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A NOTE ON TRANSCRIPTIONAL PRACTICE

The transcriptions used in this report follow the system for writing Southern Paiute used
by Bunte and Franklin (1987:297-298), despite some criticism of this orthography by other
Numicists (Givon 1992; Miller 1992) because it is allophonic and not phonemic. Briefly, the
vowels are as in Spanish, except that barred-u () is a high central vowel, and the vowel (d) is
a mid, front, rounded vowel. Long vowels are indicated with two vowels. Most consonants
correspond roughly to their American English equivalents. Consonant x is a velar fricative.
Consonant xw is a labialized velar fricative.

It should be noted that spellings of Paiute words in quotations have been retained without
any correction, except for glottal stop, which is indicated by a question mark (?), instead of the
IPA symbol, for typographical convenience.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) is interested in understanding the human and
environmental consequences of past Glen Canyon Dam water release policies and using these
data to inform future water release and land management policies. One step in this direction is
to understand how American Indian people have used the Colorado River and adjoining lands
in Glen Canyon and Grand Canyon. The BOR, through its Glen Canyon Environmental Studies
(GCES) office, has provided funds for various American Indian groups to identify places and
things of cultural significance in the 300 mile long river and canyon ecosystem that has come
to be called the Colorado River Corrid.r. This study is the second to report on the cultural
resources of the Southern Paiute people found in this riverine ecosystem.

The funds for this rock art study were contracted from the BOR to the Southern Paiute
Consortium. The Southern Paiute Consortium represents the specific cultural concerns of six
Southern Paiute tribes incorporated into (1) the Kaibab Paiute Tribe and (2) the composite Paiute
Indian Tribe of Utah, which represents the Koosharem Paiutes, Indian Peaks Paiutes, Kanosh
Paiutes, Cedar City Paiutes, and Shivwits Paiutes. The San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe no longer
participates in the GCES cultural resource studies. The remaining tribes combined after the first
BOR-funded study to create the Southern Paiute Consortium, an organization that now represents
the cultural resource concerns of the above listed Paiute tribes. The Southern Paiute Consortium
subcontracted for expert services with a team of researchers from Bureau of Applied Research
in Anthropology at the University of Arizona.

The Southern Paiute people view with great interest activities that occur within the
Colorado River Corridor because this river and these lands are central to the creation, history,
and contemporary life of Paiute people. These are a portion of the aboriginal lands or holy lands
of the Southern Paiute people and the Southern Paiute Consortium supports any action that
brings Paiute people into a partnership involving the culturally appropriate management of this
river and these lands. Southern Paiute people respect the request of the Bureau of Reclamation
for sensitive cultural information regarding this river and these lands, and so have participated
to the fullest in these cultural studies. In all, four separate cultural studies have been completed.
These involve (1) archaeology, (2) plants, (3) rock art, and (4) animals. The cultural significance
to Southern Paiutes of known archaeology sites and plant communities in the Colorado River
Corridor were submitted to the BOR as Piapaxa ’Uipi (Big River Canyon) in June of 1994
(Stoffle, Halmo, Evans, and Austin 1994). This report describes the cultural significance of rock



art sites in the Colorado River Corridor. The animal study was conducted in the spring of 1995
and will be incorporated into the third and final report of this series.

Due to the sensitive nature of some of the information provided by Southern Paiute
consultants during this study, a special format has been suggested by the BOR for use in the
preparation of this report. Two versions of this report have been produced. The first and
complete version contains all information and is held in the office of the Southern Paiute
Consortium. Individuals with a specific need for that information for management purposes can
contact the office at 520-643-7214 to request access to it. The second version of this report does
not include culturally sensitive information and is available for public distribution. The sections
of the second report where information has been removed have been identified with boxes
containing the message, "Culturally sensitive information held at the office of the Southern
Paiute Consortium. Box same size as text removed."

TIERING

This report builds on the previous report, so unnecessary duplication is eliminated. This
is a process called fiering, and it is suggested by the National Environmental Policy Act that
guides environmental assessments in the United States. Tiering reduces duplication, but it results
in the need to read all related studies in order to gain the full perspective on the issue. In
addition, tiering permits hypothesis testing and takes into consideration the emergence of new
ideas. This second Southern Paiute report has all of these elements, most especially it attempts
to place both reports into a broader conceptual framework. The concept of cultural landscape
(see Chapter Four) is suggested as best reflecting both the cultural perspective of the Southern
Paiute people and the management needs of the BOR. This concept has standing in both the
professional literature on cultural systems and the regulations and guidelines of U.S. federal
agencies. Chapter Four of this report presents the conceptual framework that derives from the
this American Indian cultural landscape model. This model more or less completely reflects how
Paiute people, as represented by the Southern Paiute Consortium, would like to identify, protect,
and manage their cultural resources located in the Colorado River Corridor.

COMMON GROUND

A key juxtaposition of interests occurs because both the Southern Paiute people and the
BOR view the Colorado River and its associated lands in similar ways. The American Indian
cultural landscape model simply suggests one way to define these commonly held geographically-
based units of study and management. The U.S. federal government is moving to what it calis
ecosystem management, and the BOR can serve as a model through its ten year old Glen Canyon
Environmental Studies (GCES) program. At the beginning of the GCES, the BOR recognized
the need to know about and manage the entire ecosystem influenced by the water release policies
of Glen Canyon Dam. As a result, a series of ecosystem-wide scientific studies began to provide
data that can be translated into information needed to manage the entire Colorado River Corridor
ecosystem. This holistic approach of the BOR closely reflects the approach to land management
preferred by Southern Paiute people. As a result of this juxtaposition of interest, this and the
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third report will attempt to frame Southern Paiute cultural resource concerns in terms of a
cultural landscape model.

ROCK ART (Tumpituxwinap) TERMS

This is a study of peckings on rocks, technically called petroglyphs, and paintings on
rocks, technically called pictographs. Probably because these things are discussed together and
because their technical names are cumbersome, the term rock art has come to be the gloss for
both concepts. Today the term rock art is widely used in both the scientific literature and popular
writings about pictographs and petroglyphs.

The term rock art is a misnomer, however, and one that conveys exactly the opposite
message that the Southern Paiute people wish to convey about pictographs and petroglyphs.
Conceptually the term rock art can imply expressive cultural activities which are generally
understood under the term art. In Western culture, art can be either sacred or secular, but it
tends to be the latter. Art does symbolically convey meanings as well as stories, although the
latter is less common. When the corpus of conceptual meanings that are attached to the term art
in Western culture are reviewed, it is clear that most of them do not fit with the Southern Paiute
cognition of pictographs and petroglyphs. There seem to be two paths to a culturally sensitive
solution for this problem. First, the term rock art is used in this report with the understanding
that it has a restrictive meaning reflecting perceptions held by the Southern Paiute people. It is
obvious that in order to facilitate communication it is necessary to use an English term that
refers to both pictographs and petroglyphs. Even the Southern Paiute people associated with this
project use the term rock art to describe the study to each other and to others. In this study the
term rock art is operationally defined as pictographs and petroglyphs placed on stone surfaces
for sacred purposes, and it does not imply a desire to express cultural aesthetics or casual
communication of any kind.

Second, the Southern Paiute people associated with this study have searched for a proper
Paiute language term which will also be used as a gloss for pictographs and petroglyphs. The
term they have selected is Twmpituxwinap, which literally translates as rock story but more
closely approximates storied rocks. According to one Paiute elder and her mother who worked
on this question:

Tumpituxwinap is like a story telling time in winter. It is when you are telling a
story about someone else’s experience. Experiences as a child as well as
mythology and legends. Like why do rabbits have white or brown tails. The
deeper lessons.

The process of finding a single term for rock art was difficult because there are many
varieties and no single term completely conveys this diversity. Another term that has been
suggested is Nisumaip tumpim po’okant which literally means "having an important story told
by symbols on a rock."



According to the Paiute expert:

Nisumaip tumpim po’okant means having a lot to tell on the rocks - like an
historical event more than just legends or myths, but it would also include more
abstract ideas like maps and territorial markers. When you have a lot to tell about
Nisumaip, it is not just a normal story and this is evidenced by the effort they
(former Indian people) went through to put the story on the rock. The people who
put the story there had to talk to the rock to ask for its permission and, then, had
to carefully place the story on the rock.

Tumpim po’op is a general term for symbols on rock. Sometimes the the meanings of
these symbols are understood, and, at other times, they are not. It is generally assumed that the
symbols have meanings but either these are Paiute symbols that have been lost over time or these
symbols were made by other Indian people. Navastump po’okant literally translates as nonsense
symbols, and this term is used particularly to describe graffiti. The Paiute language expert notes
that:

It could be used to describe destructive graffiti. Indian people don’t write their
names on rocks, it does not reflect the respect we have for the rock.

The reader will note that the English language term writing has been avoided in this
conceptual discussion of rock art. In fact the term rock art itself has been coined in order to
avoid the term rock writing. English writing is based on a standardized phonetic and phonemic
system in which written letters stand for specific sounds. The Paiute people who participated in
this study uniformly distinguish what they observed from a system of writing. This study has
stimulated Southern Paiute people to find common linguistic ground for discussing rock peckings
and rock paintings made by Indian people for sacred purposes. That this is both a difficult and
ongoing process clearly illustrates how complex it is to communicate information between very
different cultures and of conveying very different perceptions of a cultural landscape.

APPROACHES TO ROCK ART STUDIES

Rock art is one of the few cultural resources that is predominately subject to observer
speculation during interpretation. This may derive from the abstract nature of rock art. Unlike
a stone arrow head which was probably used in hunting or a kiva ruin which was probably used
for religious ceremonies, the purpose of rock art is not quickly understood by the observer.
Many people have looked at rock art and individuals have seen everything from evidence of
aliens to dinosaurs. Until recently, most rock art studies reflected as much about the researcher
as about the intention of the person who made rock art.

The rock art of the Grand Canyon reflects a diversity of interpretation. On September
27, 1994, both on the cover of the Weekly World News and inside as a popular article entitled
"4,000-year-old UFO Found In Grand Canyon," a painted figure described as "strange humanoid
creature with bulbous head” was interpreted as symbolizing occupants of a spacecraft who had
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crashed, lived in the Grand Canyon along the Colorado River, and had been painted as rock art
images by local American Indians (Annon 1994). Seven decades earlier a team of scientists with
the Doheny Scientific Expedition studied a large petroglyph panel in Havasu Canyon and
determined that it recorded a dinosaur being hunted by American Indians (Hubbard 1925). This
team of scientists was so certain of their evidence that they suggested geologic time periods
would have to be reconsidered because of this pictograph.

Currently there are three major approaches to the study of rock art (Twmpituxwinap):
these are impressionism, science and ethnoculture. The first two of these approaches dominate
the published literature on the subject. The third approach, which involves working with the
ancestors of the people who made the rock art, is rare. It is important to clearly distinguish these
approaches because they can lead to very different types of cultural resource management
decisions. In fact it could be argued that the approach of a rock art study necessarily
predetermines the management recommendations.

Impressionism

Probably the first form of rock art interpretation was what is being called here
impressionism. In this system of interpretation any person looks at rock art and decides what it
means based on the impression it makes. If the rock art is systematic, it probably had a purpose.
If no patterns are easily discerned, it is the work of children or the casual scratches of bored
travelers. If the rock matches something recognizable in the culture of the observer, then that
is what it means. A hunter points a drawn bow at a deer, and it is a ritual to magically assure
hunting success. Unusually shaped humanoid figures tend to be quickly identified as space
travelers from other planets.

The value of rock art, like its impressionistic interpretation, is a function of how the
viewer feels about it. Well-made paintings of animals are more valuable than simple outlines.
Pictographs that are elaborately integrated are more valuable than simple ones. Unusual styles
of rock art are more valuable than common ones. When the observer’s impressions correspond
with those of many other observers, then an argument is made for land management
recommendations that reflect how these contemporary people feel about the rock art. The recent
Petroglyph National Monument was formed as much by and for average citizens as it was by
and for others with rock art concerns such as scientists and American Indians. Once the
monument was formed, these citizen groups pressured the National Park Service to provide
public access to what they perceived as the best rock art and insisted that certain types of
interpretations and even place names they had assigned be used by the park (Eastvold 1986;
Evans, Stoffle, and Pinel 1993).

Science
The science of rock art emerged slowly out of a long tradition of impressionistic

interpretation. As illustrated by the Havasu dinosaur petroglyph, the transition did not simply
occur because scientists were involved. The first stage of scientific interpretation derived from



systematic observations and comparisons. Through such techniques, patterns emerged and were
categorized, and the study of rock art style traditions was established. Parallel to this effort were
attempts to date rock art. Most of the early efforts involved relative placement of style. Absolute
dating awaited electron microscopes and sophisticated micro particle chemical analysis (Francis,
Loendorf, and Dorn 1993). Today, absolute dates can be established for both pictographs and
petroglyphs. With new chemical analysis methods, it is possible to relate paint sources with
where the paint was used and begin to establish spatial relationships based on more than
similarities in style.

The recommendations of scientists to cultural resource managers are based on the
potential value to science possessed by a particular panel. Hypotheses have been developed about
temporal and spatial relationships between rock art styles and these tend to dominate
recommendations for preservation. Still, many scientists seem to respond to the same
impressionistic and culture centric recommendations made by non-professionals. There seems
to be a tendency to afford protection to the biggest, the most complex, the most aesthetically
pleasing, while small rock art, not well done rock art, and common rock art receive less
pressure for protection.

