERT TABLE 2 HERE

% For this reason Stone (1973) has suggested thsibjitg that the axe-god theme might be an Intéomeal Theme,
of difficult geographical sourcing, although itaearly the case, as she noted too, that it wa€tista Ricans who
made it their own and continued its developmenil abbut A.D. 900.



Based on the information just presented, | makddhowing assumptions:

1) A single source of jadeite, located in the Médillotagua Valley of Guatemala,
existed in Middle America.

2) There were distinct social groups based ogicels and political-military skills and
knowledge, and some of the individuals that beldrtgethese groups excelled at procuring
access to jadeite through long-distance traveahmugh exclusive contacts with long-distance
travelers operating along the jade exchange netfvork

2) Jadeite was the most significant medium of ijpsaties, and the specialists who
controlled its acquisition and crafting processthedistributed such preciosities through
religious, political, economic exchanges withinitlt@mmunities. Such preciosities were
crucial for certain social reproduction ritualsclias the interment of the dead, as well as ritual
manipulation and display during public ceremonies.

3) The low-intensity jade tradition was sociallptiwvated by the high-intensity jade
tradition. Those who did not have access to jadeiy have attempted to emulate the high-
intensity jades by producing low-intensity jadeslicoader social consumption made from
locally available materials. This assumption wawduire that the removal of jadeite form the
social repertoire of prestige goods would creatacaium that would render the low-intensity
jade tradition meaningless.

THEORETICAL ASSUMPTIONS

Several assumptions are also made here. | dificsisthe basic concepts relevant to the
nature of intersocietal interactions from a paoditieconomic viewpoint. And then, | discuss
previous discussions of the modes of exchangaritegrated Mesoamerica and southern Central
America, particularly Costa Rica.

Intersocietal Interactions and Political Economy

It is assumed here that two major types of paliteconomic strategies exist (Blanton et
al. 1996): an exclusionary strategy, whose goaltwasestriction of access to strategic
resources, and an inclusionary strategy, whosewasthe expansion of access to strategic
resources. Strategic resources for political adtelude symbolic resources, such as ideological
and propagandistic programs, and objective reseusteh as wealth and staple items. Wealth

* Guerrero et al. (1993) further note that whiledevice for the presence of chiefdoms in the forsetfement
hierarchies is so far lacking in Costa Rica, prdypdioe to the scarcity of settlement remains,tadl ¢riteria
typically used to define the presence of chiefdanesotherwise present during the period of jadduS§osta Rica,
including the acquisition of long-distance exotitsied as prestige goods, such as jadeite, andibeitevestment in
the form of large mortuary mounds for the intermefrthigh-status individuals. Hoopes (1991) has@fl a more
cautious view, noting possible parallels with etipraphically documented societies such as the Nath@oast
Tlinglit, who were politically decentralized, butw were able to acquire significant amounts of tieahnd more
recently Hoopes (2005a) has proposed patterns efgeng inequality arising in a context of segmeytaulitical
organization.



items often communicate, through graphic meansidén@ogical programs promoted by the
political actors. Second, it is assumed that tieadest social system of relevance for the study
of political economic strategies is the world syst@Vallerstein 1974, 1976, 1980, 1989). Thus,
intersocietal interactions that are crucial for th@ntenance and reproduction of local social
systems are in essence world-systems interacti@imssg-Dunn and Hall 1991, 1997; Hall and
Chase-Dunn 1991). Such interactions need notghace strictly along bulk-goods networks, as
argued by Wallerstein (1974), buiay in fact take place along several networks @fgygqMann
1986), defined for world-systems terms by Hall &idhse-Dunn (1996) as follows, in order of
increasing influence: Bulk-goods Network < Polititéilitary Network < Prestige-goods

Network < and Information Network. Chase-Dunn &fadl (1991) follow authors like Blanton
and Feinman (1984) in suggesting that prestige gyamdbreciosities, may indeed be used as key
means of intersocietal integration into world sysse In fact, Blanton et al. (1993) suggest this
is how Mesoamerica first came into existence asibzation, as a world system integrated
politically and economically by means of prestigeds, and ideologically by means of the
ideology disseminated by the preciosities.

Now Wallerstein has argued that a world system awenain core societies and
periphery societies, as well as semiphery socieflég cores extract raw materials from the
peripheries, and use the raw materials to prodacghed goods. Thus, the basic relationship is
one of core-periphery hierarchy, since a geograpliliwision of labor is the defining trait of a
world system for Wallerstein. Chase-Dunn and E91), in contrast, suggest that societies
within the same world system may, in theory, begnited not by hierarchical relationships, but
by egalitarian relationships, even when such sesietre quite unequal in social complexity, a
situation they define as “core-periphery differatibn.” Following Crumley (1987), | define
such interactions as cases of heterarchical exehamgontrast with hierarchical exchange. The
term core-periphery heterarchy would be a misnorhére relationship is demonstrably not
based on hierarchy, by definition it is not a cpegiphery relationship, regardless of the social
complexity of the societies involved. Thus, | assuthat relationships of hierarchy and
heterarchy can exist within a world system. Gitleat the various exchange networks can
exhibit some independence from one another, ibssible that the nature of the relationships
(hierarchy versus heterarchy) may have differedragrbfferent networks.

Carmack (1996) has suggested that the integrafitme Greater Nicoya region of Costa
Rica into the Mesoamerican world system was a Rssic phenomenon, as a result of the
Chorotega (Oto-Manguean speakers from the Grijdbliey in Chiapas) and Nicarao (Nahua
speakers from central and southern Mexico) mignatioetween ca. A.D. 800-1350 (Fowler
1989:35; Constenla Umaia 1993:204), not to mentienncrease in trade that these groups
promoted during the Postclassic period, as wetheass participation in the Mixteca-Puebla style
and its concomitant imagery and symbolism (Day 19884). For their part, Smith and Berdan
(2003:29) argue that “lower Central America” wasantact periphery” of Mesoamerica during
the Postclassic period, which means, from the pafintew of Mesoamericanist archaeologists,
that southern Central America maintained only tdligontact” with Mesoamerica. The
definition of “slight contact” is a matter of dekahowever, and in this paper | argue that contact
between the Maya lowlands and Costa Rica durind.éite Preclassic and Classic periods was
direct and systematic, and had an impact on batialssystems, given the nature of the
exchange items involved: prestige goods and esdtedwledge.



Next, Peregrine (1996) provides a much neededdbdtke phenomenon of the decline
and fall of societies. He suggests that just tizeural disasters or invading conquerors can lead
to the collapse of a political system, and in fa€ia society, the process of legitimation crisis,
caused by a disruption in a system of prestige-goedistribution, can lead to a collapse of a
political system. If such a system relies on laligtance exchange, then it is especially
amenable for world-systems analysis. He propageséase studies as illustrations: Moundville,
as an example of a case where a disruption imstéution of long-distance exchange of
preciosities may have led to a political collapmeg Hawaii, as an example of a case where a
disruption in the institution of long-distance ea&alge took place as a result of a civil war, but
was resolved when one of the two major partiesliredturned to Christian missionaries as a
source of new long-distance exchange, leadingstucal transformation, the acceptance of
Christianity, in the process. Thus, Peregrine @sghat in prestige-goods systems any disruption
in the process of access, acquisition, manufacéne redistribution of prestige goods used for
social reproduction can represent a critical blowhe entire system. Such crises are worth
exploring as causal explanations when a declireolapse is in evidence in the absence of
natural disasters or invasions.

Modes of Exchange and Trade Routes

It is important to outline the types of modes x¢leange that may have taken place at
different levels of interaction between two so@sti | assume Renfrew’s (1975) model, with a
minor but insightful revision proposed by Lange&&2 Renfrew’s model is shown Trable 3.

INSERT TABLE 3 HERE

Sharer (1984), Lange (1986), and Lange and Bi$h®®3) have used Renfrew’s model
in order to evaluate the interactions between thgavlowlands and Costa Rica. Sharer (1984)
has proposed interactions along two major netwakzacific coast network, and an Atlantic
coast network. He suggests the Pacific coast nmitwas the first to become established, and
that Chalchuapa was a key node along this netwidekproposes the ports-of-trade and colonial
enclaves modes of exchange as the most likely maldeg this network, and suggests that the
Olmecs probably established this network and moélegchange by the Middle Preclassic,
followed by the Highland Mayans based at Kaminaljapd Chalchuapa during the Late
Preclassic, after which the llopango eruption mayehcaused a significant disruption.
Teotihuacan and its enclave at Kaminaljuyu subssifyueesuscitated this network during the
Early Classic period, but their collapse after&&. 650 caused a major disruption once again.
Afterward, a period of decreased trade ensued gradimund A.D. 1000. Sharer argues that this
period of relative inactivity along this networknesa to an end probably as a result of the
movements of Nahuan-speaking groups, such as stel&ssiqpochtecasand the Pipil-
Nicaraos, which eventually led to trade levels ensentil this period. For the Atlantic coast
network Sharer suggests a slightly later onset catgpared to the Pacific coast, and argues that
the primary modes may have been the ports-of-taadeemissary trade modes, with the
Lowland Mayans as the primary agents along thisork during the Late Preclassic and Early
Classic periods. He proposes that Copan was esdtatilas a result of Tikal's attempt to
establish some control of trade after the llopagigouptions, and points out that Teotihuacan



may have ultimately been behind these developmévitse recent archaeological and
epigraphic evidence largely supports Sharer’'s madilough the chronology has to be revised,
given Copan’s founding on A.D. 426, and the faet this now known that the llopango

eruption took place ca. A.D. 450 + 30, based oiorzibon dating (Dull et al. 200%) Sharer
argues that the collapse of Teotihuacan and thddr@mWMayan society may very well have
resulted in the definitive disruption of trade wittower Central America,” though he posits that
such disruption, particularly the disruption resgibte for the cessation of jade-working in Costa
Rica, may have taken place by ca. A.D. 500 asudtrekthe Tikal “hiatus.”

Lange (1986) carried out a study of the interacbetween Mesoamerica and its
peripheries to the north and south. With regarthéorelationship between the Maya lowlands
and Costa Rica, and the jade exchange networkydgested a case ofilture contactrather
thanculture impact he argues that the imported Mesoamerican objgats,or otherwise,
reported from Costa Rica are so few that they cbhake been carried in the bag of a single
merchant. Lange (1986) therefore assumes thermresd a jadeite source in Costa Rica, and
that any exchange would have been sporadic andstamsgitic As already stated, such a source
is unlikely, given current evidence, and therefibis necessary to assume that any and all jadeite
found in Costa Rica, whether in the form of finidhemported jade objects from Mesoamerica,
or finished, local jade objects, was imported frilim Middle Motagua Valley in Guatemala.
Such an assumption presents a very different Setqications for the intersocietal interactions
in question. Lange did suggest the possibilitywbat he has referred to as “elilte emissary
trade,” as a subtype of the general “emissary tradée” proposed by Renfrew, a proposal that |
regard as likely for the Costa Rica-Maya lowlangdshange, but not as the only likely mode.
Furthermore, below I discuss the case of a MiddteeAcan International Theme, one that
strongly points to an active information networlarg which certain ideological and ritual
principles were diffused.

Lange and Bishop (1988), also applying Renfrew%76) typology of modes of
exchange, note that there appears to be distipcingde distribution of jade in Nicaragua,
which could suggest either that a down-the-line enodexchange may have skipped Nicaragua,
or that the interaction may have been somewhat ghoget. They favor a prestige-chain or
emissary modes of exchange, primarily along thamiit coast, using either the San Juan River
or the San Carlos River Plain to connect the Aitawtatershed and Pacific Northwest regions of
Costa Rica. They note that redistribution withivs@ Rica may have taken place through a
central-place redistribution mode, possibly locatethe San Carlos River Plain, as suggested by
sites of significant wealth such as La Fortuna Bhdres, both in the Atlantic Watershed region.
However, the authors argue that too little raw fedgaveled from the Middle Motagua Valley
to Costa Rica, and that a hypothetical jadeitecur Costa Rica might account for the slack.

® It might be possible, therefore, that the esthbtisnt by Tikal of Yax K'uk’ Mo’ at Copan, and themtrol of
Quirigua, on A.D. 426, could have been in partratsgy to reestablish some degree of control aegletroutes
following the llopango eruption, if the eruptiorotoplace prior to A.D. 426.

® Fred Lange no longer assumes this; in Lange (2@@5:he states: “... to the extent that jade hagedte
significantly into the picture in some aspects, lrast the comparative situation of function andtext, it is
important to correct two misstatements about jade dccur. Repetition does not make it so, ancethez no jade
sources in Costa Rica. Jade formation processes asgart of a complex set of materials and psEseAs
anyone who knows the Motagua source in Guatemadawnce areas in China, the chances for the sotodes
exhausted are almost nonexistent. Even if they vibeegeological context would still remain.”



And last, Walters (1982) explains the inner wogsiof the Middle Motagua Valley
jadeite extraction and redistribution network,ihtiting a key role in this network to Copan, and
arguing that the Sula-Ulda Valley served as arrnmmégliary between Copan and Costa Rica.
Walters has argued that the Atlantic coast netwa® the most active, and in fact notes that
there is surprisingly little evidence for directéractions between Chalchuapa and the Pacific
Northwest of Costa Rica. In contrast, he notet $lida-UlUa alabaster vessels are known from
Costa Rica, while Galo Polychrome pottery from @dgica has been reported in the Sula-UlGa
region. Both of his conclusions are well suppotigdhe evidence presented here. However,
Costa Rican-style metates have been found at CapanCopan-style jades have been found in
Costa Rica. Given these data, the links betwegra@and Costa Rica, on the one hand, and
between Sula-Ulta and Costa Rica, on the other,lmaay have been comparable.