Ethnoculture

In North America most of what is called rock art was made by American Indian people.
There are some exceptions, like Inscription Rock at El Morro National Monument. There,
famous Spanish explorers carved their names and often comments about the world in the soft
sandstone near a source of water. With few exceptions, however, the non-written rock art was
made by Indian people.

At the present time it appears that Indian people continuously produced rock art for
thousands of years in North America. While it may be impossible to connect some early rock
art with living Indian peoples, it is reasonable to attempt to establish a cultural affiliation
between living Indian people and the most recent rock art. Initial rock art studies did involve
interviews with Indian people. These relationships failed to produce a positive product because
these studies were looking for an Indian writing system in the rock art (Mallery 1886, 1893).
Since these early studies, few rock art scientists have attempted to connect this cultural resource
with living people and even fewer have worked directly with Indian people. Even when some
reasonable connection with a living Indian group has been established for one style of rock art,
another study of the same style rock art elsewhere may not involve the Indian people. This
pattern of exclusion can only be explained by the assumption that some rock art scientists believe
Indian people have nothing important to contribute to the study of rock art produced by their
ancestors. For example, in a recent article by NPS staff from Petroglyph National Monument
(Fletcher and Sanchez 1994), the authors concluded that even local Pueblo Indians do not know
the purposes of their ancestors when they made 17,000 rock art features in the park. This
conclusion was reached even-though a cultural affiliation study sponsored by the NPS indicated



that many of the sites were currently being used and all of the rock art sites in the park were
perceived to be culturally significant by Pueblo tribes (Evans, Stoffle, and Pinel 1993). The
article does not specify why the NPS personnel chose to ignore Indian expert opinion.

The American Indian people who have been invited to share in the study of rock art have
expressed two views which are important in evaluating their contribution to such studies. First,
most Indian people say they do not know everything about all rock art. Instead they insist that
only some information has been passed down through the generations, especially about old rock
art that is not currently being produced. Often such rock art is as great a mystery to Indian
people as it is to others. As noted above, the Southern Paiute people even have a term that
includes such rock art (Tumpim po’op). Rarely will Indian people venture an interpretation of
such rock art, although they may express the opinion that because it was made by Indian people
it is culturally important to Indian people today as a part of their culture history.

Indian people also express the view that they do know something about rock art that was
made by their ancestors, that closely resembles what was made, or that is currently being made.
In many cases Indian people have kept secret, and desire to keep secret, information about the
meanings associated with rock art, especially if it is now located on lands controlled by others.

A key issue, when one discusses the meaning of rock art, is what it means to Indian
people today. This meaning may have changed since the rock art was originally made. It is
normal for the meaning of culturally defined places, artifacts, and ceremonies to change over
time (Lesser 1978). These changes usually are responses to corresponding changes in the society
and culture of the people who made and continue to use them. For example, there are Indian
plants whose primary use is in curing syphilis, a disease that did not exist before 1492 anywhere
in the world. Clearly the Indian people either redefined the primary uses of an existing curing
plant, or the Indian people found a new plant to cure a new disease. The original uses of a rock
art site made a thousand years ago by the ancestors may be different than the uses it has for the
people today. A place used in the past for women to go during a difficult childbirth, may be
used today for prayer and meditation and for teaching children about the past. These
contemporary uses give new meanings to the site, but both the initial and the contemporary
meanings are viewed as significant to Indian people. The initial meanings are part of the people’s
culture history. The contemporary meanings reflect the role of rock art in their lives today.
Also, even though the specific uses of a rock art site change, the reasons why the place was
initially chosen often remain unchanged. Rock art sites tend to be places of power, and these
places are sought because they can lend that power to helping a pregnant woman, curing a sick
person, or educating a child. The cultural significance of the powerful place, therefore, remains
the same regardless of how it is being used by Indian people.

GCES ROCK ART STUDY
The rock art study funded by the BOR and managed by the Glen Canyon Environmental

Studies (GCES) office is the basis of this report. This study is unique in the history of rock art
studies and is unusual when compared with other American Indian cultural resource assessments.
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There are five unique features of this study. First, all funds for conducting the research were
contracted to the Southern Paiute Consortium. Second, the Southern Paiute people decided
during the previous studies that their next study would be about rock art. Third, the GCES/BOR
permitted research to be conducted in terms of Paiute perceptions of the study area rather than
specifically in terms of the scientifically established study area for the project. Thus, it was
possible to conduct the Kanab Creek side canyon study. Fourth, all interviews were guided by
a ten-page survey instrument, so Southern Paiute responses could be systematically compared.
Fifth, both all-male and all-female research trips were conducted, thus producing the first
gender-specific interviews of rock art sites. The resulting study is both interdisciplinary and
multivocal.

Interdisciplinarity

Many approaches to collecting and interpreting data are presented in the following report.
First and foremost are the data of the Southern Paiute people who participated in the study. They
collected data from family oral histories, cultural logic, and actually speaking with rock art
panels and places. A fuller discussion of how Southern Paiutes collect data is presented in
Stoffle, Halmo, Olmsted, and Evans (1990:11-27). Whenever possible Southern Paiute data are
historically contextualized by statements made by other Paiute people in the past. Much of the
history of Paiute involvement with the Colorado River and the Grand Canyon is contained in the
previous report, Piapaxa ’uipi (Big River Canyon), which should be consulted for this
information. In addition, as in the case of the Kanab Creek ecoscape study, new information is
presented in this report to show the historical continuity of Southern Paiute concerns for this
area.

Data provided by Southern Paiute researchers are further contextualized by two
anthropological disciplines: archaeology and ethnography. A professional archaeologist, who is
a recognized specialist in the study of rock art, accompanied Paiute people to every site studied.
A professional archaeological description and commentary accompanies every rock art site
discussion. Professional ethnographers accompanied Southern Paiute people during every
interview and also served in the capacity as interviewers, transcribers, coders, and data
presenters. Where appropriate, site discussions are accompanied by an ethnographic
commentary. The many voices of this report do not always exactly agree, but together they do
provide the fullest possible understanding of these sites.

Multivocality

When scientists disagree over the interpretation of rock art sites, it neither implies that
one is more correct than another nor that one does not understand the subject. Quite the
contrary, diverse interpretations often derive from different data sources and should be welcomed
when attempting to understand difficult research questions. Similarly, when Indian people offer
different interpretations of rock art sites, it neither implies that one is more correct nor that some
do not understand the subject. The issue of what has been termed multivocality in American
Indian societies is the subject of much professional discussion. In general, these studies suggest
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that American Indian cultural traditions always were (1) unevenly held because some people
were supposed to have knowledge and others were not, (2) not held in consensus because
cultural systems are structured to stimulate new ideas (innovation) as well as maintain consensus,
and (3) diverse because societies adapting to a changing environment will have legitimate
cultural disagreements.

The following study is designed to bring forth the diversity of opinions held by Southern
Paiute people regarding the rock art sites studied. The correctness of these opinions will be the
subject of some debate, by both the ethnographic and archaeological scientific communities and
possibly by Indian people themselves. A telling point, however, is the number of times that
Southern Paiute people said they did not know the answer to a question about a rock art site.
The willingness to go on the record as not knowing something suggests that, when people did
go on the record with an opinion, they did so with some confidence it was correct and could be
shared with others. The issue of correctness is considerably muted when once again it is
emphasized that this is a study of the contemporary meanings of these rock art sites to Southern
Paiute people. These rock art sites mean what these people say they mean, and that is the only
basis for protecting these sites through culturally appropriate land and resource management
plans.

KEY STUDY FINDINGS

Researchers are inevitably asked to develop a thumbnail sketch of what was found, before
the reader begins to read the full text of a report. Of course, it is never easy to highlight certain
findings, because doing so seems to relegate other findings to lesser status. In order to avoid
such an implication, the following findings are defined as key inasmuch as they represent the
variety of findings at different levels of abstraction. Only the following few findings are
presented and their order does not indicate relative importance:

* Southern Paiute people believe that the rock art sites in this study both reflect and
define the Grand Canyon as a cultural landscape.

* Many rock art sites were jointly used by Southern Paiute people and their
neighbors the Hualapai, Havasupai, and the Hopi.

* Kanab Creek ecoscape contains rock art that reflects its historic role as a
region of refuge for Southern Paiutes.

* The 1890 Ghost Dance was jointly celebrated by Pai and Paiute peoples at two
locations along the Colorado River, near Pearce Ferry and upper Kanab Creek,
where white painted figures commemorate the event.

* Rock art is one expression of Southern Paiute relationships with the natural

world; placing symbols on a rock is a significant act that requires special
preparation. Consequently, all rock art has meaning for Indian people.
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The sacredness of the minerals used to place symbols on the rock is just
as significant as the rock art itself, and the minerals possess their own
power.

Rock art complexity is not necessarily an indicator of cultural significance. Ompi
(red hematite paint) smudges reflect blessings on rock walls and are as culturally
significant as elaborately drawn figures.

A Southern Paiute rock painting style is identified for the first time by a
professional rock art archaeologist.

A cultural landscape model is suggested for framing American Indian cultural
resource studies and incorporating these into Federal agency land management
plans.

Sources of red, white, and yellow paint used in rock art are identified and their
cultural significance defined.

Rock art within the canyon is seen as one of the physical evidences of the

interconnectedness that Paiute people had and continue to have with the spirit
world.
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CHAPTER TWO

OUR HOMELAND

This land that some consider to be desert, isolated and containing little life, is the home
of the Paiute people. Through the eyes of the Paiute people, this land is beauty that no other
place in the world possesses. It is the place of our creation as a people, and in our belief, it is
the place that our individual life cycles end. At the end of one’s life journey, there is a place that
is walked to, possibly even walked through, to enter into the next life. That life possesses all
the beauty, bounty, and richness that one can only conceive of in this world. Many Southern
Paiute people believe this entrance to be an actual physical place within the Grand Canyon. In
addition to this belief, there is much more there that is also important to our spiritual well-being.

Evidence of Paiute presence within the Colorado River Corridor is marked by ompi, or
hematite, showing the path of the People and physically visualizing their journeys. Throughout
Paiute history, the canyon and its surrounding areas have been a place of prayer, of everyday
living and, in the end, a final refuge for a people who were being squeezed out of their
traditional lands by newcomers.

Within the lives of Southern Paiutes, there is an inherent understanding that all things are
placed on this land with the breath of life just as humans. This land is considered to be their
home, just as it is for man, and it is taught that one must consider that rocks, trees, animals,
mountains and all other things are on the same level as man. Each has a purpose in life, and the
one who created every living thing on this earth placed all living things here to interact with one
another. Therefore, it is customary to show respect to everything that must be disturbed. There
is mutual regard between man and these things, each having something to share and each being
dependent on the other for life. It is said that the plants, animals, and in fact everything on this
land, understands the Paiute language, and, when one listens closely and intently enough, there
is affirmation and a sense of understanding.

One of the most primary and innate responsibilities of the Southern Paiute people is to
care for and nurture the land which feeds, cures, and clothes us. When cultural knowledge can
be employed in a way that maintains, utilizes and enhances the land, then it is to the advantage
of the resources and the people. For instance, plant resources are at a maximum when they are
pruned by utilization, and they will reoccur in their most advantageous state. In a traditional
context, it is said that if plants aren’t used, then they will disappear and be gone from the People
forever.
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To further explain this innate responsibility to care for the land and its resources, the
Southern Paiute recognize the Colorado River, when allowed to run its natural course, was
unpredictable and sometimes disruptful. But even with this, the People saw it as the process by
which the land cleans and renews itself once again to be utilized by the People. In running
naturally, the river placed sediments onto the beaches and stabilized the banks for plants which
enhanced the growth of the plants that fed the animals and finally the People.

The power of the Colorado River is seen by most as a controllable water source, and its
power can be harnessed to create energy. Today, the Colorado River is somewhat controlled by
the Glen Canyon Dam, but there have been a few instances where the dam couldn’t control the
power and strength of the river. Now the Southern Paiute must employ yesterday’s teachings
with today’s technology to best care for the land.

It is with our basic knowledge that Paiute people have a responsibility to care for this
land that we have sustained a life through impediments placed here by those who sought to
constrain and disseminate our culture. The prior awareness of life as it should be and how one
day traditional life will be again sustains the Paiute people. It is believed that we will once again
have the opportunity to live as naturally as was intended.
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Much of the land that the Colorado River passes through has been the traditional lands
of the Southern Paiute. Submerged under what is today called Lake Powell are Paiute farms that
supplemented the traditional food gathered by the People. Beneath the waters of Lake Mead is
one of the most important natural resources considered by the Southern Paiute, that is salt. When
the U.S. federal government chose to take traditional lands away from the aboriginal people, it
also took the People’s ability to live a traditional lifestyle. The taking away of land also caused
the People to become dependent upon others for sustenance instead of relying on traditional
hunting and gathering skills and tools.

Today, there are many interested parties with concerns for the Colorado River Corridor,
and this makes traditional land use difficult. Although the Federal land managers consider this
land to be in their control, the Southern Paiute continue to perceive it as land without ownership
and a land that cannot be controlled but merely utilized in a good way. The People can only
serve as stewards and act in its best interest. The power of the river has, in itself, been a
deterrent for many who wish to control and take advantage of the waters. These waters are seen
as a commodity many would like to possess and control, but this is ideologically reserved for
the Federal government. For the Southern Paiute, dominion over the natural part of life is
inconceivable; it is as a person having ownership over another and controlling his or her
capabilities.