EVIDENCE OF EXCHANGE

Mesoamerican artifacts of various types (slategJigdde pendants, ceramic vessels,
ceramic hollow figurines of Olmec babies) and &distyles (Olmec, Epi-Olmec, Teotihuacan,
Mezcala, Highland Maya, Lowland Maya) have beeveced from Costa Rica. At the same
time, Costa Rican-style artifacts of various tyfjade pendants, gold pendants, ceramic vessels)
have been recovered from various sites across Mexoza. The typical contexts of
Mesoamerican artifacts in Costa Rica appear taberéry. Also, Mesoamerican-style artifacts
have been recovered both in intact and reworkeddorin contrast, the contexts of Costa Rican
artifacts, including jades, in Mesoamerica are natverse: they include cosmopolitan jade
caches, dedicatory ritual caches, and funeraryinffe. And most have been found intact; to my
knowledge none has been reworked for adaptatitoctd stylistic canons. This paper deals
with the majority of the examples which come frdme towland Maya region. In Mora-Marin
(2005b) I discuss the findings from the sites ofrGele las Mesas and Tres Zapotes in Veracruz,
while in Mora-Marin (2005c) | discuss the problefritee reworked Mesoamerican jades from
Costa Rica, a topic that | address here only lytiefl

Mesoamerican Jades in Costa Rica

Only two Mesoamerican artifacts are known fromhaemlogically excavated sites in
Costa Rica. The first example is a Maya-style jld a cemetery at Las Huacas, Pacific
Northwest, dated to ca. A.D. 300-500 (Hartman 189,/PI. XLV, Fig. 10; Heckenberger and
Watters 1993; Hoopes 2005a), discussed by LotH®pS) and Easby (1963). These authors
have suggested that the piece is carved in thg Etaksic Nebaj-style. Las Huacas probably
constituted “a cultic center or a necropolis faghstatus invididuals from several different
villages,” or a “macroterritorial necropoli” (Hoop2005a:19). It contained over 2,000 metates,
though the contexts for the vast majority are unkmadue to looting. According to Hoopes
(2005a:19), “The fifteen graves excavated by Hantnh@wever, appear to represent individuals
who had equal access to formalized sets of riteals, such as jade pendants, mace heads, and
elaborate metates.” Nevertheless, Chenault (18&86noted that another nearby cemetery,
Bolson, exhibits the opposite traits: a numbeiowai-ktatus burials lacking funerary offerings
comparable to those from Las Huacas. Thus, thikluggest that cemeteries were socially
differentiated.
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The second example of a contextualized Mesoanrenisport is from a burial from the
site of Talamanca de Tibas, Central Highlands, wateal by Snarskis (1979) and dated to ca.
A.D. 300-500. The burial, now known as the Priatipomb, was one of several burials of high-
status individuals, suggesting another examplero&eroterritorial necropolis. In this tomb, the
deceased, of undetermined gender, age 18-25, wesdobn top of three carved ceremonial
metates, and accompanied by a ceramic tripod vdssetjuartz mace heads, and two exquisite
jade pendants, one carved in the form of a CostarRsétyle avian axe god, and the other in the
form of an Olmec-style clamshell pectoral (Snardg9:Figs. 4-8; Parsons 1993; Guerrero
Miranda 1998:Figs. 15-18). The Principal Tomb ¢l a tripod vase typical of the early
Curridabat Phase (A.D. 400-900). Another tomb ftbmsite contained a single jadeite bead
and a fine, Rosales Zoned Incised, monkey-shapetfjehand-spout vase, characteristic of the
Pacific Northwest region of Costa Rica betweerB68. B.C.-A.D. 300. If the burials are
contemporaneous, then perhaps they may date &l@a300, unless the Rosales Zoned Incised
vessel was an heirloom itself, in which case ndemporaneity would be required.

No other Mesoamerican-style artifacts have beesnsifically excavated in Costa Rica.
However, Stone and Balser (1965), alerted to orgglmating activities at two sites in the
Atlantic Watershed, were able to arrive at the ecamd describe a number of burials and their
contents before looters destroyed the sites corlpleT he first site, El Tres, Guacimo,
contained about 25 burials signaled by low stonemds, and these were in turn surrounded by
over a hundred additional graves; several slat&dshpyrite-incrusted mirrors, one of them in an
Early Classic Veracruz style (Stone 1963), weraébun burials at this site. The site is dated to
ca. A.D. 400-500 based on associated ceramicstaed artifacts. The slate-backed pyrite-
incrusted mirror from the other site, La Fortun@ats a hieroglyphic text in Early Classic Maya
style, seen iffrig. 3. The date of the text can be narrowed. Eric Tpson, cited by Stone and
Balser (1965:316), remarked that the slate disks“made around 9.0.0.0.0, A.D. 435 Goodman-
Thompson correlation, but perhaps a century oasieee or more likely, up to fifty years later.”
In addition, subsequent to Thompson’s commentsdigeovery of the Tikal Ballcourt Marker,
dated to A.D. 416, provides a closer parallel s c¢hlligraphic style of the disk (Mora-Marin
1995a, 1995b, 2001). The design of T124 (Thom{d$&?:447), the very first sign on the disk
on each of the two columns, corresponds to thd ttevelopmental design of T124 in the history
of the script, according to Lacadena (1996:257, %ig), and this design was in use between ca.
A.D. 379-517. The form of T16 (Thompson 1962:44BadYAX ‘green’, is most closely
related to forms like those on the Leyden Plateedito A.D. 320, or the Hombre de Tikal
statue, dated to A.D. 407, than to later formsmdre comprehensive paleographic study of each
and every single sign in the text would yield, mwbit, a more precise estimate; but for now it is
clear that a date of ca. A.D. 400 is quite reaskenfaiv the inscribed disk. Snarskis (2003:176)
has noted the presence of a Galo Polychrome vass®ig the materials from La Fortuna; this
finding could suggest a date of A.D. 400-700 fa $ite, a dating that is consistent with the
relative dating for the text on the slate disk.

INSERT FIGURE 3 HERE

An unprovenienced Maya jade belt plaque reportech f€osta Rica (Stone 1972:Fig.
160c; Balser 1974:Pl. 14; Balser 1980:42; ReeneBand Fields 1990:14-16; Fields and

11



Reents-Budet 1991:84, Fig. 4; Mora-Marin 1995a:33Mora-Marin 1995b:10) contains partial
calendrical information, seen kig. 3b-c However, taking the calligraphic style of thetteto
consideration, as well as a pair of glyphs refgrtma placename known also from the Leyden
Plate (glyph blocks A11-B11) and Tikal Stela 4 (diyblocks A6-B6), but closer in style to that
on the Leyden Plate, it is possible to proposelmolate date for this text. Indeed, the piece in
guestion contains a Calendar Round date of 3 Affatiak (ig. 3b), which was the notation of
certain regions according to Thompson and Pros&kafi (1945), and would have been
equivalent to the more standard notation 3 Aha¥d8 Now, the text also mentions that 3
lunations had been counted, or put differentlyt tha moon’s age was &i@. 39. The

Calendar Round data offer us seven positions ih.dimg Count during the Early Classic period,
but only one of these coincides with a Moon Ag&.0fThis one position where 3 Ahau 18 Yax
and a Moon Age of 3 coincide is 8.11.12.11.0, whiehslates to A.D. 270 in the Gregorian
Calendar (Mora-Marin 2001:139, n. 101). Thus, jhie plaque was likely dedicated on A.D.
270. This demonstrates only that the jade plaguédmot have arrived to Costa Rica prior to
A.D. 270. Furthermore, the plaque mentions a placeeCHAN-NAL-la-CHAK-wa , attested
on the Leyden Plate, dated to A.D. 320C&AN-na-CHAK-wa . And given the relationship
between the placename and personage from the L&/dax the reference of the same
placename on INS 4442, and the reference of the gdaeename and the same personage at
Tidal (Stela 4, Stela 31), respectively, it is likthat the Costa Rican plague ultimately came
from Tikal or from the site where the Leyden Pli#telf originated—as opposed to where it was
found, in a mound together with “pottery fragmeautsl copper bells,” between the Rio Graciosa
and the Rio San Francisco del Mar in Honduras (8oaind Morley 1938:5). If so, it could

offer epigraphers with additional information abdikal dynastic history from ca. A.D. 270.

For example, the text on this jade plaque alluddbhe accession of a lord (Leén 1982)
on the date in question; although the lord’s nasneot preserved, there is a genealogical
statement making reference to the lord’s mothegsgmame is partly preservedBi8LAM
‘jaguar’ (Fig. 3d). A lady from Tikal is in fact known to have hadch a name (Martin and
Grube 2000:26-27)X(IK) u-ne B’ALAM . This lady from Tikal is referred to as ajaw on a
pottery shard, and she is known to have celebtetun-ending on A.D. 317, only three years
before the accession to power of a ruler mention¢ke Leyden Plate, which dates to A.D. 320.
Other possible connections to Tikal are preseirst,F/another jade belt plague fragment from
Costa Rica bears a name in the form of the glyphesenting the Fourth Lord of the Night. This
glyph was part of the name of Sihjyaj Chan K’awiild Tikal ruler who reigned between A.D.
411 and 456. Yet another belt plaque fragmentrteddrom Costa Rica (Stone 1968:Fig. 9)
bears a glyphic name that was once used by a fitleal, this time the second ruler, nicknamed
“Foliated Jaguar,” who must have reigned sometioréngd the second century A’DLast, for
now, the form of an accession glyph on plaque I¥M&3is rendered almost identically to that on
the Tikal Ballcourt Marker (glyph block C7) and sianly to an expression on Tikal Stela 31
(glyph block E10). Unfortunately, there is no snmgkgun yet, only a sizeable set of indirect
evidence suggesting a link to Tikal. However, & @antertain the possibility that all of these

" On Tikal Stela 13 (glyph block B6) a possible niembf thisCHAN-NAL-CHAK-wa placename is found, but it
is unclear whether the drawing is accurate, or hdvethere is enough detail left due to erosion.

8 Roughly contemporaneous to this Foliated Jaguaopage is another personage, this time from Caphao bore
the name “Foliated Ahau,” and who performed a titnaA.D. 159, as described retrospectively on Goftela |
(Grube and Martin 2001:11-9). It is possible thiz¢ two individuals might have used a similar ghgpfame in
order to show some sort of political affiliatiorytkihis is speculation at this point.
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objects originated in Tikal, and if we assume thay all traveled together rather than separately
to Costa Rica, then they would have arrived in €65ta during or after the reign of Sihjyaj
Chan K’awil I, or in other words, during the fifdentury A.D., at the earliest, but this is mere
speculation at this point.

Fields and Reents-Budet (1992) provide a synagdiseir more detailed study in
Reents-Budet and Fields (1990). They report ttvad ‘dozen Olmec-style jades” have been
reported from Costa Rica, as well as “nearly si#yly Classic Maya jades,” adding that “Forty-
six of these jades are belt plaque fragmentsytkixt of which are incised” (Fields and Reents-
Budet 1991:84). These authors have favored inglidesvn-the-line trade as the most likely
mode of exchange between the Maya lowlands anca@ust, though they have noted that
evidence such as the findings of Costa Rican-shdtates from Copan (Gerstle 1988) discussed
below could suggest a more direct type of intecacti They also suggest that most of the
finished Mesoamerican imports, particularly the agyle jade belt plaques, may have arrived
to Costa Rica as a result of a single, though hestly complex, event: the defeat of Tikal by
Caracol and other allies of Calakmul, which prolgabkulted in the confiscation of royal jewels
and documents, and their destruction or dispeidabpes, in Garber et al. (1993), as well as
Mora-Marin (1995, 1996), and Hoopes (2005a) supdstscenario, though Fields and Reents-
Budet (1991), as well as this author, would ardna the jade belt plagues were the only artifact
type that may have arrived in this manner. Thempihic evidence above, which suggests
possible links between several inscribed artifagported from Costa Rica and the site of Tikal,
provide tentative support for this hypothesis. mRedudet and Fields (1990) also suggest
looting in antiquity as a possible mechanism feriticorporation of wealth into the jade
exchange network. A synthesis is actually possthie Caracol and Calakmul alliance may have
entered royal tombs at Tikal and may have looteditin order to destroy or disperse
documentation of the royal lineages. For that enagiven that one of the jades dates to A.D.
270, it is possible that it may have been extratam a royal tomb after the Teotihuacan
entrada in A.D. 378; indeed, it may have been &jHfyahk’, who arrived at Tikal, probably
from Teotihuacan, on A..D. 378 (Martin and Grub&@@9), who may have ordered the looting
and destruction of documentation of the previoysirbneage from the site. If so, INS 4442
may have been one of these documents.

In fact, most of the Maya-style jade belt plagfresn Costa Rica are in a fragmentary,
and sometimes reworked, state. A variety of agthawve suggested that perhaps this
fragmentation and reworking was carried out in @é&ta by artisans who were more
concerned with adapting the pieces, as raw matéoigheir local thematic and stylistic canons
(Easby 1968, 1993; Balser 1974, 1980; Fields arehi®8eBudet 1992). However, Reents-Budet
and Fields (1990:12) do note that some reworkedaviejt plaques are known from the Maya
region, such as the Calakmul example by Folan. €1895), and that at least one fragmentary
Maya belt plaque is known from near the Maya pofririgin, such as the Lake Guija example
(Houston and Amaroli 1988), suggesting that soneé glaques could have started out as
fragments already before arriving in Costa RiaaMbra-Marin (1995) | pointed out that several
of these pieces bear a similar pattern of fragntiemtanto three fragments, one that resembles
the pattern of fragmentation of the Hatzcap Ceel@khompson 1939), and in Mora-Marin

° Creamer (1984) has also suggested a down-therlte of exchange, though he was referring to thieshof
Olmec-style jades in Costa Rica specifically.
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(19964a) | observed that there is evidence for @ttt reworked Maya jades, including belt
plaques, from Chiapa de Corzo (Agrinier 1972) dr@l@enote of Sacrifice at Chichen Itza
(Proskouriakoff 1974), suggesting that in fact mdstot all, of the Maya belt plaques from
Costa Rica may have arrived in a fragmentary sketiee. The Costa Ricans may have simply
reworked them for new suspension holes and mo#led.as Reents-Budet and Fields (1990:12)
have pointed out, the Costa Ricans did not attémpolish away any of the original Maya
imagery present on these plaques. Instead, tlwaply valued such imagery, in addition to the
value of the jadeite itself, due to its associatiatin the far-flung elites with whom the Costa
Ricans had to interact to obtain jadeite. In Mbtarin (2005c) | discuss the patterns of
fragmentation and reworking of Olmec and Maya jagg®rted from Costa Rica. There |
propose that some of them exhibit the same patifeiragmentation as the Hatzcap Ceel,
suggesting that they were used by the Mayans iimi¢as type of ritual deposit.

This being said, many of the Maya jades reportech iGosta Rica were not of the jade
belt plaque type, and most of these were not resblike the majority of the jade belt plaques
were, strongly suggesting that the Costa Ricansalige Mayan jades as objects, not just as raw
material. Some are examples of silhouette carvisigs)ar to typical Early Classic examples
from sites like Altun Ha, Belize, and Copan, Horalur For example, one jade silhouette carving
with a noble portrayed in low relief, reportedlpiin Carrizal in the Central Pacific region of
Costa Rica (Balser 1980:46, 117), is very simiiacantent and style to a pendant from Altun Ha
dated minimally to A.D. 300-400 (Pendergast 1998;3F2g.145e). Another example, reportedly
from the Pacific Northwest (Balser 1980:46, 113)veéry similar in content and style to pendants
from Altun Ha and Copan, both from Early and LatasSic contexts, and probably constitutes a
version of the “Charlie Chaplin” silhouette thenigoth of these jades, as well as the Altun Ha
example, are in fact in typical Copan style (elgar®r 1995:Fig. 5.48, Fig. 15.32d; Fash
1991:127, Plates VIl and IX; Easby 1993). Thesekt parallel with the second example from
Costa Rica, however, is reportedly from San Salvéideleman 1943:Pl. 236d), though clearly
in Maya style (Rands 1965:570, Fig. 34), and mpetically, in Copan-style, as proposed by
Easby (1993:136). Below | describe evidence thggsests an important role of the sites in
Belize and the site of Copan in trade along thami€t coast with Costa Rican societies.

Finally, Fields and Reents-Budet (1992:87-88)estiaait “The brief duration of the jade
trade between the Maya area and Costa Rica ismafdied by the paucity of Maya ideas
expressed in Costa Rican iconography.” This statémemains to be demonstrated. Below, in
fact, | provide evidence for a Middle American imtational Theme, one that may have been
transmitted along an Information Network from thayd lowlands to Costa Rica. Furthermore,
there are tantalizing hints of Mesoamerican stglistfluence in the Rosales Zoned Incised
imagery from ca. 300 B.C.-A.D. 300 in the Pacifiortiwest of Costa Rica, a subject worth
pursuing in future research. In point of fact, jategery that is apparently realized in the jade
version of the Rosales Zoned Incised pottery ssyt@milar enough to the Maya artistic style
that such pieces are sometimes described erroiyemaidaya artifacts. Lastly, there may yet be
evidence for stylistic or thematic influence thatveled in the opposite direction, from Costa
Rica to the Maya lowlands; Graham (1993) has ptesesm argument of this nature, although
more research is necessary to test it.

Costa Rican Jades in Mesoamerica
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Stone (1972:Figs. 1-2) and Easby (1963, 1968) dasgeribed what appear to be Costa
Rican-style axe-god jade pendants recovered frensite of Playa de los Muertos, Honduras,
some of which are seenlhiig. 4a They exhibit shallow groves which provide thelioe of the
avian axe-god theme, as well as transverse didishaHealey (1992) dates their contexts to ca.
600 B.C.

INSERT FIGURE 4 HERE

Sheets (1978:45-46, Fig. 8c) describe two pendantiong, tooth-shaped pendants,” as
seen inFig. 4b. Although some of the pendants illustrated demdsde naturalist depictions of
teeth, two of them do not; instead, it seems asghahe blade segment of the axe-god
composition was mistaken for teeth in two of theesa which are very small in size, one being
2.6 and the other 2.9 cm in height. Axe-god petwlahthis size are known in Costa Rica, and
they apparently were used as beads in necklade=ets in fact, note that the two pendants are
“decorated with shallow grooves,” not unlike thasethe Playa de los Muertos examples, and
they add that they “may be stylized anthropomorpleicorations” (1978:45-46). The dating of
these examples is comparable to the Playa de lestbuexamples: ca. 900-500 B.C., and more
than likely is roughly contemporaneous given timilgirities. In either case they may precede
the earliest known example from Costa Rica at #@file Northwest site of La Regla, dated to
ca. 500 B.C? If the axe-god jade pendants are Costa Rican,wioeyd suggest connections
along the Pacific and Atlantic by ca. 600-500 BKbwever, it is simply too premature at this
point to make such a case, since the idea of &0umta Rican origin of the axe-god theme may
very well prove correct. Still, given the puretchl style of the La Regla avian axe-god
pendant, it is probably a fair assessment thatsaaican jade lapidary tradition had already
become established by ca. 500 B.C.

Later than the Chalchuapa and Playa de los Muerasples are the findings from the
Yucatan peninsula near the site of Chaksinkin. r@h&ndrews (1986a, 1986b, 1987) reports the
discovery of forty jade pieces uncovered in twoal#{s near each other. All consist of jadeite
or albite, and all are consistent with the compasél range of Motagua jades (Nelson 1984).
Of the forty, five appear to be Costa Rican inest@lthough Andrews has only made this
determination of four of them, seenkhigs. 4c-f another one is in my opinion also classifiable
as Costa Rican in style, seerFig. 4g The jade cache is a cosmopolitan assemblage: it
includes Costa Rican, Maya, and Olmec-style jade@sp. Originally, Andrews (1986a, 1986b)
suggested that the find contained Olmec, Maya,Gogta Rican jades; later, he modified his
view to suggest that there were no Middle Preatgssies, only Late Preclassic jades, based on
Pohorilenko’s (1981) assessment that many jadestiypgquently attributed to the Middle
Preclassic Olmec are really known only from LatedRssic or subsequent, Classic-period

191t is unclear whether axe-gods are original tot&&ca; they may instead have been part of annatienal style,
possibly between ca. 600-500 B.C. Stone (1978dhsuggests that the axe-god theme may not hdgieated in
Costa Rica, but she notes that before too lorapit & life of its own in Costa Rica. This is a bifgesis that
requires future testing: it may very well be tHa ixe-god theme could show thematic connectiolemst to a
genre of Olmec-style axe-gods, as suggested byyHa968). If so, the Costa Rican jade lapidargitian may
have emerged in the context of the spread of snéhtarnational theme, and instead of establisdingct contact
with the Olmecs, whatever Olmec traits it may haad may have been the result of shared retentoon &m earlier
pan-regional tradition.
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contexts. In particular, jadeite spoons of theetfjgund at Chaksinkin, Pohorilenko has argued,
are more likely Late Preclassic in age. Howeves,fact is that recently two jadeite spoons have
been found in Middle Preclassic contexts of ca. BAD. at Uxbenka in Belize (Healy and Awe
2001) and at Cuello also in Belize (Hammond 1986)seen ifrigs. 5a-b In addition, as

pointed out to me by John Hoopes (personal commatiait, 1994), the imagery on Nakbe Stela
1, dated to ca. 400 B.C. by Hansen (1991), reptesen elite personages wearing jade belt
heads with dangling jade belt plagues engaging etwdr in conversation; one of the personages
wears jade belt spoons, rather than belt plaglrsrestingly, given the characteristically Olmec
mode of suspension of jade spoons, namely, hoakams seen in the Shook Altar (Heizer and
Shook 1976), it is quite likely that jade spoonpidied at Nakbe were reworked by Maya
artisans for vertical suspension, given that suak apparently the suspension form preferred by
the Mayans for belt plaques.

INSERT FIGURE 5 HERE

In addition, of the Costa Rican-style jades at Ghdin, one of them in particular, No.
24, is done in a style very similar to that of #wan axe-god from La Regla, from ca. 500 B.C.:
it is also an avian axe god, with a very similatliae and very similar light incising of eyes and
outline, although only about half of the La Regliagght. These two pendants could be
contemporaneous. This evidence could thereforpatip relative late Middle Preclassic dating
for the Chaksinkin jade cache. If we assume the Paéclassic to start between ca. 400-300
B.C., and we take note of the fact pointed out &gsBns (1993) and Garber et al. (1993)
regarding the absence of jades typical of LatelBssic Maya sites at Chaksinkin, such as the
jade heads from Cerros, then we could say thatdbke may date to the early Late Preclassic
period. An issue of great interest is worth bnmggup at this point. Snarskis (1998), as already
discussed, argues that stylistic similarities betw®Imec and Costa Rican jade-working styles
would support the contention that some of the Otstgle jades arrived to Costa Rica during
Olmec times; nevertheless, the clear fact thaMiuglle Preclassic, Late Preclassic, and later
Mayan peoples used and reused Olmec-style jadeddsbe enough to favor the more likely
possility that such Olmec-style jades arrived tagt@drica as a result of contact with Mayans. A
recent finding of a jade cache dedicating a Lates§lt structure at Dzibilchaltun yielded an
Olmec-style spoon (Maldonado 1999), seeRim 5¢ similar to some reportedly found in Costa
Rica, such as the oneling. 5f. Another jade spoon is known from the Sacred @eab
Chichen ltza, and was likely deposited there arouizl 800-900 (Coggins 1984). As already
mentioned, the Mayans possessed Olmec-style jaddsn fact reworked some of them (Coe
1966; Schele and Miller 1986; Mora-Marin 2001).

Next is a finding from the site of Pomona, Belida.the same Tomb | of a mound of 27
m in diameter and 9 m in height where the famousdt@ inscribed jadeite earflare was found,
a jade bead necklace was also present; the cesterpf the necklace, seenFigy. 6a has been
identified by Easby (1963) as a possible CostarRatgle axe-god pendant, though a very
stylized one at that. The piece measures 3.2 dmight, is greyish in color, and clearly not
jadeite, but of a softer material (Kidder and Ekhal 1951:140, Figure 63). Typical of the
Costa Rican jade lapidary products, and particubfthe axe-god theme, it bears a transverse
perforation. According to Justeson et al. (1988),context of the deposit is suggestive of a date
of ca. A.D. 200.
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INSERT FIGURE 6 HERE

Also in Belize, at the site of Kendal, Gann (1918t® 12) reports the finding of a tripod
metate with a jaguar-like head projecting from end, as seen ifig. 6b, in the deposits of
Mound 6; an associated mammiform tetrapod bowtirangly suggestive of a Protoclassic date,
no later than ca. A.D. 400 (Brady et al. 1998:18he tripod metate is very similar to metates
well known from Costa Rica; there they date toA®. 300-700 (Chaves Chaves and Fontana
Coto 1993); perhaps a date of ca. A.D. 300-400¢teelapping range, might seem appropriate
for the Kendal metate. Such elaborately carvedtastmay have served more than one function
in Costa Rica: from the preparation of ritual ordieenal foods and drugs (Hoopes, personal
communication 2005), to ceremonial furniture asdbes, suggested by the common woven-
textile patterns suggestive of a mat.

At the site of La Milpa, in the Peten region, agdmeak bird jade pendant, seerfig.
6¢, was uncovered in Burial B11.67, the burial otier named Bird Jaguar, dated
stratigraphically to ca. A.D. 450 £ 40, and epidnaplly by a stela dedicated by this ruler on
A.D. 406, suggesting a post-A.D. 406 date for thedb, but prior to ca. A.D. 490. The pendant,
which was the centerpiece of Bird Jaguar’s necklelosely resembles the beak-bird pendant
style from Linea Vieja in the Atlantic WatershedGdsta Rica (Lothrop 1955; Snarskis 1998),
and likely a successor to the beak-bird pendanta fChaksinkin, shown iRigs. 4e-f The
earliest such example archaeologically excavatau f€osta Rica comes from the Severo
Ledesma site in the Central Highlands of Costa Rlated to ca. A.D. 350 (Snarskis 1984,
Hoopes 2005a). The form of suspension of the Upapendant is typical of both the beak-bird
and curly-tailed animal themes from the Linea Vigjgion: in both cases the pendant would
hang “with the strongly projecting beak or tail seeg to dwarf the rest of the body” (Easby
1981:142).

Later, at Altun Ha, Belize, several Costa Ricanesfgde pendants were deposited. The
first is a Costa Rican-style axe-god pendant, se€ég. 6d, and recognized as such by
Pendergast (1979:325, Fig. 145i). It is 3.3 crhaight and associated with a Yax Phase context
of ca. A.D. 500. It was found with an obsidiarkéieblade, and thregpondylushell disc beads.
Perhaps also dating to this time, according to Bgast (1970), is a finding of a tumbaga
jaguar-claw bead, also associated vdfondyludeads, this time a specifically Pacific coast
species, as well as pearls. Hoopes (1985:156% rioé while Pendergast (1970) suggests a
close resemblance between the tumbaga bead anglesainom Cocle in Panama, the fact that
Early Classic Maya artifacts have been found int&83ca but not in Panama, and the fact that
the Pacific Northwest of Costa Rica, where manydirdings have been made, could have
been also the source of tBpondylushells and the pearls, support Bray’s (1977:38%gst
effort principle,” favoring the likelihood that CiasRica was the source of all the imported items
in the Altun Ha cache. Other axe-god pendants) seleigs. 6e-f although more stylized than

" Easby (1963:103) also discusses the findings &9 18 two Costa Rican-style axe-god pendants sirtoléhe
one from Pomona at Cave E in the Rio Frio areA®{Qayo District in Belize (British Honduras), ahey were
contained in a small pot, reported to her throudgttar written by A. H. Handerson in 1963. Acdogito that
letter, the organic remains from the cave wereditded.D. 839 + 150. It would be useful to tracknh any
archaeological report or notes relevant to thidifig.
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the one recognized by Pendergast, have been fauitla Ha (Pendergast 1979:66-67, Fig. 18;
1990:56-57, 70-71, 118-119, Figs. 24f and 27sh dédtes based on associated ceramics and
organic remains of ca. A.D. 550 and A.D. 650. tbetexts include burials, as in the case of
two of the beads making up a necklace worn byridezidual in Tomb A-1/1 of Structure A-1,
the same burial that yielded the famous inscrildesichan earplug flares (Mathews 1979). For
now it is clear that several sites along the Betdizast were likely interacting with Costa Rica.
This is not surprising in light of Bishop et al(’5993) finding that the jadeite of several Belizean
sites was from the same Motagua jadeite sourdeegadeite of several Costa Rican artifacts,
leading them to suggest that they drew jadeite fitoensame source. Itis likely, consequently,
that the Costa Ricans obtained jadeite through teitact with Belizean centers during the Late
Preclassic and Early Classic periods.