Conceivably, the traditional land of the Southern Paiute may one day be restored back
to a people who will care and nurture the land and its resources. Prior to Euroamerican
encroachment, it is said in tribal oral history, this plateau contained grasses as tall as one’s
knees, the children could hide and play within it. After the arrival of the pioneer, use of the land
became a competitive process for range animals and the wildlife that were here prior to the
livestock intrusion. It was only a very short time span until the grasses began to disappear and,
in more time, some species of wildlife disappeared as well.

The traditional culture of the Southern Paiute people has been documented by
anthropologists during this century. This research views Paiute culture as primitive and
simplistic, and, to the outside researcher, this may be what one sees when merely looking in
through a window without having the capacity to be enveloped within the culture. The
complexity of our culture lies in our ability to converse with the animals and the landscape in
this land. It is believed that this ability will prove to be important for all mankind someday.

This entails much more than the simplicity of speech, it entails the knowledge of a higher
communication through the animals and the ability to live humbly within the grandeur of this
land. One of the basic truths of the Southern Paiute people is the need to ensure that care is
maintained for the land; then, in turn, the land will care for the People. This fundamental
concept has enabled the Paiute to live continuously on the Colorado Plateau.
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Materialistically, the Southern Paiute lived very humbly. The land provided all that was
needed to live; though, within literature, it is implied that the Southern Paiute were nomadic
with no real direction, merely living to suit nature’s will. In truth though, present Southern
Paiute people view themselves as part of a legacy of people who were the first conservationists
and having the ability to live off the land and prospering within it. Cultural characteristics that
include little or no ceramic development may be categorized as primitive, but Paiute basketry
skills were such that there was no need to advance the art of ceramic technology. As an
example, the tightness of a basketmaker’s weaving was such that food stuffs could be cooked
by placing hot rocks within the basket that contained water, resulting in the heating of a broth
or boiling of plants or meat.

Farming was practiced near water sources such as springs, rivers, and creeks. Within the
Grand Canyon, it is historically documented that Paiute farms were observed during the time
of the Powell expeditions, and, in fact, these were scavenged when the crew’s food was no
longer palatable. Through tribal oral history, descendants of the owners of the farm have stated
that their grandfather was there in the rocks observing these men the day that his garden was
trespassed on. Interestingly enough, the majority of researchers in Paiute ethnohistory
continually state that the Paiute people did little or no farming prior to contact with
Euroamericans. This, coupled with the little practiced art of ceramics, leads professionals to
believe in the primitiveness of the Southern Paiute. Even today, Paiute people pride themselves
on their gardening expertise, passing fruit and vegetable seeds on from parent to child.
Grandparents take pride in teaching their grandchildren to plant, how to water and care for the
garden.

Insofar as the belief system of the Paiute people can be documented, there is much more
that cannot be told to non-Paiute people. Prophecies of the People explain many of the reasons
why certain aspects of Paiute beliefs cannot be shared with those outside of the culture. During
the 1930s, an anthropologist studied the Paiute people and became one of the premier authorities
on the Southern Paiute culture. Through tribal oral history, there is a story about that situation
and smiles emerge as people recall those who were telling the make believe stories. These
interviews were later documented from the field studies by the anthropologist. Unfortunately,
the people chose to mislead the anthropologist, giving misleading information that was taken as
fact and tradition. They chose to do this rather than to explain that some of the stories and
traditional information must be kept confidential and stay within the culture.

From this study came misleading information of Southern Paiute traditions, and, even
today, it generally takes a Paiute person many years to really become comfortable enough with
a researcher and even longer for that Paiute person to speak confidentially with the researcher.
It is with this study that the Southern Paiute Nation can now speak on its own behalf and
research can be conducted with Paiute people leading the way.

As previously stated, the familial ties of the People are a central part of our culture, and

that is why Southern Paiute people consider the waters of the Colorado to be the mother and the
Little Colorado River to be the infant. It is this representation that is the most outward exhibit

14



of the familial importance that relationships play in the life of the People. Through bloodlines
and marital connectedness, a child comes to realize that extended family is just as significant as
the part in life played by the nuclear family. Many times, children are like the Little Colorado
River when it meets the bigger river and is eventually enveloped by it. The family of a child
surrounds him throughout his lifetime, teaching him the way of the People. It is of central
relevance that a child could be taught lessons in life by an uncle, aunt, or cousin just as he could
be taught by a parent or grandparent.

In traditional times, the children were taught about the trails down to the Colorado River,
about the plants and animals there and the significant places that must be visited. Stories were
passed on from one generation to another by way of the children. Many of these stories were
repeated over and over, year after year, so a child would not forget the importance of the story
and why it is being told. During the harvest of the yaans (century plant), singing and dancing
by children and adults would be exercised within the canyon walls to celebrate the yield of the
harvest.

Knowledge of the places of healing within the canyon walls were to be passed on to the
children, to be utilized and safeguarded for themselves and the next generation to come after
them. Minerals were gathered to heal, to protect, and to prevent bad occurrences one may
experience in everyday life. At the end of one’s journey in life, a person’s spirit went on by
leaping a grand divide and entering the world of one’s deceased people. All of this was and is
still taught to the children.

Prior to the coming of the Euroamerican, one of the ways the Southern Paiute utilized
the Colorado River Corridor was to make contact, trade, and intermarry with the other Indian
people of the area. Through intermarriage, the Southern Paiute formed connections with other
Indian people to protect the land and its resources in and around the canyon. Many forms of
cultural traditions were exchanged and passed on to the other tribes, namely basketry, songs and
dances, and even sometimes beliefs. The Southern Paiute viewed the Colorado River as the
dividing line with the other tribes; therefore, the northwesterly portion of the canyon was
safeguarded by the Paiute and the other side of the river was designated for the other tribes.

The Colorado River and the Grand Canyon were further divided by the Southern Paiute
through band region. The Kaibab Paiute utilized the western portion of the river from the Paria,
through what is today known as House Rock Valley, and downriver to the beginning of the
Shivwits Plateau; the San Juan Paiute utilized that area of the river that contained what is today
Lake Powell, down the eastern part of the river, and to the salt mine which is beyond the Little
Colorado River; the Shivwits Paiute lived and farmed the part of the river from the Shivwits
Plateau to the area where Lake Mead begins. Interestingly, during the historic period at the time
the Hualapai people were at war with the U.S. Government, the Shivwits lived with them at and
near Granite Park. In what is now Lake Mead National Recreation Area, the Paiutes of the Las
Vegas and Moapa area resided; they lived in the area to gather salt in a presently submerged
mine.
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Figure 2.2. Southern Paiu consultants study a rock art panel

The people of the Southern Paiute Nation continue to gather food and medicinal plants
in and around the Colorado River Corridor. Through tradition, each band possessed sacred
knowledge about certain portions of the river, and, in many instances, it was the responsibility
of the membership to preserve the water sources, plant gathering and garden locations for use
by the People. The river was divided in the middle with an imaginary line, with one side
belonging to the other tribal groups and the other belonging to the Southern Paiute. In this way,
it was possible for the Paiute people to preserve resources being utilized year after year by the
bands. Even with this imaginary boundary line, the Southern Paiute continued to exchange
culturally significant goods with the other tribes; in fact, in the historic period of time, the
traditions and songs of the Yuman-speaking people and Paiute people co-mingled in the canyon
walls and were brought north to the Southern Paiute Nation. Within a traditional ceremony of
the Southern Paiute, the words of the songs are sometimes spoken interchangeably between

languages.

It is said that songs are derived by spiritual guidance in the canyon and on the river, that
these two places have the ability to speak to Paiute people. In Southern Paiute mythology, there
are certain places in the land of the Paiute that give songs to the person who opens herself up
to hearing them. There are several places in the canyon such as this. One need only listen to
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them speaking. This goes back to the belief that all things in the land of the Paiute speak to man,
and if he humbles himself to these things, then he will learn.

The richness of the canyon may not be immediately visible to the eyes of common
person, but there is much to be seen when exploring the canyon walls and the areas that are near
springs. Many centuries of living by the original people can be evidenced on the rocks and
shelters of the canyon. For the Southern Paiute, symbolic writing on the rocks was a way for
man to communicate with the spirit world and sometimes to be an intermediary between the
supernatural and this world. In traditional times, it was customary for only those with spiritual
authority to view these rock art panels, but today with the influx of tourists and explorers in this
area, many eyes and hands see and touch them. It is the intrinsic duty of the People to maintain
the level of spirituality that the panels were meant to contain.

During a summer of 1994 trip into the canyon, a group of Paiute people recorded a panel
with recent graffiti written on it. Important sites continue to be desecrated, and, once there is
writing placed on these panels, they will never be recovered. They lose that essence of
spirituality that was intended to be connected to it.

The importance that rock art panels have played in the lives of the Southern Paiute will
never be measurable. Some panels show the transition of supernatural and mythological stories
in a written form on the rock. Along the river, there is a petroglyph of ’original man’ and how
he enters the canyon for the first time. Simplistic though the petroglyph may be, it speaks of the
first People entering the canyon and the trail that was taken to get to the river, the wanderings
of the bands until finding paradise in the canyon and on the river.

Through long-term monitoring efforts by all parties concerned, it will be necessary to
document the disfiguring of all cultural resources, including rock art panels, through man-made
actions and the flows of the river. It is to the benefit of all people that the cultural history of the
Grand Canyon and the Colorado River be maintained for the future.
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CHAPTER THREE

A SCIENTIST’S PERSPECTIVE

Between May 1, 1994 and May 15, 1994, Larry Loendorf, a rock art specialist, served
as part of the Southern Paiute Consortium rock art study team in the Colorado River Corridor.
Twenty-three rock art sites were visited during the study (see Chapter Five). Though some sites
were difficult to access and the older consultants were unable to reach them, the majority of the
sites were reached by all the consultants. The consultants made sketches and notes at the sites
for their own use while they thought about the importance or the interpretation of the site. After
this viewing and recording of each site, ethnographers asked the consultants a series of questions
related to a questionnaire. The task of the rock art specialist was to make observations as to the
content, the age, the cultural affiliation, and the relative significance of each site.

F1gure31 Larry Loendorf, a rock art specialist

18



The rock art specialist was instructed not to offer information that would influence the
Southern Paiute consultants. A great effort was made to meet this expectation, but at one or two
sites things may have been said in the excitement of secing the rock art panels that may have
given thoughts to the consultants. The influence of these outbursts was minimal, and they did
not significantly affect the outcome of the questionnaires. It should also be clear that the rock
art specialist wrote this chapter and the Archaeologist’s Commenzary in Chapter Five before
learning the results of the consultant interviews.

When these parameters are taken into account the reader will recognize this chapter as
primarily descriptive. It includes observations that are based upon the experience of an
archaeologist who has intensively studied rock art over the past decade with an emphasis on
establishing its age and understanding it as an archaeologist might tackle any problem (Loendorf
1994:95-103).

GRAND CANYON ROCK ART

The rock art sites along the Colorado River in the Grand Canyon represent an impressive
array of styles, types, and cultural affiliations. Along the upstream end of the river, below Glen
Canyon Dam, the rock art sites are dominated by petroglyphs which appear to range in age from
2000 B.C. to A.D. 1900. Late Archaic cultures are represented in this array, but so are the
more recent groups, such as the Southern Paiute. Along the river in the lower end of the Grand
Canyon, above Lake Mead, the styles and types are primarily painted images. Although some
of the pictographs at one of these sites are believed to be from the Late Archaic, the majority
of these sites contain components of Southern Paiute or Pai paintings.

In part, because rock art has not been the focus of archaeological research, archaeologists
know very little about the rock art styles of the Southern Paiute or the Pai groups. It is highly
problematic to identify styles by assigning sites according to the boundaries of former tribal
territories. Territorial boundary lines were seldom fixed among American Indian tribes. Fixed
boundaries were designed to contain Indians, and, throughout North America, these boundaries
seldom correspond to the actual territories used by tribal groups. Use of these arbitrary lines as
a mechanism for identifying the artists who made certain rock drawings must include
ethnohistorical research.

Perhaps even more problematic is the use of archaeologically derived cultures and their
boundaries for assigning rock art to a cultural entity. In other words, simply because the Anasazi
are recognized in the region to the north of the Grand Canyon does not mean the rock art, older
than Paiute or Pai, is that of the Anasazi. As with many research issues, the assignment of rock
art to cultural entities is complex.

In the American Southwest, ceramics are the most common artifacts used to define
cultural association. This is done despite the fact that ceramics may not be very reliable
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indicators of cultural affiliation. Citing studies by Dozier (1970) and Brugge (1963), Cordell
(1979:147) reminds us that "virtually all ethnographic studies indicate there is no relationship
between language spoken and ceramics manufactured. " Rock art may fall into a similar category,
but preliminary studies suggest it may be a more reliable indicator of cultural groups than
ceramics. An important consideration regarding rock art, compared to ceramics, is the fixed
location of sites. Ceramics are portable and carried or traded from one region to another. Rock
art, on the other hand, is completed at a site that cannot be moved from place to place. While
it remains true that individuals of diverse cultures can travel from one region to another and
complete rock art, the non-portable dimension of rock art is significant when trying to identify
cultural affiliation for a site.