The site of Copan may have attempted to usurpctinsection between Belizean centers
and Costa Rica. Epigraphic evidence adduced byrka (2003) indicates Copan’s meddling
in political affairs at Lubantuun (Ballcourt Markdy A.D. 780-790), Pusilha (Stela C, A.D. 613;
Stela D, A.D. 647; Stela K, A.D. 672; Stela M, ATL1; Altar W, A.D. 652), and Nim |i Punit
(Stela 2, A.D. 726; Stela 4, ca. A.D. 726-810; &, A.D. 721; Stela 21, A.D. 790), for
example, during the late Early Classic and earlg lGlassic. These dates point to a period
between ca. A.D. 613-790 during which Copan is im@d in the politics of Belizean centers,
possibly as ‘overseer’ of political accession risuas suggested by the presence of the T526 ‘to
oversee, to watch over’ glyph (i.e. presumatiigb’, as attested in Tzotzil), which could
indicate a rather direct control. This is not aprecedented practice of course: Copan likely
installed the first known official ruler of Quirigui a site in the immediate vicinity of the
Motagua River, and therefore within very close reatthe jadeite sources in the Middle
Motagua Valley, on A.D. 426, and maintained contifathe Quirigua dynasty until the likely
rebellion of A.D. 738 (Martin and Grube 2000:2168%.

In addition to the epigraphic evidence from theiBsdn centers, there is archaeological
evidence suggesting that Copan did in fact attempblidify its control over trade with Costa
Rican groups (Chibchan), as well as other groupeouth of Copan. A barrio of foreign
peoples, possibly Lencans and Costa Ricans, is iknowave existed there (Gerstle 1988); six
Costa Rican-style carved ceremonial metates oP#uific Northwest style that lasted between
A.D. 300-700 (Chaves Chaves and Fontana Coto 198 recovered there in a Late Classic
context, dating to ca. A.D. 600-900; one of thesghiown irFig. 7a This suggests a possible
arrival to Copan between ca. A.D. 600-700, the wsmdf overlap between the style range of the
metates and the dating of their context at Cogag;period coincides with the beginning of
references to Copan’s involvement in Belizean edfai

INSERT FIGURE 7 HERE

Several other Costa Rican-style prestige goods doonethe Late Classic at Copan. As
observed by Hoopes (2005a:28), Morley (1946) remboin a pair of gold-copper figurine legs
from Copan, seen iRig. 7b, found in the cache under Stela H. Morley describedind as “a
pair of legs belonging to a small, hollow humarufige made of a gold-copper alloy,” adding
that “even when complete [the figurine] could naté stood more than four inches high”
(1946:431-432, Fig. 55¢). He suggested that thaifie was “made in Costa Rica or Panama
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and had reached Copan probably by trade,” and ruftiésl context that “indications are that the
two pieces recovered had found their way into thenflation vault of Stela H some time later
than the dedicatory date of that monument” (194B}4%tela H was dedicated on A.D. 731,
Long Count 9.15.0.0.0. Therefore, the gold-comigect was deposited in that year or
sometime later. Another Costa Rican-style artifeaahh Copan is a double-headed reptilian
pendant deposited as part of a dedicatory cacleiassd with Structure 10L-2 (Cheek and
Embree 1983:137), and seerHig. 7¢ along with a comparable example from Costa Rica o
display at the Museo Nacional de Costa Rica, se€igi 7d. The cache dates to the Coner
Phase, which is to say to the Late Classic pehodiever, more specifically, Cheek and Embree
regard Stela D as possibly marking the time ofcthehe (A.D. 756). And the fourth Costa
Rican-style artifact is an avian axe-god jade pahdseen irFig. 7¢ that made up the
centerpiece of the necklace of a high-status psesbe of 35-40 years of age, who was a
contemporary of Ruler 12 (*Smoke Imix”) or Ruler ¢28 Rabbit”) at Copan (Agurcia and
Fash 1989:485). His burial, located behind thadtjlyphic Stairway on Structure 26, is the
most luxurious burial discovered at the site aBagh (1991:160), and its stratigraphic context
places it “during the reign of either the™ar 13" ruler of Copan,” but the individual's age
suggests it was too young to have been either, silere Ruler 12 was 80 at death, and Ruler 13
was over 60 at death. Thus, the burial dates.t&.&a 628-738, with A.D. 628 marking the
inauguration of Ruler 12, and A.D. 738 marking death of Ruler 13. More recently, however,
Martin and Grube (2000:202) have argued that tm@bin question was the burial of Ruler 12
himself. If so, the burial dates specifically tdDA 695. If so, the evidence from the burial
suggests that Smoke Imix was a priest, scribekargd It is very interesting indeed that the
centerpiece of his jade beaded necklace would®esta Rican-style avian axe-god pendant:
Ruler 12’s reign would coincide with the proposetdirng for the six metates, ca. A.D. 600-700,
and with the beginning of references at sites acBidize to Copan political involvement.
Perhaps Ruler 12 at Copan had established an eBpationg relationship with elites from
southern Central America, including Costa Ricat pawhich may have been based on long-
distance trade relations necessitating free ado@ssCopan to the Atlantic trade routes. The
Costa Ricans may very well have been primarilyregted in Copan’s access to jadeite, possibly
through their subordinate of Quirigua. HoweverfoB. 738, when Quirigua rebelled and
became independent from Copan, this access maydesrecut off or made much more
difficult. This could very well have had a stroimgpact in the access to jadeite by the Costa
Rican jade lapidary tradition.

Another type of artifact of possible Costa Ricaigio from Copan is the long tubular
jade bead. Easby (1993:133) has pointed outlieadnly jade pendant types that the Costa
Rican and Maya traditions shared were “large badpats that hung horizontally regardless of
the orientation of incising or carving, and tubutaads.” Lothrop (1955:49) had previously
remarked that the Maya tubular jade beads exhiatré taper than appears in Costa Rican
examples,” while both he and Balser (1961:211) chthet “Costa Rican tubular jade beads are
drilled more deeply than those from elsewhere inefica.” Easby (1993:134) wrote that

as yet the only unmistakable Costa Rican importighied from the Southeast is the huge
banded tubular bead or bar pectoral from Copannieaisured 26 cm (Longyear
1952:Figure 111h). Its origin in Costa Rica is @&y doubt, because no such drilling in
hard stone was achieved anywhere else (Figure &28mples from Las [Huacas,

Pacific Northwest, Costa Rica] ranged to more tB&iem in length, and some from the
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Atlantic region nearly twice that (Stone 1977:16Zhe exceptional drilling technique
used (and the incentive to make such unwieldly meT#s) evidently developed within
Costa Rica and was never transmitted to other dapidenters: tubular beads from La
Venta do not exceed 7.5 cm; from Kaminaljuyu, ®ébaj 11.5; and Tikal about 11.

Easby (1993:136) suggested a transitional “Earlyate Classic” date for the deposition
of the tubular bead from Copan that is presumaioipnfCosta Ricad? If Easby is correct, it may
very well be that the Lowland Mayans exchangedjealgite for finished jade objects with the
Costa Rican jade artisans, especially for diffieudtl time-consuming objects such as long,
tubular beads. Then a Mayan scribe would insaibext on the jades, if necessary, as with the
Palenque and Cenote examples. If this is the dase there may very well be many more Costa
Rican-manufactured jades in jade collections frabeMaya region, given the quantity of long,
tubular bar pendants depicted in Maya art, althaughall of them were necessarily made of
jadeite. The crafting of jade objects in a sim#tyle would point, once again, to an Information
Network, one that ran parallel to the Prestige-gasdtwork, between the Mayans and Costa
Ricans.

To the east of Copan, in the Ulta Valley, CostaaRistyle artifacts dating to the period
of ca. A.D. 650-750 have also been found. Ona iarahropomorphic axe-god jade pendant
from Peor es Nadd{g. 8a), and the other a gold figurine from Santa ARey(8b) (Luke
2003). They were found along with Ulua-style manshses and Late Classic Maya-style and
Ulta-style jades. The epigraphic evidence fromssih Belize pointing to Copan’s meddling in
local political affairs, the Copan evidence of pblesCosta Rican inhabitants and Costa Rican-
style jade and gold items, as well as the findiingsy Santa Ana and Peor es Nada support the
contention that trade with Costa Rican elites waplesized along the Atlantic coast, possibly
along the Chamelecon and Ulda rivers which convargee Punta Sal, where traders could
have made their entry and headed toward eitheriCopthe sites in the UlGa Valley. This also
constitutes support for Walters’ (1982) proposal thhe Sula-Ulla Valley centers were
intermediaries between Copan and Costa Rica; hawtaesevidence from Copan suggests that
the link between Copan and Costa Rica was at ésadirect, and probably more so, than the link
between the Sula-Ulta Valley and Costa Rica.

INSERT FIGURE 8 HERE

Anther interesting context for possible Costa Ristyte objects is the Sacred Cenote
cache at Chichen Itza. Coggins (1984:45, 52) de=xr variety of objects of likely Costa Rican
(Atlantic Watershed style) or Panamanian (Darieth @ocle styles) manufacture, such as a
tumbaga bell, four pear-shaped copper bells, gekksdand tumbaga figure pendants. She dates
the most likely deposition of the artifacts betweanA.D. 800-900. Since goldwork was
adopted in Costa Rica after its introduction froam&mna, and since the local Costa Rican

12 Easby (1993:134-136) further noted that: “Tublleads from the Cenote of Chichén reached at |8asin] but
the unbanded bar pendant inscribed at Palenqueaviitiure and date corresponding to A.D. 690 mesas@i©.6 cm
with a diameter of 3.5 cm, so much larger thatighhhave originated in Costa Rica. The largeshefthree
fragmentary beads inscribed with much earlier gyplould have been at least 13 by 3 cm, with a lsabavell
back from the end, as is often seen in Costa Rizamples. Whereas the preserved inscriptionsdatéds, the
glyphs are Preclassic (Proskouriakoff 1974; Math2@8&5). If the beads when unbroken were as lasgbey seem
to have been, they imply that Costa Rican lapidg&ils were already highly developed before Clasisies.”
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tradition to a large extent adopted and adapted#mamanian work, it is not always possible to
distinguish between the two traditions. As notgdbay, “every type of Isthmian object found
in the Maya zone could have been obtained fromheantCosta Rica [Pacific Northwest or
Atlantic Watershed], whatever the original placer@nufacture,” adding in support of this that
“Panamanian ceramics are found as far north a€dlséa Rica-Nicaragua frontier, but do not
reach the borders of the Maya territory” (1977:392he same may be said generally of the
Pacific Southwest of Costa Rica and northern Panaitharegard to Mesoamerican imports,
Bray notes, which is why he concludes that “GuastcfPacific Northwest] and Linea Vieja
[Atlantic Watershed] thus constitute a buffer ziweéween two areas which were not themselves
in contact with each other” (1977:392). Easby @263, Fig. 4e) has also described a small
avian axe-god jade pendant from the Cenote, p@ragain to a likely Costa Rican provenance,
seen inFig. 9a™

INSERT FIGURE 9 HERE

Finally, as already noted, Easby (1963) has pusijoidentified various Costa Rican-
style jades in Mesoamerica, and her paper coresitie most thorough discussion of findings of
Costa Rican or Costa Rican-style artifacts in Mes&réca prior to the present paper. The
centerpiece of her study is a jadeite pendantwhatacquired from the Chiapas highlands, more
specifically, inside a cave in Tzajalob, fifty mgleast from San Cristobal de las Casas. The jade,
shown inFig. 9b, is a Maya copy of a Costa Rican-style axe-god jaehdant, according to
Easby (1963:98), who points out that while at fgisince the piece would not stand out among
similar pieces from a collecton of Costa Rican grd-pendants, upon closer scrutiny several
key differences become obvious and point to a Magaufacture. She argues in fact that the
piece was carved by an artisan from the Early @ldg¢sbaj tradition (Smith and Kidder
1951:32-35). The natural visual properties ofstame were carefully taken into account for the
composition of the piece, something the Costa Raztisans did not bother to do but which was
typical of Maya-style jades. The piece is sliglggymmetrical, as result, Easby argues, of the
Maya artisan not wanting to waste raw materiab algharacteristic of the Maya tradition, but
very much unlike the Costa Rican tradition, whasisans, she suggests, were keen to erasing
any signs of the original surface of the stonénapirocess of aiming for symmetry and
balance'* Easby (1963:Figs. 3c-e) has also noted the presaiCosta Rican-style jades
elsewhere in the Maya highlands, such as at N&wajthi and Kidder 1951:Fig. 63a), an
example of which is seen Kig. 9¢ located in a Esperanza period context; and in the
Quetzaltenango vicinity, two examples of which sgen inFigs. 9d-e The Nebaj example
resembles the Pomona example discussed earliex.example she mentions was found at
Zacualpa (Woodbury and Trik 1953:Fig. 281q), whereas part of an offering contained in a

13 Also of Late or Terminal Classic age (ca. A.D. 8800) is a jade cache from Structure 36 at Dzibdltun,
Yucatan, which consisted of a total of 31 jadesyels as a metate and a metal object, neither a¢lvas
illustrated in the brief report that is availabMgldonado 1999:70). Though the observation waswaate in the
report, one of the jades is an Olmec-style spoapeth into a zoomorphic head, similar to examplpented from
Costa Rica, as already mentioned above. It woelduoprising, in this author’s opinion, if the cadatid not contain
a Costa Rican-style jade or two; perhaps the nodiaict mentioned might be from Costa Rica (or Pa)abut this
is pure speculation for now, awaiting a full pubtion of the cache. For the moment this exampidarces the
hypothesis that most Olmec-style jades could e&silye arrived in Costa Rica through trade with Meya

¥ This being said, the present author notes thayr@asta Rican jade axe-gods reported from Costa &ie
somewhat asymmetrical, and thus, by itself, thisoisa diagnostic trait of non-Costa Rican manuwfiact
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Tohil plumbate pottery vase; the same levels, gelseveral Greater Nicoyan-style pottery
vases.

The “Charlie Chaplin” International Theme

There is a theme of great importance for understgritie interaction between Costa
Rica and Mesoamerica: the “Charlie Chaplin” silntesgFigs. 10aand10b. This theme, in
Mesoamerica, is characterized by three varianjsa €ilhouette figure in a standing pose with
legs bent and feet pointing sideways (“turned eet), and arms bent upward toward the chest;
(2) a silhouette figure in a standing pose witlslsgaightened and feet pointing forward, and
arms bent and hands meeting at the waist or abdb@iea; and (3) a silhouette figure in a
sitting pose with crossed legs, arms bent upwasaitd the chest, and open or closed eyes.
(Different poses of the arms are also known, ssctha two arms bent sideways toward the
waist with the fingers of both hands touching.)isTiheme is known from Costa Rica as well.
Unfortunately, only a single specimen of this tyffgade pendant is known from archaeological
contexts in Costa Rica; it is the figural jade pmmdrom Mercocha, dated to ca. A.D. 144
(Stirling 1964). However, the Costa Rican examplesclearly carved following the norms of
the local lapidaries, including the transverse gration for suspension at the base of the neck
(Fig. 109, and in some cases the addition of Costa Ricaifsnsuch as double-headed
zoomorphs on top of the figure’s head, and femedguires ffig. 10b). Balser (1961:213, Figs.
1b-c) first defined this theme as the Atlantic Wslbed version of the Nicoya-style
anthropomorphic axe-god, adding that, as one a@fidgnostic traits, the “Arms with well-
marked fingers always point upward.” Thus, thet@d¥&can jade artisans participated in a pan-
Middle American theme of silhouette figures careeda variety of media, but primarily jade
and greenstone, as attested in Guerrero (Mezgdég, SLentral Mexico (Teotihuacan style), the
Maya highlands (Zacualpa, Nebaj, La Lagunita),Nfaga lowlands (Piedras Negras, Uaxactun,
Tikal, Altun Ha, Hatzcap Ceel, Pomona, El Pilarp@n), the Pacific Coast of Guatemala and El
Salvador (Santa Leticia, Quelepa), and finallyCista Ricd® In Mesoamerica the “Charlie
Chaplin” figures, so nicknamed by Thomson (193B9n reference to the examples from the
eastern Maya lowland&ig. 109, are found in Late Preclassic and Early Classitexts
(Taschek and Ball 1999), primarily; whenever theyfaund in Late Classic contexts they are
considered to be examples of heirlooms, as foc#ise of several Copan-style jades described by
Easby (1993). Characteristically, in the Maya lawds, they exhibit triangular noses that rest on
a mouth defined in part by the incisions made lierrose, as well as “turned out feet.”
However, Mezcala examples from Guerrero, as wedxasnples from the Maya highlands also
exhibit the triangular nose; the turned out fdeugh not always present, is a better diagnostic
of the tradition of Charlie Chaplin figurines oktiMaya lowlands, though this trait is not always
present.

INSERT FIGURE 10 HERE

To my knowledge no previous author has adoptesha\besoamerican perspective for
the study of this theme of figure-pendants; newaeits, it is clear that a thematic and stylistic

!> several examples are known contextually from Calianat Nehuange and Pueblito, as discussed belait, is
likely that these are trade items from Costa Ric@asta Rican-inspired copies (Bray 2003; Hoopd5B) as
discussed further below.
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connection existed. Furthermore, these silhoueti@gbe related to the Cache 1 (Structure 6B)
head pendants from Cerros, Belize (Freidel andI8d888; Freidel, Reese-Taylor, and Mora-
Marin 2003). This claim requires some explanatibirst, referring to the Santa Leticia
example, seen iRig. 10d, Demarest (1986:208-209, Fig. 118) remarked tingitag examples
“with the same facial features and style” were weted at Chalchuapa and Quelepa; the
Quelepa examples by Andrews (1976:167-168, Fig), I®vever, are not full-figure forms, but
simply the heads, as seerfHig. 10e And referring to a Late Preclassic-style figpemdant

with a biconical horizontal suspension hole from @enote of Chichen ltza, seerfig. 10f,
Coggins (1984:134), notes a similarity with the &flile Chaplin” jade and shell figures from
southern lowlands identified by Thompson (1939%e Slso adds that like the bib-helmet head
pendant also found at the Cenote (Coggins 1984, 1l8S)figure’s nose is “a triangle with the
mouth serving as its base, and the pupils of tles aye drilled,” common Late Preclassic traits,
such as the ones from Cerros, as sedingnl0g

Now, | will take this one step farther than Cogghd: the Cenote figure she discussed is
quite likely a Late Preclassic precursor of the iG@&haplin figures from the Protoclassic and
Early Classic known from Belize. Furthermore, fien and style of the head of this figure is
not only similar to the bib-helmet Late Preclags®ad pendants, but it is in fact very similar to
the head pendant that served as the central akladfe 1 at Cerros, as compareéigs. 11a
andl1lb. In other words, the heads are meant to stanthéofigures, the part for the whole.
Evidence for this is available: just like the Cadhlieib-helmet and central head pendants are
arranged in a quincunx pattern, as-ig. 11¢ two caches at the site of El Pilar in Belize eomt
full-figure Charlie Chaplin silhouettes arrangedjunncunx patterns as well, askig. 11d In
other words, the head and full-figure pendantseargvalent.

INSERT FIGURE 11 HERE

Further archaeological work in Costa Rica is neagsto fully understand the role that
these figures played there, but clearly one carttsatyCosta Ricans participated, to some extent,
in the ideological program conveyed in part by éhiggures. If this is correct, then this theme
has the characteristics of an international themenot possible at this time to say where the
theme originated, although | suspect it is posdiidée some Olmec-style compositions could
have been their precursors, a matter for furthedyst

Costa Rican Jades in Panama and Colombia

In addition to the Costa Rican-style jades regbftem or documented at various
Mesoamerican sites, there are several examplessid@®ican-style jades at Sitio Conte in
Panama and Nehuange and Pueblito in Colombia.SitleeConte burials have been dated to ca.
A.D. 750-950 (Lothrop 1937), while the Nehuange Buoeblito burials date to ca. A.D. 300-
800/1000 (Bray 2003). These are sites where dugjlects were the primary prestige items; the
jade finds are therefore comparable both contelytaald temporally to sites in Costa Rica
where jade and gold have been found in situ inecassociation with another, such as at Finca
Linares, dating to A.D. 600-800, and La Fortundinggto A.D. 400-600. The Nehuange jades,
described by Bray (2003) and Hoopes (2005b), irechihe so-called “Charlie Chaplin”
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anthropomorphic theme, seenFigs. 12a-h known from Mesoamerica and Costa Rica, seen in
Figs. 13a-h but not attested thus far in Nicaragua or non-dtaff.e. non-Copan) Honduras.

INSERT FIGURE 12 HERE
INSERT FIGURE 13 HERE

The Nehuange examples from Tomb 1, dated to . 210 + 70 (Hoopes 2005b), could
suggest that they may have come from Costa Riaadrthat time or earlier, since presumably
the Costa Rican examples are thematically andsibdily related to Mesoamerican examples,
which are dated to Late Preclassic and Early Glagsitexts. That these Nehuange examples
came from Costa Rica, or at the very least wenginied by Costa Rican models, is strongly
suggested by the fact that several of them areisgialf: Costa Rican jade artisans in fact began
the practice of splitting axe-god pendants and [@Eh&haplin pendants in half late in the history
of the lapidary jade tradition, as suggested tdognduan Vicente Guerrero Miranda (personal
communication 1995). There are several Maya amge©lpendants reported from Costa Rica
that were split in half. In the past it has besguad that this reworking took place in Costa Rica,
and was indicative of the Costa Ricans ignoringathginal meaning of the imported jades. The
Nehuange split pendants thus are strongly suggestia Costa Rican origin or inspiration. In
addition, the same tomb where the Charlie Chaplile pendants were found at the Nahuange
site also yielded several jade winged pendants ipdeig. 12¢ very similar to numerous
examples from Costa Rica, seerfrig. 13 where the winged pendant was one of several
themes of high frequency. Hoopes (2005b:14) arthegshe similarities are somewhat
superficial, not so much of style but of contentt 80 suggest contact between Costa Rican and
Nehuange artisans. As Hoopes (2005b:15-16) alssnine bat-winged bar pendants are
similar to forms also known, in greater quantitg alegree of stylistic variation, from Costa
Rica. The broad range of forms, from very explitl naturalistic to very opaque and stylized
evident in Costa Rican examples, Hoopes arguedgdveogpport a Costa Rican origin, rather
than a Colombian origin, where only simple andizéd forms are known. In fact, as already
pointed out, a fully elaborate bat-winged bar pemdaknown from Las Huacas, dating to ca.
A.D. 300-500. This makes it potentially contempaaus with the examples from Nehuange
Tomb 1.

Finally, the Sitio Conte Costa Rican-style jades includeakkbird pendant, seen kig.
12d, and a double-headed crocodilian pendant, seEigiri2e comparable to Costa Rican
examples such as thoseHigs. 13c-e The Severo Ledesma example from Costa Hiita (39
may predate the Sitio Conte burials by three or amturies, but stylistically closer, though
unprovenienced counterparts, are known in sevenratp and museum collections of Costa
Rican artifacts.

JADE-TO-GOLD TRANSITION
The study of the jade-to-gold transition requiraaldication. As noted by Lange
(2005:229), the jade-to-gold shift shows a selecgjgographical distribution. In general, it was

northern Costa Rica where jade was worked, whaeRtcific Southwest of Costa Rica did not,
apparently, develop a jade lapidary tradition. Amdeneral, it was in the Atlantic Watershed,
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Central Highlands and Pacific coast, and Pacifigt®eest of Costa Rica where gold traditions
emerged. Nevertheless, Day (1988:207) does pairthat some evidence for gold-working in
the Pacific Northwest is known, including of courgee clay mold for producing gold frog casts
that was recovered at the site of Ruiz and the fyolgicast from that mold recovered from the
site of Guacamaya (Lange and Accola 1979), asagedl few other gold artifacts. In addition,
there is evidence for a transition from jade-wogkia gold-working, both from archaeological
sites that show similar contextual uses of jadegoid objects as funerary offerings, including a
site in the Pacific Northwest where the remaina #de artisan are associated also with gold
objects, as well as from the art work itself, whprovides evidence for the translation of jade
themes to gold, and of gold themes to jade. Antlentange’s argument is correct for the
Pacific Northwest, the Atlantic Watershed developedd jade-working, and later, gold-working.
This evidence is discussed next.

Jade and Gold at Finca Linares

The site of Finca Linares is crucial to understagdhe jade-to-gold transition that is the
subject of the this paper, because it is “the asolgntifically documented excavation in Costa
Rica where jade-like lapidary work (serpentine) goltl and tumbaga pendants have been found
in direct association” (Snarskis 2003:176). Thestsognificant attributes of this site are
described by Herrera Villalobos (1998). For on® of the burials included fragmentary green
slate pendants, quartz drills, and a polishingamtiartzite stone, clearly the tools of a jade
artisan (Guerrero Miranda 1998:25-26). Also, twoidls at the site contained both jade and
gold objects, according to Herrera Villalobos; afi¢hese burials contained an individual with
three pendants of a gold-copper alloy, and two petsdof serpentine, all around the neck.
Carved metates and Galo and Carrillo polychromselssvere found with this individual too.
Hoopes (2005a:19) notes that “Given that religipessonnel often manufactured their own
paraphernalia,” it makes sense to entertain thsilpidisy that the burial of this artisan was “the
grave of a shaman or priest.”

Before we can understand the significance of tfiegéngs it is necessary to discuss
another site with similar associations, though tra was not scientifically excavated. This is
the site of El Tres, Guacimo, in the Linea Viejgioa of the Atlantic Watershed. As the site, a
cemetery of 125 tombs, was being looted, StoneBatskr (1965) were able to describe three of
the burials. A variety of artifacts were presémtjuding local-style jades and other artifacts
(mace heads, carved metates, Zoila Red Incisethezyg two Early Classic Mesoamerican
slate-backed pyrite mirrors, including one in Vetaestyle, and several gold objects (Stone and
Balser 1965:321, 323, Fig. 23, Fig. 26; Stone 19@&8hy (1981:154, 1984:326) has described
the metal objects from the Guacimo site as Colombiastyle; more specifically, he attributes
them to what he defines as the “Initial Metal Grgwpghich spread from northern Colombia to
the Central American Isthmus between ca. A.D. 200-4nd preceded the development of a
more uniform pan-Isthmo-Colombian Internationall&group between ca. A.D. 400-600. In
turn, this International Style Group began to défgrinto regional styles between ca. A.D. 600-
900. Consequently, the findings from Guacimo atteshe first phase of the diffusion of gold
metallurgy from northern Colombia, between ca. A22D0-400; the associated ceramics, as
pointed out by Snarskis (1998:175), including “assic example of Zoila Red Incised,” date to
ca. A.D. 400-600. This suggests the possibiligt the gold objects from El Tres arrived to
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Costa Rica not too long after A.D. 400. And as thoint, based on the data from this site, gold
objects were incorporated into the already estadtisassemblage of prestige goods that were
commonly interred as funerary offerings, which #iere exhibited a broad international reach:
from Veracruz-style slate-backed pyrite mirrorsjades from various regions in Costa Rica, to
gold objects from northern Colombia.