Rock art has not been the focus of archaeological research in the past primarily because
it has not been possible to establish the age of rock art motifs. Recent advances in rock art
dating are changing this problem.

DATING OF ROCK ART

Establishing the age of rock art is a difficult problem regardless of the setting, and the
Grand Canyon sites are no exception. Different methods have been developed for petroglyphs
and for pictographs. Each of these is discussed in turn in the following sections.

Petroglyphs

Petroglyphs are dated through two primary means, and, although both are experimental,
they have produced reliable results (Loendorf 1991; Francis, Loendorf, and Dorn 1993). One
petroglyph dating method requires the removal of a small bit of organic matter from the varnish
that has developed on the petroglyph since it was made. Rock varnish is a dark, thin accretion
of manganese and iron oxides, clay minerals, and over 30 minor and trace elements that
accumulate on rock surfaces in arid and semi-arid regions. Organic matter comes from plants
and animals and contains carbon. It can be dated because a small portion of the carbon is
radioactive and will decay at a standard rate once it becomes fixed, as when the plant or animal
dies. Knowing the rate of decay and the amount that has decayed, a researcher can determine
how long ago the organic material was made. To find out how much of the carbon has decayed,
the organic matter can be submitted for an accelerator mass spectrometry radiocarbon date (AMS
14C). This process will provide a numerical age estimate for the petroglyph. This is a reliable
but expensive method. Individual petroglyph dates cost around $1000.

The second method is known as cation-ratio dating which relies upon changes in the
chemistry of the rock varnish. Precise and accurate measurements of the chemistry of the varnish
on petroglyphs can be obtained through use of a wavelength dispersive electron microprobe. A
ratio of potassium (K) plus calcium (Ca) divided by titanium (Ti) [(K+Ca)/Ti] can be calibrated
against numerical dates to provide the age of the varnish (Dorn 1983). Calibration is a process
of creating a standard for measurement. Calibration curves are established for a particular area,
and petroglyphs may be dated by comparing their cation-ratios to the calibration curve. This
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method is meaningful because potassium and calcium leach out of the varnish and cause the
ratios to change systematically over time. The cation-ratios are calibrated by measuring
radiocarbon dates and the (K + Ca)/Ti ratio from the same varnish. The initial calibration is
based on historic time and is obtained by measuring the cation-ratios of dust samples collected
from the site. The other calibrations are obtained by AMS 14C measurements of organic matter
encapsulated by the varnish.

Extremely small samples of varnish are required for dating each petroglyph. These are
collected by mechanically removing five different spots on the pecked area of a petroglyph. A
tungsten carbide needle is used to loosen the varnish, which is then collected on a neutral tape.
This results in up to five pin-point sized marks on an individual glyph. Marks are visible only
if one is aware that the samples were taken; they are not noticeable to the casual site visitor.
This method has the advantage of being much more cost effective. Once a calibration curve is
established, individual petroglyph dates cost less than $100 each.

Pictographs

Finding a numerical age for a rock painting or pictograph is also accomplished by AMS
14C dating. This technique works with very small samples of organic matter extracted from the
paint itself rather than from a varnish that has developed over the paint.

Pictograph paint is made of two primary components: pigment and a binder or extender.
The pigment is frequently an inorganic compound, such as clay or ochre, and it cannot be dated
through AMS 14C techniques. Often, however, the binder or extender used to turn pigment into
paint contains an organic compound. Although researchers have not been able to absolutely
identify these binders, they apparently contain animal and plant oils, blood, and other organic
matter that can be dated. In addition, if the pigment is organic, such as charcoal, it can be dated.

Unfortunately, the rock upon which the painting was placed can also contain organic
materials (carbonates), and the major problem in dating a pictograph is finding a technique to
remove the organic compound from the paint without releasing or contaminating the sample with
organic matter from the rock. The most sophisticated technique devised thus far is a low-
temperature, low-pressure, oxygen-plasma, coupled with high vacuum equipment (Russ, Hyman,
Shafer, and Rowe 1990). This technique releases the organic matter in a sample of the binder
or extender by turning it into a gas, without releasing the carbonates from the rock. In each
dating episode, a sample of the rock without paint pigment on it is subjected to the process to
learn if organic gas is released.

A second way to date a pictograph can be used if the sample has charcoal in it that can
be extracted by simply picking it out. This technique assumes non-contamination from the parent
rock and proceeds to date through the usual AMS 14C technique (Farrell and Burton 1992). The
"old wood" problem of charcoal is apparent; the wood may have been burned to make charcoal
many years after the plant from which it came died. Other than that, within its parameters, the
technique produces reasonable dates.
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A third technique to date a pictograph relies upon other organic matter in the paint, which
can be extracted. Occasionally, plant fibers, perhaps from a brush used to make the painting or
from an incompletely crushed binding vehicle, can be extracted and dated (Cole and Watchman
1992).

Another significant issue to be considered when dating pictographs is the damage done
to the rock art by removing a sample. Sample size varies with the technique employed. For
example, dating a pictograph by the oxygen-plasma technique requires a sample the size of a
quarter. This can significantly damage a painting, and to avoid damage, samples are taken from
pictographs that are deteriorating due to erosion. In the individual site descriptions in Chapter
Five, sites where dating is possible have been noted.

Rock art differs from other archaeological phenomena because the pictograph or
petroglyph is not destroyed through mitigation. Thus when the archaeologist completes the
excavation of a hearth feature, it can only be reconstructed through the photographs and other
documentation collected in the research. On the other hand, when an archaeologist is finished
recording a pictograph it still remains in its original form. As described above, however,
sampling for dating purposes can destroy soe of the rock art panel.

ETHNOGRAPHY AND ROCK ART

Although anthropologists seldom collected information about rock art sites, there are
three or four relevant accounts for petroglyph sites in Arizona. Some of these accounts are
directly stated as the answer to a question about a site locality, and other times the reference to
rock art is made in the course of conversation. More frequently, because rock art is often part
of rituals or ceremonies that are kept within the purview of shamans, it is necessary to construct
feasible explanations by searching the ethnography for clues and metaphors to rock paintings and
engravings. The latter are made by using direct references to the practices of shamans in a local
group and using this information with the more general knowledge of shamanism and trance
states on a world-wide scale.

Laird (1976:103) noted that, when the Chemehuevi (Southern Paiute) were questioned
about rock art, they commonly replied that it was futuguuvo ?opi, "made by the spirit helpers. "
David Whitley (1992a; 1992b) points out that this reply did not result because there was any
confusion in the minds of the consultants concerning who made the art. Instead, tutuguuvo ?opi
was a ritual circumlocution used to avoid naming a dead shaman. A shaman and his helper were
one and the same; thus awuguuvo ?opi equally may be translated as "made by the shamans."

Whitley (1992a:97) makes this point especially clear:

The art was metaphorically denoted as made by these spirits for one simple
reason: no distinction was made, semantically, epistemologically, linguistically,
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or otherwise, between the actions of a shaman, his spirit helper and his dream.
To say that the art was made by a water baby, in other words, was simply to
affirm that it was engraved by a shaman.

The prevailing belief among rock art researchers is that significant numbers of rock art sites in
western North America are the products of shamans. This idea is by no means a new one. Only
recently, however, have researchers completed intensive reviews of the ethnographic record to
support the link between rock art sites and shamans. David Whitley (1992a, 1992b, 1994) has
completed the most significant research on these topics and a review of his publications will give
the reader an excellent overview.

The Relationship of Rock Art to Shamans in the Grand Canyon
Smithson and Euler (1994:12) describe the fear of pictographs among the Havasupai:

It was thought that pictographs painted on cliff walls were done by shamans with intent
to harm someone. Those in a rockshelter in Cataract Canyon a few miles upstream from
the village were considered especially dangerous...My lay consultant denied any
knowledge of the paintings. Our shaman consultant believed that one individual who lost
his vision did so because he frequently passed this point.

It is important to recognize the shaman had knowledge of the paintings while the lay
person does not understand them. This does not mean, of course, that the lay person did not
respect them. Quite the contrary, they were respected because they were the work of shamans.
The link between shamans and the rock paintings is made again for a Grand Canyon site.
Writing about the dream of a Havasupai shaman who is instructed to visit Rain Tank a few miles
south of Grand Canyon village, Smithson and Euler (1994:9) state:

When he arrived there in his dream, he followed two tracks leading east. Soon he came
to two tall blue rocks. He climbed the south one and, halfway up, he found some barely
visible pictographs that appeared old. He blew on them four times until the pictures
became clear. They depicted many kinds of animals and some humans.

A significant number of rock art sites are described as having been made in a shaman’s dream.
In other words, the rock art is the result of a vision or a trance associated with an altered state
of consciousness (ASC) that was sought by the shaman.

Cultures that practice shamanism can be said to divide their universe into objective and
subjective space. Objective space includes the region that has been explored and is known to the
members of the culture. More extensive than the territory controlled by a tribe, objective space
is verified by exploration and through narrative traditions.

Subjective space, on the other hand, includes the unknown parts of the universe. When
one wonders what is on the other side of the mountains, she is thinking about subjective space
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(Tuan 1977:86). One’s cognitive processes construct geographies for these unknown parts of the
universe. The sky and the things that are in it, the underworld that is obvious in the passages
of caves, and the bottom of the water that swirls in a whirlpool, are examples of subjective
space.

The basic power of shamans is the ability to pass from objective space into subjective
space, i.e. from one’s home territory to the sky, from the earth to the underworld, or over the
mountains to the unknown side. Shamans accomplish this exploration by travel that is taken in
altered states of consciousness, trances, or dreams.

Movement between the principal realms is often made possible by the makeup of the
universe which is on "levels--sky, earth, and underworld--connected by a central axis" (Eliade
1964). This "axis mundi" is one route used by shamans to travel from one world to another.
Cultures usually have an archetype of the "axis mundi” -- a tree, a rope, a ladder, or some other
symbolic representation of the connecting link between the realms of the universe. Among Plains
Indians, the center pole in the Sun Dance lodge is an apparent example of the "axis mundi”

~ (Hultkrantz 1981:252). But many other routes are used by shamans to travel between objective

and subjective space, such as the paths of the sun and the moon, a cave passage into the earth,
or a whirlpool that takes things under the water.

To undertake a journey to the cosmic realm, an individual goes to a location of spiritual
significance. Among the Numic peoples these locations were frequently rock art sites that were
named pohaghani or "house of power" (Malouf 1974:8; Shimkin 1986:325). Fasting and
praying, the supplicant would stay at the "house of power" for 4 or 5 days or until a dream (an
ASC) was obtained. The morning after an ASC experience, so it would never be forgotten, the
shaman recorded the vision in rock art. Whitley (1994:6) has compiled ethnographic data for
Numic speakers which explain that a shaman returned to a rock art site to refresh his memory
regarding the dream or to renew his connection with the supernatural.

David Lewis-Williams, J.D. Dowson, and Thomas Dowson (1987) describe the visual
aspects of ASC as a progression from small flickering images that turn into recognizable forms
and ultimately into a full vision. Because shamans use trance throughout the world,
Lewis-Williams and Dowson reason that this commonality may account for similar rock art
images. They believe that peoples in trance see images known as entoptic forms and that these
forms are transformed into more sophisticated rock drawings. The basic entoptic forms are often
grids of dots, short flecks, rows of parallel lines, zigzag lines, nested caternary curves, and
meandering lines (Lewis-Williams, Dowson, and Dowson 1987:6).

These basic entoptic phenomena are construed by individuals in trance to make iconic
images that match the cultural background of the subject and his current psychological state.
Thus a circular entoptic form could be changed into the iconic form of an orange if the subject
was hungry or a cup of water if he was thirsty. These constructs are culturally bound, i.e., an
orange or a cup could only be seen in trance by someone who had cultural knowledge of oranges
or cups. Lewis-Williams, Dowson, and Dowson (1987:9-10) believe entoptic forms change into
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iconic images in three stages that are not always sequential. The most sophisticated stage
includes a vortex or whirling of the senses with full view scenes included.

Lommel discusses trance as the "...process of giving shape in inner images..." and
emphasizes the fact that a "shaman’s psychological experiences in a trance are always expressed
in images from the real world” (1967:84). These authors believe that much of the rock art in
the world is the product of shamanic trance. Some art may have been completed during trance
and some may have been done after the shaman completed the trance as a record of the
experience.

The key to recognizing shamanic art is the identification of a series of universal
attributes. Power lines connecting figures to one another or radiating lines from the head is an
example of such a universally known attribute. Joan Halifax (1981) outlines the universal themes
that are found in the art of shamans:

Maps - Not conventional maps of a geographic territory but maps which show
cosmic geography that is revealed to shamans in their initiation. These maps often
show the connection between the Sky Realm, the Living World, and the
Underworld. Thus it is not unusual to have stars, moon, sun and/or birds in the
sky realm; humans, other animals, and plants in the living world; and snakes,
monsters, or spirits in the underworld. The paths between the worlds may be
represented by lines or paths or by an "axis mundi” that might take the form of
a cosmic tree.

Spirits of the other worlds - These may be demonic figures encountered by the
shaman on the journey between the worlds. Or they may be flying figures upon
which the shaman rides between the worlds.

Dismemberment and/or skeletonization of human figures - These represent death
since the shaman first dies to be reborn in another form. These skeletonized
figures have often been labelled as x-ray art, since they reveal internal structure
for human figures.