According to Snarskis (2003:176), the site of loaténa, Atlantic Watershed, which was
also described by Stone and Balser (1965), yiedd&coclé-style copper figurine”; Hoopes in
Garber et al. (1993:222) similarly mentions tumbagdacts found in association with jadeite
artifacts at La Fortuna. The only mention of sadigpe of artifact from La Fortuna known to
this author comes from Stone (1977:162, Fig. 218)any case, La Fortuna also contained
numerous graves, six of which were examined by&#od Balser. Funerary offerings were in
general very similar in nature to those from ElsTiacluding also slate-backed pyrite mirrors,
one of which exhibits an Early Classic Maya texstcdissed previously. As argued elsewhere
(Mora-Marin 1995a, 1995b, 2001), the inscribed bedrs a very close stylistic resemblance to
the text carved on the Tikal Ballcourt Marker, whigas dedicated on A.D. 416. Given
Snarskis’ (2003:176) suggestion that the associasdd Polychrome vessel from La Fortuna
could suggest a date of A.D. 400-700, it is entipassible that not much time transpired
between the crafting of the slate-backed pyriteoniand its arrival in Costa Rica. If the
reference to a Coclé-style copper figurine is adyrieowever, a later date would perhaps be
implied, since the diversification of the Intermetal Style, including the Coclé style from
Central Panama, took place between ca. A.D. 6008y 1997). This would place the La
Fortuna burial with the said Coclé-style coppeufige around A.D. 600-700.

Back to Finca Linares, in Guanacaste, it is woettalling that the jades described for the
site are of a variety of minerals, none of thenejeej perhaps jadeite was very difficult to obtain
by the time of the burials found here. In additialthough Herrera Villalobos (1998) suggests
that the metal objects present in the burials ateenearly Quimbaya style, given that the
development of regional styles out of the Inteiradi Style Group began around A.D. 600, it is
possible that the Finca Linares metal objects ttagdter this time. In fact, Guerrero Miranda
(1998:35) explains that the associated Carrillo@atb polychromes date to ca. A.D. 600-800
(Herrera Villalobos 1998). Finca Linares may theggresent a later phase in the use of gold in
Costa Rica than El Tres in Guacimo. What the sifdd Tres and Finca Linares suggest is that
jade and gold were used simultaneously for a perfdine. Given the dating of El Tres to ca.
A.D. 400-600 based on ceramic associations, andahieg of the Initial Metal Group gold
artifacts found there to ca. A.D. 200-400, perhapsite of ca. A.D. 400 can be suggested for El
Tres; and given the dating of Finca Linares toAc8®. 600-800 based on ceramic associations,
and the dating of the Quimbaya-style metal artfaotca. A.D. 600-900, with an overlap
between A.D. 600-800, it is possible that jade gold may have been used as funerary
ornamentation simultaneously for a long periodimokt possibly for as long as four centuries
between ca. A.D. 400-800, but perhaps more narrbetyween ca. A.D. 400-600. The most
noteworthy point is that the same artisan at Flnnares may have been responsible for jade-
working and gold use (Hoopes 2005a:19).

Coexistence of Jade and Gold
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The evidence from Finca Linares is significantg @ould argue, given the suggestions by
Hoopes and Fonseca Zamora (2003:63-64) that sothe dfiemes that became integral
components of the International Style of gold-wadkhad already been in use in Costa Rica and
Panama prior to the arrival and adoption of gditiey point to the presence of the Double-
headed Saurian Theme in jade, aBim 14a,followed by its development in gold, askiyg.
14b, not to mention the theme of the Winged Bat orMath, which can be conflated with the
Double-headed Saurian Theme (bBths. 14a-I). Hoopes (2005b) more recently notes the
similarity between some forms of the axe-god thémaé show a seated figure with an avian
headdress, as Fig. 14¢ and a similar theme from the International Stflgold work, as in
Fig. 14d Hoopes and Fonseca (2003:71-72, Fig. 6) alse that the beak-bird theme was
already present in jade before it was used in gold.

INSERT FIGURE 14 HERE

Thus, Hoopes and Fonseca Zamora (2003) arguéndratwas continuity of beliefs and
their artistic representation during the jade-tédgaansition; the fact that sites like Finca Liear
suggest that the same artisan was responsibladergnd gold work is strongly supporting of
this proposal. At the same time, however, Bal$661:215) and Snarskis (1998, 2003) have
noted that some themes apparently were translededdold to jade. These themes include the
Curly-tailed Animal theme, seen kgs. 14e-f the Toad theme, and the Monkey with Arched-
over-Back Tail (Snarskis 1998:90). To these | wlaadid the Spreading Wings bird pendants,
which may have started out in gold, as sedfign 14g and may have become translated to jade
subsequently, as fRig. 14h

Disruption of Access to Jadeite and Craft Transfation

It is proposed here that the disruption of actegadeite through long-distance exchange
began by ca. A.D. 738, and may have ceased corplstea. A.D. 822. These dates, based on
the absolute dates for developments that took @aGmpan and that almost certainly influenced
the flow of jadeite out of the Middle Motagua Valleutcrops, are consistent with the dates
proposed by Guerrero Miranda (1998) for the Terifeaiod of jade use in Costa Rica,
between ca. A.D. 700-900. In addition, it is pblsthat the migration of the Chorotegas (Oto-
Mangueans) from Mesoamerica to Greater Nicoya,iblydsy A.D. 800-900, a migration that
took place along the Pacific coast, may have asributed to the cessation of jade, since it
was the Pacific Northwest region of Costa Ricanather words, the southern section of the
Greater Nicoya cultural area, where one of thestwongest jade lapidary centers of Costa Rica
developed. However, given that all the jade lapid@nters across the country ceased
production, it is necessary to look for a procéss tould account for such a definitive and
geographically broad event. The simplest explanas the disruption of access to jadeite
caused by the decline and collapse of Copan ancst@f the Lowland Mayan society. This
also explains the cessation of low-intensity jacpction, which could have persisted given
that the raw materials were locally available; fénet that it did not persist, except for some
period of time as suggested by the Finca Linaregsfdated to ca. A.D. 600-800, suggests that it
was intrinsically linked to the high-intensity jageoduction, and once the high-intensity
tradition succumbed due to the disruption of thepbpof jadeite, the low-intensity tradition lost
its justification.
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The decline and cessation of jadeite took placenduhe period when Costa Rican gold
metallurgical practices strengthened and developedegional styles, between ca. A.D. 600-
900, according to Bray (1997). The process max lien accelerated by the decreasing supply
of jadeite: emerging elites may have had diffi@dtmaintaining control of the redistribution of
prestige goods as a result of the dwindling supplgdeite, and promoted the acquisition of
metallurgical knowledge. In the process, some goddnes were transferred to jade objects, and
some jade themes were transferred to gold objastalready discussed. This bidirectional
transfer of themes, together with the evidence fFanca Linares, strongly suggests that it was
the same individuals who specialized in jade-wagkirho also specialized in gold-working, and
that they were able to effectively transition frome medium to the other. And this, in turn,
would suggest that these individuals actively sdagéolution to the problem of supply of
jadeite, and its effects on the entire prestigedgm®ystem. Assuming this to be the case, then
something unexpected may have happened next. jsdidite as the most important medium of
prestige-goods manufacture two traditions took:radtigh-intensity tradition, and a low-
intensity tradition. The high-intensity traditiovas more socially restricted: high-intensity
objects interred with high-status individuals, vehibw-intensity objects were more widely
distributed socially. This could suggest that ¢heere in essence two prestige-goods systems:
one controlled by the emerging elites and theie jadisans, and the other controlled by less
powerful individuals and less skillful artisanshi§ was possible because, as Chenault (1986)
explains, the techniques for jade-working are sergrid easily learned; it is the hardness of the
mineral that is used as a medium that leads tartiifactual duality evident in jade-working.
Nevertheless, as Sheets (1992) has pointed oukvguriking is different: there was no
artifactual duality with gold-working. Insteadgtie was only high-intensity production.
Furthermore, as Quilter (2003) suggests, the kndgddor gold-working is more technical than
the knowledge for jade-working, and it is a morersigly magical and charismatic process,
especially when casting from pre-made molds isrtakt®d consideration. Also, the use of
casting as a technique would allow the same sp&icialproduce a number of objects in a short
amount of time, compared to jade-working. Andlas @ointed out by Quilter (2003), in
contrast to jadeite, the sources of gold in Costa Rere local. Thus, elites had access to local
gold sources, and they had a great deal of coove the metallurgical knowledge necessary for
gold-working. These two factors could have led teeritable revolution in the control of the
manufacture and redistribution of prestige goods, that could have contributed to the
increasing rise in social complexity and inequalifyhis may very well have been an unforeseen
advantage, at least at first, when jade and gadaisted. But once gold-working was promoted
over jade-working the advantage probably becanaa.cland this may be the reason why the
low-intensity jade tradition did not persist: whgold was promoted as the most important
medium for prestige goods, partly because it cbeldontrolled more easily, all jade production,
especially the low-intensity jade production, mayd been undermined so that elites could
maintain their control over the prestige-goodsstitiution system.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Intersocietal Interactions and Exchange
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As already discussed, Walters (1982) has propaseddel for the jade exchange
network, as seen iRig. 15a The map irFig. 15b shows the revisions called for by the data
presented in this article: (1) a primary Atlanteast network, with direct and systematic
exchange of the (elite) emissary (mode 8(b)), pbttade (mode 10), and possibly later, when
Copan was more actively involved, also of the hdrase reciprocity mode (mode 2), although
Sharer’s proposed freelance trade (mode 7) carmgjbcted; and (2) a secondary Pacific coast
network, with less direct, possibly down-the-limeode 4), exchange. It is of course possible too
that the down-the-line or prestige-chain exchamgede 4) took place along the Atlantic coast
network, but the evidence presented here sugdeastsat necessary to propose such mode. As
Walters (1982) has pointed out too, direct extaacfmode 1) is not supported: no Costa Rican-
style artifacts are known from the Middle Motaguallgy. | agree with Walters (1982) that
Chalchuapa and Costa Rica, particularly the Pabifichwest of Costa Rica, do not appear to
have interacted directly, and thus a down-the4theele is more likely along this network.
However, the Nicaraguan gap (Lange and Bishop 19@&8gh can be defined by the scarcity of
Mesoamerican-style or Costa Rican-style jades aafdigua, whether along the Pacific or the
Atlantic coast, suggests that a somewhat moretdimnede may have been at work: if down-the-
line, then the participants in such a network seeimave skipped Nicaragua in general. Thus,
although there are a few reported findings of jabects from Mesoamerica (Stone 1972:94)
and Costa Rica in Nicaragua (Coulburn and Grif®@8; Lange 2001), jade objects were simply
not imported in significant quantities into Nicauag and in fact, their presence there may be a
Postclassic phenomenon (Guerrero Miranda and Salgadzalez 2003). Also, there is no need
to postulate a set of interaction networks betw@esta Rica and the Olmec civilization of the
Gulf Coast of Veracruz and Tabasco: any and allgghstyle artifacts from Costa Rica could
have arrived as a result of interaction with theyltes, who possessed a significant number of
Olmec-style objects, some of which they reworkesirtkelves.

INSERT FIGURE 15 HERE

Interaction along the Atlantic network probablyafved Belize/Yucatan-Costa Rican
interactions during the Late Preclassic (Pomonadidk Chaksinkin) and Early Classic (La
Milpa, Altun Ha) periods, and then shifted to prithaCopan-Costa Rica interactions during the
Late Classic period. The epigraphic evidence framous centers in Belize supports this
scenario (Wanyerka 2003): it appears that Copaarbednvolved in the politics of centers like
Uxbenka, Nim li Punit, Pusilha, possibly, in my ojpin, to ensure control of trade along the
Atlantic coast. Altun Ha may have been Copan’sngar according to Wanyerka (2003), in the
control of southeastern Belizean centers, and psrfw this reason Costa Rican-style objects
are reported from Altun Ha also during the LatesSiaperiod. And as Bishop et al. (1993) have
observed, the Costa Rican jade tradition may haveuped some of its raw jadeite from the
same source that some of the Belizean centersasseedll: such distribution supports the
scenario presented here, that at least initiallghmaf the interaction took place between
Belizean centers and Costa Rica. Given the freguehthe Charlie Chaplin Silhouette Figural
Theme at sites in Belize (Taschek and Ball 19993, possible that it was during the Late
Preclassic and Early Classic interactions with @enin Belize when the Costa Ricans borrowed
this theme.

29



Also, the evidence presented here shows thatrrdtae considering the Sula-Ulla
region as an intermediary between Copan and Caosta & Walters (1982) has done, it is
instead possible to consider that region simplg partner, one that may have been on a
comparable footing with respect to Copan, but scd anediator, for it appears that the Copan
and Costa Rican interaction was much more diregt greviously thought, as already indicated
by Reents-Budet and Fields (1990). The malpign 15balso shows schematically the types of
items that were exchanged along the jade exchagtgerk: raw material (jadeite), finished
jades (both in Maya and Costa Rican styles), andlrideology (“Charlie Chaplin” Theme).
Other goods likely flowed along similar if not ideral networks, such as Pacific coast
Spondylughat may have been extracted by the Mayans frostadica, as suggested indirectly
by the evidence at Altun Ha.

As suggested by Lange and Bishop (1988), it ibaiote that the San Juan River between
Nicaragua and Costa Rica, as well as the San CRneas plains were crucial links for the jade
exchange network within Costa Rica; goods travéiaa the Atlantic Watershed and Pacific
Northwest region in both directions, but perhaps more likely that the San Carlos plains were
more important, given the fact that a strong sulitien of jade-working developed in that area,
and given the fact that goods from across Costa,Ried from Mesoamerica (Veracruz-style
slate disk, Maya-style slate disk) and the regsthimo-Colombia (gold pendants) passed
through the area. Consequently, this area may $eeme the rise of several central places of
redistribution (mode 5) (Lange and Bishop 1988).

It should be apparent that Costa Rica was notiglpy to an eastern Maya lowlands
core. Costa Rican societies extracted raw andectgideite from the eastern Maya lowlands;
this is not the typical pattern of division of lalfor a peripheral society. However, it is highly
unlikely that the eastern Maya lowlands were agberal society. This suggests that the
interaction was not hierarchical, but instead, tatdical. This would especially be so if Costa
Rica supplied the eastern Maya lowlands with 8wndylushells, as suggested by the Altun
Ha evidence (Bray 1977:391; Hoopes 1985:156): W@Quddta Rica then have constituted a
periphery of the eastern Maya lowlands, in spittheffact that the eastern Maya lowlands
supplied Costa Rica with raw jadeite? And the ldgical information that was exchanged in
the form of the “Charlie Chaplin” Theme, as wellths ritual and funerary uses of Costa Rican
objects by the topmost echelons of the Mayan editesrious sites (e.g. Pomona, La Milpa,
Copan royal burials) suggests that this interactas significant, from a political economic
point of view, for both societies. Therefore sitnot adequate to apply terms such as core-
periphery differentiation (Chase-Dunn and Hall 19%ince Costa Rica was not clearly a
periphery, or terms such as contact periphery (samt Berdan 2003), since this was a case of
culture impact, not culture contact (Lange 1986).

It remains to be seen whether Costa Rican icopbgtaand therefore, Costa Rican ritual
ideology, was borrowed by the Mayans; Graham (1BB30) has in fact proposed that the
double-bird-head motif placed atop the heatiMaixaklahun Ub’aton Copan Stela B is very
similar in form and context to the very common dettnird-head motif of Costa Rican art, as
present on jade and flying-panel metates, for examft the very least, however, the present
paper provides support for the contention that itot useful to conceive of separate
Mesoamerican and Isthmo-Colombian worlds, isol&tech each other. Instead, as it may be
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more useful to adopt a broader Middle American pecve, given the Maya-Costa Rican
interactions, or even a broader Nuclear Americaspeetive, given the Maya-Costa Rican-
Isthmo-Colombian interactions; such a perspectigald/take into account long-distance
interactions of the type discussed here.

Decline and Collapse of Jade Tradition

While Sharer (1984) suggests a key role of thiapsé of Teotihuacan in the disruption
of trade routes along the Pacific coast, the ptgs@per suggests that it was the Atlantic coast
trade network that was most active. Instead, & pr@bably the decline and collapse of Copan
that most affected the jade exchange network betweeeastern Maya lowlands and Costa
Rica. Sharer (1984) also argues that the southmégrhtions of the Chorotegas and Pipil-
Nicaraos along the Pacific coast, starting withftrener group around A.D. 800-900, may have
contributed to the disruptions in trade during timse. This timing agrees with the timing of the
cessation of jade-working (Mora-Marin 1999), intfand it likely affected the ability of the
peoples of the Pacific Northwest of Costa Ricartgage in trade with Mesoamerican groups
farther north along the Pacific coast, as suggdsyddoopes (2001). But again, the Atlantic
coast did not experience such migrations, andhgejade trade was disrupted and terminated all
across Costa Rica. Thus, the extent of the efiieitte Chorotega migrations, initially, may not
have been to substantial on the jade exchange rletwosimpler solution is that the events at
Copan were likely determining of the fate of thegdapidary tradition in Costa Rica. First, with
the independence of Quirigua on A.D. 738, accesSdpan to the Middle Motagua Valley
jadeite sources may have become much more diffianlt second, with the collapse of
centralized rulership at Copan by ca. A.D. 822fltw of jadeite out of Copan, and to Costa
Rica, for example, may have been completely tertatha

Prestige-goods and Information Networks

At this point it is possible to speculate abow slociocultural meaning of the exchanges.
Given the evidence for a Prestige-goods Netwoik {adeite Spondylushells), and for an
Information Network (e.g. Charlie Chaplin Themeyular jade beads), it seems clear that the
two societies were knowledgeable of each otheiis presupposes knowledge of distant lands,
knowledge of distant peoples, and the power assatigith such esoteric knowledge (Helms
1979, 1993). For the Mayans, who did not reworklter the Costa Rican-style objects, but left
them intact and incorporated them into use aswayd have used any local-style objects, it
seems that the Costa Ricans represented a corméx@dand of ritually powerful peoples. For
the Costa Ricans, who may have reworked some dflith@n jades, and who may have ignored
the full details of the royal portraitures and imgtons that some of these jades bore, it is
possible that the Mayans may have representedreection to a land of politically and ritually
powerful elites; their control of jadeite sourceaswprobably an indication of their power, and
therefore, of the power of associating oneself wigm'® In any case, esoteric knowledge, at

16 Spondylusshells were not as significant for the Costa Ricérseems, as they were for the Mayans. It is
therefore possible that for the Costa Ricans it e been more than fair to exchange such sloeljadeite,
assuming that in fact such shells were exchan§ed.the Mayans, on the other haggondylushells were of a
similar value to jadeite, and for them it would babeen worth their while to exchange raw jadeiteSfpondylus
shells.
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the very least pertaining to ritual, is implicaiadhe exchange by the evidence for the diffusion
of the Charlie Chaplin Theme. Thus, charisma, lmilmpersonal and secondary form in
crafted jades, as well as in impersonal and prirfaiy in the raw material of jadeite itself
(Weber 1978[1922]), and also ritual knowledge asged with the use of jade amulets and
possibly their crafting, were key factors in thegess of integration of the two societies. Only
future archaeological research in Costa Rica cawanthe question of the extent to which the
Charlie Chaplin Theme was borrowed from the Mayavidl: examples of caches of such figures
arranged to the cardinal directions be found int€83ca? And given the charismatic power
that would have been derived through the assoaqiatith far-flung powers, it is likely that such
connections and knowledge were controlled througitusionary strategies by the elites on both
ends. Inthe case of the Mayans, it seems thatthild very well have been the case: Costa
Rican-style objects, when found in funerary cordewtere apparently the reserved for high-
status leaders, even high lords (La Milpa, Copadn}he case of the Costa Ricans, the high-
versus low-intensity jade traditions, and theifatiéntial distribution in funerary contexts, is
strongly suggestive of exclusionary control of jégtemoreover, the few contextual and semi-
contextual findings of Mesoamerican-style jades ather artifact types from Costa Rica suggest
that such artifacts were similarly reserved forhggatus individuals, probably political or
religious leaders.

There is evidence for bidirectional or reciprogathange of preciosities and ideological
influence between Costa Rica and Mesoamerica dthm@ostclassic period. Day (1988, 1996)
has proposed that the Mixteca-Puebla art styleneshGreater Nicoya (Pacific Southwest of
Nicaragua, Pacific Northwest of Costa Rica), dutimg Postclassic period, and became
entrenched in various ceramic types there, almarsaioly crafted by Nicarao artisans. In
addition, she has shown that gold objects may haveled from Greater Nicoya to the Mixteca-
Puebla region, given artistic representations milre of the influence of the Costa Rican gold
style, seen ifrig. 16, What this suggests is that a core state somatyhave been significantly
influenced by a peripheral chiefdom society. Tihfience was bidirectional: artistic themes
and stylistic attributes flowed in both directiorSor the Greater Nicoyan peoples the Mixteca-
Puebla style may have signified a strong connedtidheir past, given their Mesoamerican
ethnolinguistic affiliation; for the Mixteca-Pueblalites, the Costa Rican-style gold amulets and
imagery may have signified a strong identificatwith gold, which had become for them a
major prestige-goods medium, and the far-flung sesiof gold artistry. Such interaction
probably took place along the Pacific coast, andag clearly not a case of “slight” contact
either, and therefore, not a case of Greater Niesya simple “contact periphery.” Similarly
complex processes of diffusion likely took placeidg the Late Preclassic and Classic periods,
along the Atlantic coast and between the Lowlangd&na and Costa Ricans, with jade and
greenstone media for example, though this is spéealat this point.

INSERT FIGURE 16 HERE
Legitimation Crisis?
The possibility of a legitimation crisis desertede tested in future research. In the

present paper it has not been possible: additemthlaeological data are needed in order to
address the question of what happened once jauitane scarce and finally unavailable.
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There is an absence of evidence for natural disastat could account for the patterns of social
change visible in the material culture changegedlto architecture and mortuary traits
proposed by Snarskis (2003), who suggests thatdhs that are found following the jade-to-
gold transition, are, as the adoption of gold ftselindicative of South American (Panama,
Colombia) influence; nor is there evidence of @htimigrations from Panama and Colombia
into Costa Rica. Hoopes (2005b) in fact suggéstsrany of the traits proposed by Snarskis
(2003) to have been introduced from Panama andn@méohave precedents in Costa Rica
before the jade-to-gold transition. Thus, in ordetest the legitimation crisis hypothesis it is
necessary to resolve some of the problems congetivnevents that coincided with the jade-to-
gold shift. The evidence from two late sites, Beenand Finca Linares, suggests that jadeite
was unavailable and that jade artisans were nalyging high-intensity jades anymore. Yet, at
Finca Linares, the same individual who was likejgde artisan also had gold jewelry. There
was a transfer of themes and motifs from jade td god gold to jade. These data suggest that
there was a transition, and possibly a gradual(Bleepes and Fonseca Zamora 2003). By ca.
A.D. 800-900 the transition from jade to gold as peferred medium of prestige-goods
manufacture was in full swing, and by ca. A.D. $@0jade objects were being manufactured any
longer. Instead, the Chibchan-speaking peopl€xnsta Rica had decided to turn their attention
more fully toward the south, to their Chibchan-dbe@ siblings and cousins in Panama and
Colombia, with whom they already shared major cdegioal principles that predated the
spread of gold imagery (Hoopes and Fonseca 2008p&#2005a, 2005b). Thus, the
introduction of gold was not necessarily a respdasecrisis, but simply the result of a growing
network of interaction across Isthmo-Colombia (He®@005a). However, once jadeite became
unavailable, gold probably became the obvious étmdake its place. Hoopes (2005a) has
suggested that natural disasters in Panama andnBi@aluring the period of A.D. 400-600,
when social inequality increased across the regi@y, have led to the spread of crisis cults,
cults that may have used gold imagery to spreadittenlogy. For now, though, evidence for
comparable natural disasters in Costa Rica at drthensame time is lacking; instead, it may
have taken a legitimation crisis, brought abouth®ydisruption of access to jadeite, that may
have led to the promotion of gold-working.

Changes in Craft Specialization Structure?

With the cessation of raw jadeite the emerging &&3tan elites turned to gold, which
offered advantages not offered by jadeite: gold weally available, on the one hand, and the
technical knowledge for gold-working was perhapsereasily controlled and restricted, and
perhaps even perceived as more magical or chargsrtten the knowledge for jade-working
(Sheets 1992; Quilter 2003). Formerly, it was ppdthe relative ease with which other
greenstones could be worked that led to the dexwsdop of an industry of low-intensity jades,
which may not have been under the control of timeesspecialists who carved the high-intensity
specimens. Such technical ease may account faottially differentiated high- and low-
intensity traditions of jade-working. In contragbld-working may have been a high-intensity
activity, with no low-end production (Sheets 199)d thus its distribution could perhaps be
controlled more effectively. Also, the techniguegold-casting from clay molds may have also
changed the nature of craft specialization comptorgade: many gold pendants could be
produced in a rather quick fashion, whereas a sijagleite pendant could take a year or more
worth of work. As noted by Lange (2005), howevRrs is but a very tentative and somewhat
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speculative model of the series of events, andti$quth here merely as a hypothesis. For the
fact is that very little is known about the orgatian of craft specialization in Costa Rica.
Lange (2005) in fact suggests that goldwork mayeHaeen socially differentiated: pure gold
objects may have been used by high-status indilsdudnile gold-copper alloys may have used
by low-status individuals.

FUTURE RESEARCH
| propose the following recommendations for futtegsearch:

1. Any skeletal remains from the foreign barrio at @oghould be analyzed for possible
DNA samples, which should then be compared witlséhfoom skeletal remains from
Costa Rica.

2. Archaeologists and art historians specializinghm Maya region should keep an open
mind for Costa Rican-style artifacts of the typesatibed here (jade pendants, carved
metates, metal pendants), as well as to the pbtsthiat other types of goods may have
been involved in the exchange (espondylushells). In fact, | suspect that there may be
many more Costa Rican-style jade pendants in jatliections from Belize and Copan
than what can be determined from the publishedcesuwited here.

3. Costa Rican-style jades from the Maya region shbaldtudied for compositional
characterization and jade-working techniques. détermination of their source would
greatly enhance the ability to model the mechanishjgde exchange, while the study of
jade-working techniques is necessary to clear aupt$ about whether they are foreign
imports or local copies of foreign-style jades.

4. The most fruitful area of research for determirtimg nature of the relationship between
the Costa Rican and Lowland Mayan societies maydut to be the “Charlie Chaplin”
silhouette figure theme. This will involve art tascal work, and with any luckn situ
findings by archaeologists in Costa Rica, whichldmery quickly answer the question
of whether such figures were used by the CostarRigarituals similar to those for
which they were used in Belize, for example.

5. The continuing identification and contextualizatmiCosta Rican-style jades from sites
in the Maya lowlands could contribute significamtigt only to the study of the history of
the jade exchange network, but also to the studlgeohistory of the Costa Rican jade
lapidary tradition, a study that is perenniallydened by rampant looting in Costa Rica.

6. And last, it is necessary to compare the caseeoCibsta Rican/Lowland Mayan
interaction with other putative cases of “core-pkery differentiation” interactions
elsewhere in the world (e.g. Chase-Dunn et al. 1982ke 1996; Morris 1996; Berg
1999).

Subsequent interactions between Costa Rica andavtesrica were spear-headed by
Mesoamericans who migrated south: the Choroteddaaduean speakers) and the Nicaraos
(Nahuan speakers). These groups realigned thadtiten between Costa Rica and
Mesoamerica, from an earlier Atlantic network denaction involving Lowland Mayans on the
Mesoamerican end, to a Pacific network of intecactnvolving the Mixtecan and Nahuatl
speakers on the Mesoamerican end. The compasdtislg of this Postclassic interaction (gold,
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ceramics) with the Late Preclassic and Classicant®n (jade) is another task that is worth
pursuing.
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Mesoamerica

Pacific
Northwest

Central
Highlands
and
Pacific

Atlantic
Watershed

Pacific
Southwest

1500-1600

1400-1500

1300-1400

1200-1300

1100-1200

1000-1100

900-1000

Ometepe

Postclassic

800-900

700-800

600-700

Sapoa

Cartago

La
Cabafa

Late Classic

500-600

400-500

300-400

200-300

Early Classic

Bagaces

Curridabat

Chiriqui

La Selva

100-200

A.D. 1-100

100 B.C.-
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Table 2. Jade and its associations in mortuaryestsin Costa Rica.