Therianthropic figures - Once dismembered, a shaman assumes a new form. This
form is often a combination of an animal with the shaman’s human form. It may
be winged.

Energy forces/power lines - Some shamans become solarized and radiate the
power of the sun. Others are depicted attached to whorls and concentric circles.
These lines may radiate from the head, but frequently the eyes of a figure are
shown with radiating lines.

Flight - The travels of the shaman in trance. They transcend space and time.
Shamans often report flying and depict it in their imagery.

25



Kanab Creek Site #4 as an Example

Perhaps an example is the best way to demonstrate the association between rock art and
shamanism in the Grand Canyon region. Kanab Creek Site # 4 is a good candidate for
shamanistic explanation. One significant pictograph panel at the site has been attributed by the
Kaibab Paiute to an origin associated with the Ghost Dance. Before describing the pictographs,
it is appropriate to discuss the site and its setting.

The site, located along an outcrop of sandstone adjacent to Kanab Creek, has a seam of
white pigment (diatomaceous earth?) near its base. In one location this pigment appears to have
been dug out, leaving the scars of this mining effort in a corner where two faces of the outcrop
come together. It is important to recognize that the variation within the rock art at the site
suggests some of the paintings were made more than a thousand years ago before the modern
movement of the Paiute into the region. This means that when the Paiute arrived at this site
location it was a source of white pigment, and it exhibited ancient paintings. Either reason is
sufficient to assume the site was recognized as a "house of power" and used by shamans as a
place where visions or ASC’s were sought.

Descriptions of the Ghost Dance, obtained from ethnography, present data worthy of
consideration. First, it is necessary to remember the Ghost Dance was brought forth on two
separate occasions. The first was circa 1870 when the dance was initiated to revitalize Indian
ways in California and Oregon. Although this movement failed, the prophet Wovoka, a
Yerington, Nevada Paiute, had an unsought revelation (trance) in which he learned that if he
practiced certain ritual the old ways would be restored. According to Hittman (1990:63),
Wovoka had his revelation on New Year’s Day 1889 during a solar eclipse. There is some
variation in how he received the vision; one explanation is that he was ill with a high fever and
the other is that he was chopping wood, heard a loud noise, and collapsed into trance when
walking toward the noise. Other Indians used both traditional and non-traditional vision seeking
methods to enter trance during the Ghost Dance movement. As explained above, the traditional
way was to visit a rock art site to fast and pray for a dream, but, during the Ghost Dance, the
revelations often came through dancing or the ritual associated with it.

Dobyns and Euler (1967) describe the Ghost Dance in 1889 among the Hualapai and
Havasupai in Arizona. The Hualapai learned the Ghost Dance from the Southern Paiute in 1889,
shortly after Wovoka’s revelation (Dobyns and Euler 1967:14-17). As a result, the clear
descriptions of the ceremony among the Hualapai allow us to glimpse it as it was practiced at
its inception. Good descriptions of the 1889 Ghost Dance among the Southern Paiute are not
available because the Indians, fearing reprisal from the United States government, held the Ghost
Dance in private. Descriptions of the Dance from other tribes, like the Sioux or the Cheyenne,
are also not extremely relevant because these tribes changed the dance according to their own
cultural requirements. While the Hualapai probably also made adaptations in the dance, their
proximity to the Southern Paiute and the didactic component where Hualapai shamans learned
the dance directly from Paiute shamans suggests the descriptions of the Hualapai dance represent
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the practice of the Paiute with considerable fidelity. Several parts of that practice are worth
noting when comparing the rock art at Kanab Creek Site # 4 to the Ghost Dance.

Initially it is important to recognize that the pictographs in the site are in white pigment,
and white clothing was worn by Hualapai Ghost Dancers. As described by an eyewitness to a
Ghost Dance held in 1891 near Kingman, Arizona:

As darkness began to fall, the every-day flashy, though scant clothing was exchanged for
the white robes prescribed by the medicine men as a dancing costume; faces and hair
were painted white... A favorite mode of painting seemed to be to paint the lips, eyes,
nose and hair white, leaving the rest of the face its natural color... (Miller 1952:33-334
quoted in Dobyns and Euler 1967:5).

Although other descriptions suggest red face paint, if one were trying to depict Ghost Dancers
in white costumes, white would be the most appropriate color. The white pigment may have had
more significance than a correct iconographic representation. Hittman (1990:186-194) describes
an elaborate hypothesis linking Wovoka and the color white to rainmaking magic and shamanic
curing. While components of this hypothesis are conjectural, it is apparent that Wovoka sought
white pigment (ebe) from a source in the Wabsuka Hills and that it was an integral part of Ghost
Dance ceremony.

Control of the rains, or other natural forces like earthquakes, to do harm to
Euroamericans was an important part of the Ghost Dance. The association between rainmaking
and rock art has been described by Whitley for Numic speaking groups in the Great Basin.
Whitley (1994:362-363) learned that a vision of "killing a mountain sheep" was prophetic to
rainmaking, and a rock art depiction of a hunter shooting an arrow at a mountain sheep does not
show a successful hunter; rather, it is a metaphor for bringing the rains. This metaphor, a hunter
pointing a bow with an arrow at a mountain sheep, is expressed in several pictographs at Kanab
Creek Site # 4. Thus, at the least, it can be suggested that the site was frequented by shamans
who were trying to make it rain, a desired outcome of the Ghost Dance. More important,
however, is the association between white pigment, the Ghost Dance, and rock paintings.

The source of white pigment at Kanab Creck Site # 4 is also significant. This seam of
pigment has definitely been mined, and, although white pigment was used for many different
purposes, the direct association between white paint and the Ghost Dance makes this location
a particularly good one to place Ghost Dance pictographs.

Examining the paintings themselves also reveals some clues regarding a possible Ghost
Dance origin. The most obvious, learned by Richard Stoffle from Paiute consultants during a
visit to the site in the 1970°s, is the upside down horse and human figures. The consultants
suggested that these represent the dead who will be returned to life after the Ghost Dance. Other
important iconographic considerations include the spiral near the end of the panel. A spiral was
painted on the center pole used in the Ghost Dance, presumably a representation of the route
used to enter a trance (Dobyns and Euler 1967:2, quoting Kroeber 1935:198). Some dancers ran
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to the center pole, swinging around and around until they fell into trance while others apparently
climbed the pole and fell from it into trance (Dobyns and Euler 1967:13, 26, quoting Parsons
1936:11:996). The suggestion of trance is also depicted in the pictographs by the flying figures
shown on the roof of the small outcrop above the panel.

An ovoid shaped object with a straight handle, found to the left of the upside down
figures in the pictograph panel, may represent a gourd rattle, a musical instrument used in the
dance (Dobyns and Euler 1967:4), while other depictions might represent rasping sticks,
instruments also used in Ghost Dancing. Some of the figures may be wearing feathers both on
their heads and on their shoulders. Eagle feathers were an important part of the Ghost Dance.

The suggestion that rock art may be associated with Ghost Dancing has been made
previously for California Indians (Schiffman and Andrews 1982:79-96). With ethnographic
support for a Ghost Dance connection to rock paintings at Kanab Creek Site # 4, it does not
seem unreasonable to assume a relationship between this site and the Ghost Dance. The trance
component of the Ghost Dance indicates it is a good candidate for comparison to the shamanic
themes outlined above.

The arrangement of the panel with the flying figures at the top suggests a cosmic map
with spirits of the sky realm shown above the figures in the main panel. These flying figures are
often the vehicle used by shamans to explore other worlds. Wavy lines around some of the
figures, the spiral, and the long undulating line connecting parts of the left side of the panel are
all examples of the sorts of power lines depicted by shamans in their art. Several figures are
headless, a possible representation of the death associated with trance.

On another level, the grids of dots shown above the heads of several figures probably
represent the entoptic phenomena that are the first stage of trance. These grids are connected to
the heads of several human figures suggesting the construct stage or the second step into trance.

Relying on the foregoing information, there is a distinct possibility for a shamanic
association and the rock paintings at Kanab Creek Site # 4. The same sort of correlation can be
made for other rock art sites in the Grand Canyon; at some it is more apparent than at others,
but for the majority of the sites there is a shamanic component.

The question as to why the paintings at Kanab Creek Site # 4 may be depictions of a
Ghost Dance is another matter. With the strong didactic component of the Ghost Dance, it is
possible the paintings were done to serve as a reminder or mnemonic instrument for shamans
learning the dance. Among California Indians, a reason offered for executing rock art is to
record a vision in sufficient detail the visionary will never forget any part of it. In other cases,
the paintings are done to show the people the supernatural journey a shaman had completed
(Whitley 1992a:91). These examples suggest the paintings may have been done at Kanab Creek
Site # 4 as a reminder of the components of the Ghost Dance or as a public validation of the
supernatural journey taken by Ghost Dance participants.
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The strong association between shamans and rock art is expressed in several other motifs
as well. Shamans frequently depicted the guardians of the supernatural world in their rock art.
In the Grand Canyon region these were dangerous animals -- rattlesnakes, grizzly bears, and
mountain lions. Shamans also depicted their spirit helpers. Thus the person who dreamed
rattlesnakes controlled the medicine to cure rattlesnake bites, and paintings of rattlesnakes were
put on the rocks for validation of this power.

It is important to recognize that, although the understanding of the rock art might be
within the knowledge of the shaman, any Native person demonstrated respect for the rock art.
Cushing (1965:71) describes a small ritual that took place at rock art sites:

The worship of the Ha-va-su-pai’ consists of prayers, made during their smokes,
or at hunting shrines, which are merely groups of rude pictographs along the
nooks or caves in the walls of the canyon. Here, seated on the ground, the
worshiper blows smoke to the north, west, south, and east, upward and
downward; then says in a low tone, some simple prayer...

These examples make it apparent that rock art sites were selected for offerings and prayers.
Apparently, some of the offerings were ad hoc and made by passersby or short-term visitors
who spent a few minutes at the site to insure success in their endeavors. Other rituals may have
been more sophisticated and included shamans who utilized the rock art in their practices.

One should remember, the individual artists responsible for the rock drawings may have
had a reason for their efforts, and that reason may differ from that of persons who visit the sites.
Some sites are used for many generations by persons who have high regard for the images on
the rocks, and they are significant regardless of who made or understands them. Thus the
declaration that a site is not significant to the Paiute because it was made by someone 5,000
years ago is completely invalid.

ROCK ART TYPES OR STYLES AND CHRONOLOGY

Rock art in North America has been categorized into types and styles (see Figure 3.2).
Even though there are significant problems with the criteria used by some researchers to identify
these styles, the approach is useful for organizing the rock art in a region. In this section of the
report, the rock art types and styles in the Grand Canyon and adjacent side canyons are briefly
described, and some of the rock art is tentatively placed into styles. To help explain the more
recent rock art, the Paiute rock art style is described.

Using existing information it is also possible to make some preliminary statements
regarding the age of the rock art in the Grand Canyon. Most of this information is based on
relative-age estimates of sites, usually made by archaeologists who noticed that rock art tends
to match the other cultural deposits at the site. Thus it has been noticed that sites with Anasazi
ceramics or other evidence of Anasazi use also have a certain variety of rock art. Repetitive
patterns of these associations allow some confidence in assigning rock art styles to groups.
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Figure 3.2. Types and styles of North American rock art
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It should be noted, however, that sites like Whitmore Wash are too complicated for the
use of this method. Whitmore Wash has been used by prehistoric and historic Indians for more
than 3,000 years. How does one know which group made the rock art? Part of this problem can
be sorted out by studying sites with a single component or only one period of rock art
production, but it is a complicated process. Numerical age estimates, using one of the methods
outlined above, are an especially important addition to this problem.

Great Basin Abstract Styles

The oldest rock art in the Grand Canyon appears to be associated with the Great Basin
Abstract and Great Basin Representational petroglyph styles (Schaafsma 1986). Great Basin
Abstract is further subdivided into Great Basin Curvilinear and Great Basin Rectilinear (Heizer
and Baumhoff 1962:202-207). The terms used to discuss these styles, at sites outside the Basin,
are Pecked Curvilinear, Pecked Rectilinear, and Pecked Representational.

The Great Basin Abstract styles were originally named and described for rock art in
Nevada and adjacent portions of California (Heizer and Baumhoff 1962:197-202, 205-207). The
Great Basin Curvilinear style was first defined by Steward (1929) and redefined by Baumhoff,
Heizer, and Elsasser (1958). Using a scaling method, sites were plotted according to the number
of elements found at each site and according to a positive or negative rank ordering. A group
of elements that had a significant correlation was the one containing "...the circle, tailed circle,
chain of circles, curvilinear meander, bird tracks, zigzag lines, and snake..." (Heizer and
Baumhoff 1962:199). This group was labeled the Great Basin Abstract style. Additional
research allowed for a division of the Abstract style into curvilinear and rectilinear styles. The
defining elements in the Curvilinear style are "...circle, concentric circles, chain of circles, sun
disc, curvilinear meander, star or asterisk, and snake" (Heizer and Baumhoff 1962:200). The
Rectilinear style is defined by the following elements "...dots, rectangular grid, bird tracks,
rake, and crosshatching” (Heizer and Baumhoff 1962:200).