Jade Period

Mortuary Complex

Initial: 500 B.C.-A.D. 300

Jades, elaborately carved metates and mace héau®srbe ceramics;
bundle burials (at La Regla), shaft and chambebtom

Florescent: A.D. 300-700

Jades, local-style ancoimgal from Mesoamerica, other prestige goods
from Mesoamerica (slate mirror back disks, Ullabtewessels, obsidian
from Honduras and El Salvador) and Isthmo-Colombieea (gold
pendants), early local ceramics, including somggobmes, and local-styl¢
gold pendants; isolated tombs and circular stonenddurials

Terminal: A.D. 700-900

Jades, gold objects, polgane ceramics; stone-cist tombs

Table 3. Four major themes of Costa Rican jades.

Themes Motif&’ Drilling
Avian figure
Lightly drilled concavities for eyes
Axe blade
Avian V-shaped outline of beak
Folded wings
(Feathers, nostrils, eyes) Transversal across
Axe-god Feather horns atop head in some examplesidth of neck, done
Human figure with two holes that
Axe blade meet in the middle
Most without legs; blade takes place of
Human legs
Most show human head with headgear,
usually a double-headed bird or reptile
head ornament
Drill hole across
thickness so beak
Beak-bird Long-beaked bird projects outward from
chest of pendant’s
wearer
. Open-winged bat
Bat-winged (Interwoven bands) .
Double-headed Two drill holes for
reptile (rarely a | Bar with reptilian head on each end suspension may meet
Bar shark, sometimes (Interwoven bands) along the length, or
pendant | birds) sometimes two holes
. Open-winged bat with reptilian heads on| May be drilled through
Combination each end the thickness, in
(Interwoven bands) parallel
Plain No carved or incised details

" Optional motifs are shown between parentheses.
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Table 4. Modes of exchange.

Mode of Exchange

Characteristics

1. Direct access

A extracts and transports goanats & source to within 200-300
km of the home base (ho exchange takes place)

2. Home-base reciprocity

B visits A’s home basel ey exchange goods

3. Boundary reciprocity

A and B meet at a predeteech point in between their home
bases to exchange goods

4a. Down-the-line trade

A concatenation of homeehasiprocity exchanges takes plac
and the commodity travels through successive exgdgmfrom
one end to another

v

4b. Prestige-chain trade

Similar to down-the-linede except it involves face-to-face el
interaction and a lower fall-off rate

te

5. Central place redistribution

A and B both brgapds to a central place, where the central
person takes the goods and may give one of thefowexample
B, part of the other’s goods, A’s, in exchange

6. Central place market
exchange

A takes goods to market and exchanges it diredtly B for B’s
goods

7. Freelance trading

A middleman exchanges gootitshwith A and B but is not
under either A’s or B’s control

8a. Emissary trading

B sends a representative @sany to visit A and exchange
goods in the process

8b. Elite emissary trading

Elite person B sendspaasentative or emissary to visit elite
person A and exchange goods in the process

9. Colonial enclave

B sends representatives orsamés to set up a base or enclave
near A’'s home base for the purpose of exchangeAvith

10. Port-of-trade exchange

A and B send their Bmeemissaries to meet at a neutral,

central place and exchange goods there
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Figure 2. Major themes of the Costa Rican jadediayi tradition.

Theme Examples

Axe-god

Beak-bird

Bar pendant

“Charlie Chaplin”

a) Avian axe-god pendant. Drawing from Pfeiffe@§5:309). b) Avian axe-god pendant. Drawing frioamge
(1993:275, Fig. 21.6d). c) Anthropomorphic axelgpendant. Drawing from Lange (1993:275, Fig62]L. d)
Beak-bird pendant. Drawing from Lange (1993:27§, 21.10d). e) Beak-bird pendant. Drawing frofaiffer
(1985:317). f) Bat winged pendant. Drawing frofaeiffer (1985:315). g) Bat winged pendant with ttas
headed reptilian. Drawing from Lange (1993:28@, Pi1.13d). h) Double-headed crocodile pectoratipat.
Drawing from Lange (1993:282, Fig. 21.14b). i) Tldr jade pectoral pendant. Drawing from Lange9@280,
Fig. 21.13a. j) Jade female figure pendant witiplty heads and double-bird crest or headdresstogtaph from
Easby (1981:PI. 75). k) Anthropomorphic axe-goddamt. Drawing from Pfeiffer (1985:315).
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Figure 3. Text on the mirror-backed, pyrite-intagsslate disk from La Fortuna, Costa Rica, anelcset! glyphic
collocations from INS 4442, a Maya jade belt placgmortedly from the Bagaces area of Costa Rica.

a) Slate-backed pyrite-incrusted mirror disk frdra site of La Fortuna, on display at the Museo
Nacional de Costa Rica. Drawing by this authoale@drical statements on jade plaque INS #4442 fiom
Costa Rica at Museo del Jade Fidel Tristan, Saf, fixssta Rica. b) Calendar Routat3-AJAWAL
17-YAX ‘on 3 Ajwal, 17 Yax’. c) Moon Age3-K'AL-ja-? ‘three times it was wrapped’. Drawings by
this author. d) Genealogical statemettHUN-TAN(-na) ‘the first child-of-mother’ followed by...]
B'ALAM ...] Jaguar’.
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Figure 4. Costa Rican-style artifacts from PlaydodeMuertos, Chalchuapa, Chaksinkin.

a) Small axe-god pendants from Playa de los Mueribawings from Easby (1968:84). b) Possible axe-
god pendants from Chalchuapa. Photographs froratSg978:45-46, 117, Fig. 8c). c) Costa Rican-
style avian axe-god pendant from Chaksinkin. FAordrews (1987:83, Fig. 1b). d) Costa Rican-style
axe-god pendant from Chaksinkin. From Andrews {188, Fig. 1a). e) Costa Rican-style beak-bird
pendant from Chaksinkin. From Andrews (1987:88, Ea). f) Costa Rican-style avian axe-god pendant
from Chaksinkin. From Andrews (1987:83, Fig. 1ky). Costa Rican-style avian axe-god pendant from
Chaksinkin. From Andrews (1987:83, Fig. 1b).
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Figure 5.

e f

a) Jadeite spoon from the site of Uxbenka, Belideawing from Healy and Awe (2001). b) Jade spfvom Burial 166
at the site of Cuello. Drawing from Hammond (1996: 1). c) Olmec-style jade spoon reportediyrfrGafio Island,
Diquis region, Costa Rica. Photograph from Std®&7:119, Fig. 156). d) Detail of Nakbe Stela dvgimg jade spoons
suspended vertically from jade belt assemblage wgra Mayan lord. Drawing by David Mora-Marin. Bitf
drawing by this author. e) Olmec-style jade spfsom Dzibilichaltun. Photograph from Maldonad®@D:70). f)
Olmec-style jade spoon reportedly from Costa Ricaised at the Museo del Jade Fidel Tristan. Phapbgrom Balser
(1980:38).
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Figure 6.

g

a) Greenstone axe-god pendant from Pomona, Bellzawing from Easby (1963:Fig. 4f). b) Possiblestzo
Rican-style carved metate from Kendal, Belize. tBh@ph from Gann (1918:Pl. 12). c) Jade beak-énadant
from the site of La Milpa, Belize. Drawing from Hanond et al. (1996). d) Jade avian axe-god perfdamt
Burial K-29/14 (Floor 4) in Structure J-6 at Altita. Drawing from Pendergast (1990:325, Fig. 148i).
Pendant from Structure E. Drawing from Pender(E@20:57, Fig. 24f). f). g) Jade bead necklacenflTomb

A-1/1 at Altun Ha, with two Costa Rican-style axedgoeads (arrows). Drawing from Pendergast (197 ¥&.
18c).
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Figure 7.

/

b e

Figure 7. a) Costa Rican-style metate from compgdM-8 at Copan. Drawing from Gerstle (1988:231,
Fig. 6-8). b) Legs of hollow gold-copper figurifrem Copan. Drawing from Morley (1946:431-432, Fig
55c). c) Jade pectoral, carved with double-headptilian theme, from Cache VI-4 in Structure 10B42
Copan. Drawing from Cheek and Embree (1983:13y,F~17). d) Jade bar pendant from the Museo
Nacional de Costa Rica. Photograph from StoneBatsker (1964:32-33). e) Costa Rican-style avia ax
god pendant used as centerpiece of necklace of R2IESmoke Imix”) from Copan, buried in Structze.
Photograph from Agurcia and Fash (1989:485).
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Figure 8.

b

a) Five of seven jades recovered from Peor es Nadke (2003:Figure 2a). b) Gold figurine from thige of
Santa Ana. Luke (2003:Figure 1).
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Figure 9.

C d f

a) Jade avian axe-god pendant from the Cenoteich&hmltza. Drawing from Easby (1963:Fig. 4e).
Jade anthropomorphic axe-god pendant from Tzajakle, Chiapas. Drawing from Easby (1963:Fig.
2). c¢) Jade avian axe-god pendant from Nebajwibigafrom Easby (1963:Fig. 3c). d) Jade avian axe
god pendant from Quetzaltenango vicinity. Drawfrmgn Easby (1963:Fig. 3d).n f) Jade avian axe-g(
pendant from Quetzaltenango vicinity. Drawing fremasby (1963:Fig. 3e).
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Figure 10.

f g

a) Jade figural pendant, reportedly from the AitaMtatershed. Photograph
from Balser (1961:212). b) Jade female figure pemavith trophy heads and
double-bird crest or headdress. Photograph frosb¥€1981:PI. 75). c) Jade
silhouette figure from Cache D1 in Mound D1 at Sase, Belize. Photograph
from Thompson (1939:Plate 29b). d) Stone figunedaat from Santa Leticia.
Height: 3 cm. Drawing from Demarest (1986:208, BEit8). e) Jadeite head-
shaped bead from Quelepa, El Salvador. PhotodraphAndrews (1976:167-
168, Fig. 173). f) Jadeite figure pendant from@smote of Chichen Itza.
Dimensions: 3.9 x 2.3 x 1.0 cm. Photograph frong@as (1984:134). g) Jade
jewel from Cache 1 at Cerros. Drawing from Freelehl. (2002:71).
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Figure 11.

C d
a) Jadeite figure pendant from the Cenote of Cimdtza. Dimensions: 3.9 x 2X31.0 cm.
Photograph from Coggins (1984:134). b) Pectord# jaead from Cache 1 at Cerros.
Drawing from Freidel et al. (2002:72). c) Cachat Terros showing placement of jade
head pendants. Drawing from Freidel et al. (209R:@l) Ritual deposit with “Charlie
Chaplin” figures from El Pilar. Drawing from Tasghand Ball (1999:225, Fig. 11).
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Figure 12.

e

a) Stone figure pendants from Nahuange Site 1 tobrawings from Bray (2003:328,
Fig. 14). b) Stone figure pendant from Nahuandge Stomb. Drawing from Bray
(2003:328, Fig. 14). c) Winged pendants from NalgasSite 1 tomb. Drawings from
Bray (2003:327, Fig. 13). d) White marble bealdlpendant from Sitio Conte.
Drawing from Lothrop (1937:184, Fig. 175a). e) #Agdouble-headed crocodile
pendant from cache 26 at Sitio Conte. Drawing ftathrop (1937:170, Fig. 157a).
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Figure 13.

f

a) Jade figural pendant, reportedly from the AttaWatershed. Photograph from Balser
(1961:212). b) Semi-translucent olive chalcedagyrl pendant. Height: 4.8 cm.
Photograph from Easby (1968:40, Fig. 22). c) ladeinged pendant. Dimensions: 2.8 x
10.7 cm. Photograph from Snarskis (1998:90, BPL. 8% Quartz beak-bird pendant from
Severo Ledesma, Atlantic Watershed. Dimensiodsx2.6 cm. Photograph from Guerre
Miranda (1998:29, PI. 15). e) Jadeite beak-binddaat, reportedly from the Pacific
Northwest. Dimensions: 6.6 x 16.5 cm. Photogrfapm Jones (1998a:97). f) Double-
headed crocodile bar pendant, reportedly from tfie Northwest. Photograph from
Calvo Mora et al. (1992:No. 55).
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Figure 14.
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a) Bat/crocodile pendant of greenstone from Cogta RCalvo Mora et al. 1992:No. 76). b) Bat/crob®gendant,
Sitio Conte, Panama (Hearne and Sharer 1992:Pl.cd9)adeite anthropomorphic axe-god pendant ftenCentral
Pacific. Dimensions: 9.6 x 3.8 cm. Photograph fi@marskis (1998:72, PI. 50). d) Tumbaga figuredpaih from the
Nahuange Site 1 tomb. Height: 9 cm. Photograp8thgrt Laidlaw in Bray (2003:Figure 11). e) Curfjed gold-
copper pendant from Costa Rica or Panama. He&ghicm. Photograph from Snarskis (1998:89, Fig. $1Curly-
tailed phrenite pendant from Mercocha, Atlantic @ahed. Dimensions: 2.8 x 3.8 cm. Photograph Bmarskis
(1998:89, PI. 85). g) . Bird pendant, Diquis, Cd3tea (Calvo Mora et al. 1995:No. 102). h) Jadedaat from
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| Guéapiles vicinity, Atlantic Watershed. Photogrdgim Lothrop (1955:Figure 19b).

Figure 15.

a

WORK IN PROGRESS
b

Figure 15. a) Jade trade routes between the MMdlagua Valley and Costa Rica
proposed by Walters (1982:123, Fig. 29). b) Jealetroutes, showing differential
volume through differential thickness of the redpecarrows, proposed in this paper.
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Figure 16. Evidence of iconographic influence oxtéca-Puebla art from Costa Rican gold art.

e e
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e

Photograph from Bray (1981:162).

Figure 16. a) Individual holding artifact resennigligold frog pendant on Codex Zouche-Nuttal, pag
79. From Codex Zouche-Nuttal (1975). b) Anthropophicized gold frog pendant on Codex Zouch
Nuttal, page 76. From Codex Zouche-Nuttal (197%9)Gold-bell pectoral from Tomb 2 at Zaachila,
Oaxaca, Mexico. Photograph from Ramsey (1982:40,18). d) Gold pectoral from Tomb 7 at Mon
Alban, Oaxaca, Mexico. Photograph from Miller (2#21). e) Gold frog pendant from Costa Rica.
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