The Pecked Representational style is dominated by animals, with the quadruped as the
primary figure. These quadrupeds are shown with both rectangular and boat shaped bodies. Legs
sometimes have digits displayed as inverted u-shapes, while at other times the legs end with no
digits. Heads usually have head appendages, but these appendages are rarely, if ever, shown as
branching antlers. The quadrupeds, totally pecked out, can be found alone on an individual rock
art panel, but there is a high probability that another quadruped will be found a short distance
away. The figures seldom have lines connected to them or any signs of extra embellishment. For
example, the motifs often described as spears are not found sticking into the sides of the figures.

The Pecked Representational style is found at the same time as the Pecked Curvilinear
style and the Pecked Rectilinear style. More than likely, the same cultural groups were making
all three styles in varying frequencies through time. At its start, the Representational style was
less abundant than its abstract neighbors, but, as time passed, the distribution of the styles
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changed and the representational forms were produced in greater numbers. The distribution of
the style is poorly understood, but it is clearly related to other similar styles in the Great Basin.

Pecked Abstract styles with occasional animal forms have been dated, by radiocarbon and
cation-ratio methods, in southeastern Colorado at 3,500 to 5,000 years (Loendorf 1991). Recent
research at a petroglyph site on a horizontal bedrock surface near Pecos, New Mexico confirms
these dates (Bock and Bock 1994). In the latter study, the petroglyphs were covered by a mantle
of about 20 centimeters of soil, and archaeologists were able to recover charcoal from the soil
for radiocarbon analysis. The date of circa 5,000 years B.P. was consistent with direct
radiocarbon dates and cation-ratio dates of the petroglyphs themselves, and it was consistent with
the soil formation processes. In the Colorado River Corridor, some of the petroglyphs at site
C:05:001, possibly site C:06:005, and some of the figures at site C:13:132 can be placed in this
category. If the trends are the same as they are in other regions, the representational figures tend
to increase in popularity through time.

Glen Canyon Style V

The Great Basin styles may have been popular when the Glen Canyon Style 5 was
introduced. This rock art includes petroglyphs at sites between Glen Canyon Dam and Lees
Ferry. Some of these are assigned to the Late Archaic, made perhaps as long ago as 1,500 to
2,500 years. Glen Canyon Style S is clearly related to the interior-line petroglyph traditions,
most abundant in the Coso Range of California, where Numic-speaking peoples lived in the
historic period. A similar style, known as Dinwoody, is also found among the Numic speakers
in Wyoming. Both of these regions are now known to have petroglyphs which are 1,500 to
2,500 years of age. Stated in another way, there are tall, parallel-sided anthropomorphic
petroglyphs with complicated interior body designs made in California and Wyoming 1,500 to
2,500 years ago that are almost certainly the products of Numic-speaking peoples. Very similar
petroglyphs are found in the Glen Canyon style 5 but not assigned to Numic-speaking peoples
because they are thought to be too early.

Future research may help us sort out these differences. At present it is perhaps best to
suggest the similar petroglyph traditions are related through common Uto-Aztecan ancestors. In
other words, the Glen Canyon Style 5 petroglyphs represent Uto-Aztecan-speaking groups before
they can be differentiated into Paiute, Hopi, or Tubatulabal. This belief is consistent with
linguistic and archaeological evidence:

It is probable the earliest Anasazi Basket makers of the Virgin and Kayenta regions,
ancestral to the Hopi, spoke Shoshonean and about A.D. 1 had a Desert culture pattern
with the addition of corn and squash agriculture and later acquired ceramics from the
south [Euler 1964:380].

Some scholars think these Shoshonean (Uto-Aztecan) -speaking groups entered the southwest

from the north, but the prevailing thought today postulates a southern origin. The Uto-Aztecan
languages are believed to have been spoken for about 5,000 years, beginning in a location near
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the Arizona/Sonora border and then spreading north (Hale and Harris 1979:174). It matters little
whether the speakers of Uto-Aztecan languages originally came from the north or the south; in
either case they appear to have introduced a style of making petroglyphs and pictographs
dominated by large anthropomorphic figures with elaborate interior line patterns. As time
passed, these rockart figures continued to be made in the regions inhabited by the Uto-Aztecan
groups that practiced hunting and gathering as their primary means of food procurement. New
rock art traditions appear to start in regions where maize and squash agriculture was practiced.
Thus the rock art in the Grand Canyon region changed while it retained many of its stylistic
components in the Coso Mountains of California.

The Glen Canyon Style 5 figures are complimented in age by the style known as Grand
Canyon Polychrome style. Some faded figures at Whitmore Wash are probably related to this
style, but the most impressive pictographs in the style are found on the Esplanade.

Grand Canyon Polychrome Style

The oldest human figures in site AR-03-07-03-1284 are quite similar to the
anthropomorphs reported by Polly Schaafsma for Shaman’s Gallery, a sandstone rockshelter to
the north of the Grand Canyon. Schaafsma describes an array of elaborate anthropomorphic
figures and lesser numbers of quadrupeds and abstract designs. The largest anthropomorphs,
painted in red and white, measure 1.75 meters in height while smaller human figures, 25 to 30
centimeters tall, are in either red or white.

Schaafsma compares these figures to the well-known Barrier Canyon rock art style as a
distribution centered in Utah. In general, she suggests there is greater diversity in the Grand
Canyon figures (Schaafsma 1990:225). These figures are also more elongated without the broad
shoulders found in the Utah figures. Round heads and the crowding of figures against one
another in Shaman’s Gallery are other characteristics not found in Utah. The Grand Canyon
figures also tend to have arms, legs, and phalli, and these are not normal in the Utah sites. The
Shaman’s Gallery figures are frequently painted in red outlines with white interiors, white
decorative lines, and white dots around the heads. In sum, the Grand Canyon figures are more
complex and elaborate than their neighbors in Utah.

Despite these differences, Schaafsma (1990:228) suggests the figures at Shaman’s Gallery
and at other locations in the vicinity are a variant of the Barrier Canyon style. In her view, these
figures are part of the western Archaic cultural tradition made at the same time as the Barrier
Canyon paintings.

Others do not agree. Mary Allen, who has discovered more than a dozen sites north of
the Grand Canyon which contain both large and small anthropomorphic figures, suggests the
name of Grand Canyon Polychrome style for this rock art tradition (Allen 1992). After viewing
three of these sites, it appears that Allen is correct, and perhaps the Grand Canyon figures are
more complex and elaborate than the Utah Barrier Canyon Style because they were painted
several centuries later than those in Utah. At the Red CIff sites, to the west of Sedona, both
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varieties of these anthropomorphic figures have been identified. Through studying
superimposition, it appears the Grand Canyon Polychrome figures are more recent than the
Barrier Canyon Style figures (Loendorf 1994:25). This suggests the painted anthropomorphic
figures are part of the same tradition with changes through time.

Tapering-body Human Figures

Based on the superimposition examined at the site on the Esplanade, the smaller human
figures with tapering bodies are believed to represent the same tradition at an even more recent
time. The tapering body figures can be painted in two colors, one (often red) used to outline the
figure and another (often white) used to fill in the interior of the figure. Other examples are
made by alternating the colors of vertical lines within the bodies of the figures. These
anthropomorphs lack the round heads with rows of colored dots around them. Heads are more
likely to have a flat shape with rounded protruding ear-like appendages. Although the figures
lack legs, they do have arms that are connected to abstract things like grids and circles.

More research is needed to learn which animal forms are associated with these tapering
body humans, but they apparently include sheep. An especially well-made group of thin straight
and slightly curving lines that terminate at one or both ends in a well-formed ram’s head may
be part of this style. What appear to be dogs or coyotes are depicted standing on the tops of
some of these lines. Small winged figures near these lines may be birds.

Establishing the age of the Archaic rock art in the Grand Canyon is problematical.
Schaafsma (1971:131-135) discusses the similarity between the Barrier Canyon styles rock art
and the Archaic rock art tradition along the Pecos River in Texas. Recent numerical age
estimates based on radiocarbon dates of the paint from Pecos River rock paintings indicate the
Archaic figures date between 3,000 and 4,000 years BP (Chaffee, Hyman, and Rowe 1994:11).
With these radiocarbon age estimates in hand, it is not out of place to suggest an estimate of
1500 B.C. for the ghost-like anthropomorphs in the Barrier Canyon style.

If this is accurate, the Grand Canyon Polychrome Style probably begins after this time.
Using stylistic evidence and available archaeological comparative material as a guide, Schaafsma
(1990:229) suggested the paintings in Shaman’s Gallery are dated at a time before 1000 B.C.
The oldest anthropomorphs in the style are the large round head figures with polychrome
aureole; these are followed, based on superimposition, by the tapering body figures. The
tapering body figures are apparently more recent, but at present their precise age is unknown.
An estimate of circa 500 B.C. does not seem unreasonable.

Western Anasazi and Fremont Rock Art
With so many overlapping cultures in the region, the identity of the artists at various rock
art sites is difficult to determine. It is also likely there is considerable overlap in the styles

during this time period. For this reason, the rock art which represents the Anasazi and Fremont
in the Grand Canyon is currently the least understood. It is obvious there is a relationship
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between the human figure under the arc, or rainbow, at the Whitmore Wash site and the Chinle
Representational Style. Other figures at this site and elsewhere are probably associated with the
Anasazi. For example, the triangular body figures at site A:15:005 appear to be related to the
Cave Valley Style, and Allen (1992:64-66) thinks the vertically oriented figures with the linear
bodies and multiple arms or legs are part of the Great Pueblo style, dated sometime between
A.D. 1000 and A.D. 1300. Site G:03:077 exhibits two of the multiple-arm or -leg figures.

The Anasazi Culture sequence is recognized as beginning on the Arizona Strip circa 100
B.C. (Plog 1979:113) and lasting until about A.D. 1200, when Numic cultures start to dominate
the region (Fowler and Madsen 1986:182). Throughout this millennium there are several Anasazi
rock art styles recognized in the Arizona Strip. Beginning about A.D. 900, Fremont Culture is
found overlapping with the Anasazi on the Arizona Strip (Fowler and Madsen 1986:180). The
influence of Fremont rock art is also apparent at several sites in the side canyons. To add to this
confusion, the Arizona Strip was an important trade route with salt and turquoise from Nevada
traded east for various ceramic wares. This means that isolated ceramic sherds may reflect trade
items rather than habitation remains.

Considerable research is needed to sort out the different rock art styles within the Anasazi
time frame. Such research is beyond the scope of the present project but a single style, the Cave
Valley Style, is recognizable at several sites and, for this reason, a short description of the style
is included in this overview.

Cave Valley Style

The rock art style was named for an important site in Zion National Park (Wauer 1965;
Schaafsma 1971:116). The style is recognized for its distinctive human figures which are
depicted with triangular bodies, outlined in one color and filled in with another, and bucket
shaped heads. Shoulders are straight and bent down at the elbows while legs attach to the lower
body at right angles and as downward pointing appendages. Although not the norm, the figures
can be digitate. Grids of dots are often shown above the heads of the figures, but there are
examples which have horn-like appendages.

Other animal figures and abstract figures associated with these human forms have not
been identified. In this project, the most apparent Cave Valley figures are at site Forest Service
AR-03-07-03-1019 in Kanab Creek Canyon. These figures have triangular bodies outlined in red
with bright yellow interiors. Other colors include white, black, and a blue/green. The latter color
is eroded at the site where it is found in the side canyons and no longer part of a recognizable
outline. Perhaps the blue/green pigment and its binder does not penetrate the rock like other
pigments.

It is extremely difficult to place the Cave Valley style into a time period. The bucket-

shaped heads, square shoulders, and triangular bodies with narrow waists are reminiscent of the
classic Fremont rock art figures. Additional research may reveal examples of superimposition
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but tentatively the Cave Valley style is equated with the main Fremont use of the region after
A.D. 900 and culminating about A.D. 1200.

Southern Paiute Pictographs

In the course of the project it was possible to identify a style of rock art that is tentatively
assigned to the Southern Paiute. Additions and corrections to this style will undoubtedly be made
with further research, but to advance the study of rock art in the region the parameters of the
style are presented in this report. The most apparent figures in the style are pictographs made
in opaque colored paints. White is more common than all other colors by a ratio of 12 to 1, with
red, black, and yellow as other colors used in the paintings. Individual pictographs are usually
done in a single color.

The pigments used in the paints are available at the sites or within easy walking distance
of about half the sites currently recorded with the Paiute rock art. Although no analysis of the
pigment has been completed, the white is apparently a white clay (like kaolin) or a diatomaceous
earth, the red is hematite, the black is manganese or charcoal, and the yellow is limonite.

Sandstone outcrops often beneath ledges are popular places for the Paiute Style
pictographs. Much of the sandstone in the Grand Canyon region is in relatively thin beds,
interspersed by unconsolidated levels, creating alternate layers of harder sandstone and softer
unconsolidated materials. In many locations the sandstone levels are circa 30 centimeters in
thickness. Paiute Style rock paintings at these sites tend to use the full width of the outer edge
of the exposed layer of sandstone as a palette. Paintings like a row of triangles or a zig-zag
pattern will sometimes follow these exposed outer edges, filling them from top to bottom, over
a length of 5 to 6 meters. Ceilings immediately above the wall paintings are also used as
palettes, but the figures on them are more frequently small anthropomorphs rather than abstract
designs.

Human figures which appear on the vertical wall face tend to be made with rounded
arms, bent down and crossing the torso beneath a rounded head. Legs are often attached to the
base of the body in a similar downward curving arc. Hands and feet are not shown on most of
these figures, and the round heads do not exhibit eyes, nose, mouth, or ears. A significant
number of these human types, probably about 25%, have either no heads or poorly formed
heads. Headless figures are often crammed into their space with the top of the torso ending in
a crack or at the base of a jutting rock ledge. These figures are made by painting their outlines
and by filling in the entire figure with paint.

Another variety of human figures is more elaborate. These figures have better made arms
with elbows, hands with fingers, and knees, feet and toes. This group tends to have better
formed heads, and, although they do not display eyes, nose, or mouth, they can have some sort
of headgear, like horns or feathers. The bodies of these figures are shown as long, vertically
oriented torsos with the legs and arms crossing them at right angles giving the figures an angular
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appearance. The body line can continue downward between the legs, as a phallus or tail. These
figures look as much like lizards as they do humans.

Most of the anthropomorphs are shown in full views which are presumed to be the front
of the individuals. These full view figures occur alone and in rows across the same surface.
Occasional figures show a profile figure, sometimes in action, holding a bow and shooting an
arrow at a horned or antlered animal.

Quadrupeds in the style are shown in profile with both ovoid and rectangular bodies and
poorly defined oval heads. Legs are usually simple straight lines which give the animals a static
appearance. Exaggerated antlers are a defining characteristic for the style, and, even though
these oversize antlers are only found on about 5% of the quadrupeds, one or two of these
animals are usually found at a large site. These are likely representations of deer.

Quadrupeds with curving horns are also shown, but examples with oversize horns are
uncommon. These figures probably represent bighorn sheep, but antelope may also be in these
categories. Horses are not a common part of the style.

A significant element within the style is the occurrence of positive and negative hand
prints. The latter are the most common where the hand has been stenciled on the wall by
splattering paint around its outline. Perhaps more important is the occurrence of stenciled
outlines of plants parts including the stems, leaves, and flowers. Stenciled leaf outlines are
occasionally done in a chain-like pattern where the outlines of leaves, tip to stem, are left across
the surface for a distance of half a meter.

Abstract designs include circles and dots (alone or connected by a bisecting line),
triangles, spirals, meandering lines, and amorphous painted areas with no apparent pattern. Zig-
zag lines, rows of dots, rows, or triangles, and meandering lines are frequently found in long,
horizontal series across a panel done in this style.

The time the Paiute rock art style was made is poorly understood. The presence of
occasional bows and arrows indicates, as one might expect, that it postdates the development of
these weapons. Although rare, horses are found in the style, suggesting a date after their
introduction. Because the style has been associated with a cultural group, it is possible to offer
an age for the rock art that corresponds to the time the Southern Paiute have lived in the region.
Current ideas regarding the movement of Numic speaking tribes into the region suggest they left
a homeland centered in present day California about A.D. 1000, reaching areas like northern
Arizona shortly later. Fowler and Madsen (1986) believe there could have been an overlap
between the Anasazi, the Fremont, and the Numic peoples between A.D. 1000 and A.D. 1200.
After A.D. 1200, however, "only the Shoshonean tradition continues, carried into historic times
by Numic-speaking peoples - the Southern Paiute bands..." (Fowler and Madsen 1986:182).

Using these dates as a guide, the lion’s share of the Paiute Rock Art Style was most
likely made after A.D. 1200. Some of the variation within the style might be explained by the
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long time the Paiute made the paintings. For example, early human forms might have more of
the rectangular appearance of the Anasazi and/or Fremont anthropomorphs, but it will require
additional research to sort out these variations within the style.

The majority of the rock art sites, especially at the southern part of the canyon and in
the side canyons, exhibit some rock art of the Southern Paiute. A single site in the Grand
Canyon, Deer Creek Falls, is clearly Southern Paiute in origin. Site C:16:164 has polychrome
painted figures which are sufficiently similar to Havasupai rock art to suggest an affinity between
them, but a second figure at the site appears to represent the Southern Paiute. As described in
detail above, the main panel of rock art at Kanab Creek Site # 4 is definitely associated with the
Southern Paiute. As discussed in the descriptions of the sites in the side canyons, most have
Southern Paiute paintings.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Until recent years, the rock art of the Grand Canyon has not been the focus of many
studies. The recent discovery of large polychrome paintings in rockshelters on the Kanab Plateau
and the Kaibab Plateau has brought new attention to Grand Canyon rock art (Allen 1992;
Schaafsma 1990). The National Park Service considers these large, colorful paintings sufficiently
important to have undertaken a detailed recording project including the production of a
videography. The park management keeps the site locations a secret. On the other hand, there
are high quality rock art sites along the Colorado River which have received only minimal
research, and they are visited annually by thousands of tourists. Something seems inconsistent
in this differential treatment of the sites.

The problems with rock art research are not so much the lack of funds because funding
is never adequate for cultural resource work. Rather the problem is with the allocation of the
funds. In the example offered above, funding for research at the large polychrome paintings was
forthcoming, presumably because the National Park Service thought they were more important
than the rock art along the Colorado River.

The rock art along the Colorado River is worthy of additional research. Rock art sites
differ from many other kinds of archaeological sites in that they qualify for the National Register
of Historic Places under both criteria (c) and (d). These criteria are for sites:

¢) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction
or that represents the work of a master, or possess high artistic values, or that represent
a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;
or :

d) they have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.
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The rock art site in the Grand Canyon meet these criteria in a number of different ways. For
example, the stencilled hand prints at the Deer Creek site are not distinctive, but known to the
project archaeologist, the stencilled outlines of plants are the only ones like this in North
America. Obviously this makes them distinctive of the type and the method of construction.
Some might suggest the rock art of the lower Grand Canyon, representing the Southern Paiute
and Hualapai, lacks individual distinction, but collectively this genre of rock art is extremely
important. It is worthy of additional research.

At the outset, it should be clear that the Southern Paiute and/or the Hualapai have a
vested interest in the rock art of the Grand Canyon, and any research completed at the sites must
include their approval. Rock art research has become more standardized over the past decade
(Loendorf, Kordecki, and Gregg 1988; Loendorf et al. 1989; Hartley, Vawser, Smith, and
Johnson 1993). Photography with black and white film and color film is the preferred recording
method, but there are important aspects to good documentary rock art photography. Because the
methods for rock art photography are described in other places, they need not be repeated in
these conclusions, but researchers will have to be familiar with them before entering the field.

In some cases, it is not possible to photograph faint petroglyphs or pictographs. In these
cases, tracing is the recommended recording method. As with photography, the proper tracing
of rock art requires training and skill.

Of course, these recording techniques are complimented by other data collection methods-
-extensive note taking, map making, measurements, and sampling. The samples would be taken
for analysis of the paint and for dating some of the rock art sites in the Grand Canyon. As
described above, the methods for dating rock art are experimental. Some researchers have less
confidence in the numerical age estimates obtained in cation-ratio dating than other methods.
This concern aside, cation-ratio dates are unquestionably reliable relative age estimates, and this
in itself offers a tremendous research tool to the rock art chronologist. Using cation-ratio
estimates with techniques like seriation can produce good chronological frameworks, and this
sort of research needs to be completed at Grand Canyon rock art sites.

More testing needs be accomplished at some of the sites. Site G:03:080 is a good
example of a location where additional recording should be completed. An intensive search of
the rockshelter floor, after a good map has been made, will probably produce fragments of
pictographs which have fallen off the wall. During the May visit it was evident that one of these
can be fitted back onto the wall to complete a pictograph. The relationship of the deteriorating
fire board base in the deposits of this site to the roct art should also be explored. Other sites also
contain potentially important information regarding features and artifacts that are in association
with the rock art.

Perhaps the most important rock art research in the Grand Canyon is a study of pigment
sources. The pigment "mine” at the Whitmore Wash site offers an extremely important
opportunity to learn more about paint and its ingredients. Through the use of scanning electron
microscopes, it should be possible to learn the ingredients in the pigment at this site. If the
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pigment contains some of the Bright Angel shale, it may be possible to link the ingredients to
the Grand Canyon, and with this knowledge a great deal can be learned about the rock art and
its makers.

For example, knowing the ingredients in the paint makes it possible to tie together
paintings at the same site. This means the information about the content of the style can be
expanded, and, if one painting of a certain recipe can be dated, it can be assumed that other
paintings with the same ingredients were made at the same time. Information can also be learned
about the distribution of the paint in the region. This sort of information can help determine who
was visiting the Colorado River Corridor to obtain pigment. More and more sophisticated
techniques for learning the binders in paint are also being developed. DNA studies are allowing
researchers to learn if the ingredients are from animal or plant sources (Rowe et al. 1994).
Establishing a "finger print" for a paint offers archaeologists a powerful tool for studying the
past, one that has been ignored in North America.

This scientific research is important, but none of it is as important as these sites are to
the Southern Paiute and other Indian tribes. Native peoples know some of the sites are places
of sacrament where prayers and ritual are essential. Other sites are places of historical
importance; they are significant as locations needed to establish the roots or the underpinnings
of the tribe. Still another group of rock art sites are significant because they are places of
sentiment, and they are important simply because they are the products of American Indians. For
these reasons, regardless of whether they are important for scientific research, all of the rock
art sites in the Colorado River Corridor are important to the Southern Paiute.
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CHAPTER FOUR

ETHNOGRAPHIC OVERVIEW

Southern Paiute people bring various perceptions of and preferred approaches to the study
of their cultural resources. This chapter compares and contrasts scientific and Indian cultural
resource conceptualizations and selects terms that best reflect both approaches. Underlying
conceptual similarities are emphasized despite outward differences that have been produced by
an array of terms. Although communication about cultural resources will be facilitated if the
number of terms is reduced to a common set, still in this essay it is necessary to add new terms
when discrete conceptualizations are needed to convey a special American Indian perspective.

This chapter presents four brief essays about key Southern Paiute, and to some extent
general American Indian, perceptions of land and its resources. The first essay is about cultural
landscapes which are sacred geographic areas. Based on both size and function, there are at least
three types of cultural landscapes (1) holy landscapes, (2) regional landscapes, and (3)
landmarks. Regional landscapes are further divided into ecoscapes and storyscapes. The second
essay illustrates general cultural landscape concepts by providing the Southern Paiute perceptions
of cultural landscapes. The third essay is about boundaries and joint use of cultural landscapes
by Southern Paiutes and other Indian ethnic groups. Indian people developed cultural landscapes
that are shared for various reasons with other ethnic groups, and this fact has important
implications for this study. The fourth essay is about interaction patterns which are produced
when Southern Paiutes interact with landscapes and formulate categories based on kinds of
interactions. This essay is specifically illustrated with findings from this rock art study and
serves as a transition to the following chapters.

CULTURAL LANDSCAPES

Southern Paiute cultural resources (plants, animals, artifacts, minerals) tend be viewed
together according to inherent criteria. There are specific studies of plants, animals, archaeology,
and rock art each conducted without reference to other cultural resources found in an area under
study. The grouping of cultural resources by inherent characteristics has the advantage of
providing an information-rich discussion about a single type of cultural resource. For example,
a complete study of Native American plants is conducted and written as a separate report with
specific recommendations for protecting plants. This procedure has further utility in that most
recommendations for resource management and preservation are focussed on types of cultural
resources. In fact, most Federal preservation laws are singularly focused on one type of cultural

41



resource. Thus it is somewhat problematic, given the legal basis and widespread use of resource-
specific categories, to suggest that these procedures for typing American Indian cultural
resources do not fit and in some cases are meaningless in terms of how American Indians in
general and Southern Paiute people specifically view cultural resources.

Southern Paiute people tend to view cultural resources as being bound together in broad
categories based on functional interdependency and proximity rather than being defined by
inherent characteristics such as shape or color. Most places where Indian people lived and visited
contained the necessities of life: plants and animals for food, medicine plants for continued
health, paintings and peckings on rock walls to tell about historic events and to bless the area
where the people are gathered, and water to drink and use in ceremonies of all kinds. Places and
the things associated with them are interrelated. For example, some archaeology sites were
created where people gathered plants and some animals appear in rock paintings and peckings
that address the relationship between Paiute people and animals.

The questions that confront Indian people, scientists assisting them with cutural resource
studies, and agencies who must use the information to make land use policies are "how best to
conceptualize Indian cultural resources” and "what terms should be used to refer to these
conceptual categories?” Indian people contribute to resource-specific studies because they
recognize that this has been the best way to protect the resource in a given cultural resource
assessment situation. On the other hand, Indian people desire to reassemble the components of
their culture, so that the fullest meanings associated with things and places are recognized and
protected.

The suggestion that American Indian cultural resources be viewed, evaluated, and
protected in new categories is more than repackaging, for it is an attempt to seck to understand
culturally different cognitions of the environment, history, and place. There is a growing
professional literature that demonstrates the importance of different culturally derived cognitions
of the environment. Greider’s (1993:79) analysis demonstrates that one Native American
medicine woman transforms the same plants into Indian and non-Indian medicine, each requiring
different culturally expected practices for the medicine to be effective. Winthrop (1994:27-28)
explains disputes over where to include Indian concerns in the Environmental Impact Statement
of a proposed ski area by contrasting a U.S. regulatory agency definition of nature as a
wilderness lacking humans, with an American Indian definition of nature as oikumene or
inhabited world. The Indian people involved in the ski assessment believed that their cultural
concerns belonged in all sections of the report and should not be restricted to a human-impacts
section. Howell (1994:130-131) suggests that the conceptual removal of people from the natural
environment has had adverse impacts on how effectively U.S. national parks have been
managed; so, a reconceptualization of nature as human ecology is essential before ecosystem
management can occur. Treitler (1994:22-23) suggests that three Indian tribes have chosen
different strategies for interacting with a Federal environmental regulatory agency based on
differing cultural perceptions of the environment and the implications of sharing sacred
information about the natural landscape being studied. Greider and Garkovitch (1994:8) conclude
that:
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Cultural groups socially construct landscapes as reflections of themselves. In the
process, the social, cultural, and natural environments are meshed and become
part of the shared symbols and beliefs of members of the groups. Thus the natural
environment and changes in it take on different meanings depending on the social
and cultural symbols affiliated with it.

The Kelley and Francis (1993) research with Navajo people suggests that they view places as
a part of larger landscapes and that it is ethically wrong to refuse to adopt the culturally
appropriate categories that people use in their cognitions of the environment. Even the Navajo
Nation’s Historic Preservation Department (HPD), according to Kelley and Francis (1994: 101),
often uses a piecemeal instead of the culturally appropriate landscape approach of its own people
when forced to do so by Federal laws. The Navajo HPD argues (Downer et al. 1994), however,
that the HPD is working within U.S. federal regulations while attempting to broaden overly
constraining concepts such as history so that data derived from what is called traditional history
can be used in the preservation of culturally important places.

Places are managed by land management agencies. So if there are objects, plants, or
animals to be protected, the place where the objects are located, or the plants grow, or the
animals live is assigned special status. Sometimes the place is the cultural resource, and thus is
termed a traditional cultural property (Parker and King 1990) (see Chapter Seven). In most
instances, however, the place is set aside to protect the cultural resources it contains. Given the
reality of contemporary land managment practice in the United States, ultimately cultural
resources must be studied and managed as geographically coherent units. A key question is "how
big do these geographically units have to be to afford acceptable protection to the cultural
resources they contain?"

A number of terms are being proposed by both Native Americans and scholars of Native
culture to discuss these geographically coherent units: sacred geography (Walker 1991), spiritual
geography (Griffith 1992); sacred landscapes (Carmichael 1994), symbolic landscapes (Grieder
and Garkovich 1994) and cultural landscapes (Kelley and Francis 1993, 1994; NPS 1994). Each
of these terms conveys similar key elements of what Native peoples often express when they talk
about their conceptualization of a holistic view of the land and its cultural resources (Stoffle and
Evans 1990).

In this essay, the terms sacred and spiritual will not be used even though they reflect the
intensity of attachment Indian people have towards their landscapes. Unfortunately, the terms
sacred and spiritual imply in Western epistemology the concept secular, thus limiting cultural
resource discussions to what non-Indians perceive to be strictly religious activities. Religious
terms are appropriate if a study is only about ceremonial resources, but usually the terms sacred
and spiritual cause many Indian cultural resource concerns to be eliminated from the discussion
of landscapes.

The term symbolic was not selected for use in this essay because it is not commonly
understood, and thus requires technical explication before being useful. Actually, the term
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symbolic does reflect how landscapes are created by humans and why it is so difficult to find
common terms to discuss them. Greider and Garkovich (1994:8), who currently have the best
synthesis and theoretical discussion of how landscapes are created, conclude that

cultural groups socially construct landscapes as reflections of themselves. In the
process, the social, cultural, and the natural environment are meshed and become
part of the shared symbols and beliefs of members of the groups.

A human group, in essence ..."constructs a landscape from nature and the environment through
culturally meaningful symbols and then reifies it" (Greider and Garkvoich 1994:6). Thus a
landscape exists and lives only in the minds of social groups. When more than one social group
occupies or otherwise has some reason to establish a cultural perception of a landscape, then
competing views are expected. When developmental changes to the landscape are discussed, the
assessment of these changes will be determined by which symbolic landscape is being
considered. The consequences of planned environmental change can only be understood with
reference to a people and their symbolic construction of the landscape.

The term cultural landscape is used in this essay because it is widely understood without
further explanation and has official standing in a number of U.S. federal laws, regulations, and
guidelines. Perhaps the most detailed policy statement on cultural landscapes has been released
by the National Park Service (NPS) in the NPS Cultural Resource Management guidelines (NPS
1994). There, the agency defines cultural landscapes as complex resources that range from rural
tracts to formal gardens (NPS 1994:93). The natural features such as landforms, soils, and
vegetation provide the framework within which the cultural landscape evolves. In its broadest
sense, a cultural landscape is a reflection of human adaptation to and use of natural resources.
A cultural landscape is expressed in the way the land is organized, divided, settled, and used,
and in the types of structures that are built on it.

The NPS stipulates that a cultural landscape is a geographic area, including both natural
and cultural resources, associated with an historic event, activity, or person (NPS 1994:94).
Using these criteria the NPS recognizes four cultural landscape categories:

(1)  historic designed landscapes which are deliberate artistic creations
reflecting recognized styles, such as the twelve-acre Meridian Hill Park
in Washington, D.C. with its French and Italian Renaissance garden
features.

(2)  historic vernacular landscapes which illustrate peoples’ values and
attitudes toward the land and reflect patterns of settlement, use, and
development over time. Agriculture areas, fishing villages, mining
districts, and homesteads are examples.

3) historic sites are important for their associations with important events,
activities, and persons. Battlefields and presidential homes are examples.
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C)) ethnographic landscapes which are associated with contemporary groups
and typically are used or valued in traditional ways. In the expansive
Alaska parks, for example, Native Alaskans hunt, fish, trap, and gather
and imbue features with spiritual meanings.

The NPS definition of cultural landscapes is both similar and dissimilar to those often expressed
by Native Americans. Both definitions include the land, its natural components, places touched
by pre-human spiritual beings, and objects left there by Indian people as these are conceived
within the cultural system of the people. Both conceptualizations of cultural landscapes reflect
the full range of human activities, all of which are perceived of as being a part of life and thus
culturally significant. Native American landscapes, however, are much larger in geographic
space than are those considered by the NPS guidelines. The latter suggests that tracts of several
thousand acres are the upper size limit for cultural landscapes (NPS 1994:94). By simply
broadening the spatial parameters of cultural landscapes, the NPS and Native American
conceptualization of these cultural resource units can be united.

The term ethnographic landscapes accurately reflects the concept that is being conveyed
in this essay. Ethnography is the study of the culture and social organization of contemporary
peoples, including the study of cultural ecology. The study of cultural landscapes is often
included within the study of cultural ecology. The term ethnographic landscapes, however, is
not clearly articulated in the guidelines, so a number of issues need to be clarified before it is
used as a concept. Even though the concept seems appropriate for studying Native American
cultural resources, the term ethnographic landscapes lacks both common and scientific use and
so is not used in this essay.

The following discussion outlines three major types of cultural landscapes as these are
perceived by many American Indian people: (1) holy land, (2) regional landscapes, and (3)
landmarks.

Holy Lands

Edward Spicer (1957) used the term holy lands to explain one of the broadest and most
fundamental connections between American Indian people and the land. Holy land is a term that
seeks a common land perception in order to convey to non-Indian people the cultural significance
of Native American land perceptions. A holy land is created by a supernatural being who
establishes a birthright relationship between a people (however this is defined) and that portion
of the earth where they were created. This relationship provides the people with special rights
to use and obligations to protect resources on this portion of the earth. The relationship between
a people and their holy land cannot be broken by the diaspora. Forced relocation by another
ethnic group will not break a relationship created by the supernatural, so holy land ties tend to
be viewed similarly by contemporary occupants and those who have moved away.

Although the term holy land conveys many similar features between land conceptions held
by American Indian and those of people from other societies, there can also be distinctions. Holy

45



lands tend to be where a people were created by the supernatural, but the location of this place
in real and spiritual space may differ. Middle Eastern religions, for example, view the surface
of the earth as the only existing surface while many Native Americans perceive of living surfaces
above and below this one. The holy land on this earth surface may have been produced when
the people emerged from another earth surface below this one where they were originally
created. The center of the Zuni Indian pueblo is such a place.

The term holy land never exactly fits American Indian views of their origin land, but
many Indian people have accepted this as a gloss for their perception of creation lands and have
agreed to assign a term to it. These terms tend not to be in the Indian language, probably
because the concept is foreign. The Navajo Nation, for example, officially uses the English
language term Navajoland when referring to an area bounded by the four sacred mountains
(Kelley and Francis 1993). The Pima people of southern Arizona and northern Sonora Mexico
commonly refer to their creation land by the Spanish language term Pimeria Alta (Griffith
1992:xix). The use of foreign terms to refer to Indian places is common; after all the term
Navajo is Spanish for a people who call themselves Dene and the term Pima is Spanish for a
people who call themselves O’odham.

Regional Landscapes

Regional landscapes are components of holy lands. Like other cultural landscapes, they
are defined in terms of both geography and culture. Typically, regional landscapes are spatially
expansive involving hundreds, perhaps thousands, of square miles. A regional landscape is often
defined by a major geographical feature like the Black Hills of South Dakota or the Grand
Canyon of Arizona. A major river like the Columbia may define a regional landscape, as can
a desert like the Mohave.

Usually, regional landscapes have somewhat unique natural resources that are generally
bounded by a major geographical feature. For example, there a certain types of plants and
animals found in the Black Hills, the Grand Canyon, and the Mohave Desert. When American
Indian people used the natural resources of a regional landscape over long periods, then specific
adaptive strategies developed and were incorporated into their overall cultural systems.

Human adaptive strategies reflect but are not determined by the environment.
Environmental deterministic theories have long since been set aside because studies demonstrate
that utimately people can live anywhere and do so largely on their own terms (Moran 1990,
Vayda 1969). There are many dynamics between people and their environment (Ness, Drake,
Brechin 1993), and these special relationships tend to be criteria in defining cultural landscapes,
including regional landscapes.

One goal of this essay was to reduce the number of terms that applied to similar
American Indian conceptualizations of the environment. Unfortunately, some new terms are
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necessary because past discussions require greater conceptual specificity. There are two major
subcomponents of regional landscapes, called here (1) ecological landscapes or ecoscapes and
(2) story landscapes or storyscapes.

Ecoscapes

The term ecoscape refers to a portion of a regional landscape that is clearly defined by
an unusual or distinct local geography and its unique cultural relationship to an American Indian
group or groups. The ecoscape tends to be recognizable terrain that has already been named by
both Indian and non-Indian people; for example, a mountain, a canyon, or an area with many
hot springs. The ecoscape is by definition smaller than the regional landscape where it is found,
but there is a direct relationship between the two. The geographical structure and cultural
meaning of a regional landscape derives in large part from the structures and meanings of the
many ecoscapes its contains. For example, the Mohave Desert is composed of great expanses
of dry lake beds and their surrounding mountains, a massive unique valley called Death Valley,
and dramatic areas defined by volcanic cinder cones, magma tube tunnels, and mesas capped by
surface flows. Each of these have the potential of becoming an ecoscape due to its own
physiological components, the unique plant and animal communities it supports, and the special
relationships it has with Indian people. Together they become the Mohave Desert as a regional
landscape.

American Indian people ultimately define an ecoscape when local geography is specially
incorporated into their culture. The ecoscape may be viewed as a power place, it may have the
shape of a mythic person that is lying down, it may provide mineral waters for healing, or it
may be of special historic importance; still, each ecoscape will serve a special role in the history
and culture of an Indian group. In this way, the ecoscapes combine to produce a regional
landscape, and this combines with other regional landscapes to produce the holy land. These are
all parts of a larger cultural tradition that uniquely belongs to a people.

Storyscapes

The term storyscape refers to a portion of a regional landscape or parts of a number of
regional landscapes that are delineated by a Native American story or song. The structure and
meaning of the story landscape or storyscape derives only from where the story or song occurs.
The storyscape is held together neither by common topography nor by common plant and animal
ecology. Quite the contrary, the story or song proceeds from place to place based on the activity
it is conveying. Often times, the story is about spiritual beings that can move without reference
to topography; that is, they can fly, swim along underground rivers, pass through mountains,
or even move telekinetically.

A great variety of storyscapes crisscross the landscape of American Indian holy lands: -

~ Many of these involve a time before todays humans existed, what some would call a myzhic

time. The term mythic only implies another time before present time, it certainly does not imply
that either that time or the stories were fictitious. Stories about the movements of mythic beings -
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convey the sense of purpose in the behavior of the mythic beings, but the story itself also is tied
to places where either events occurred or the mythic being specifically established some
relationship with the landscape (Kelley and Francis 1994). Often places along a storyscape
contain topographical representations of what the story conveys. A hole in a sandstone cliff may
be where a mythic being shot an arrow at an opponent, and a stain of color in a rock may
represent an eagle frozen in flight. Were one to pass along the path of the story, the landscape
would be marked with story or song points. Moving from point to point permits a living person
to physically reenact and directly experience the story or song. The story or song landscape
points are not more important than the less specific physical space between them because they
all constitute the storyscape.

Landmarks

The term landmark refers to a discrete physical place within a cultural landscape (Kelley
and Francis 1993:158). A landmark tends to be a small part of the local geography that is
topographically and culturally unique. Landmarks are easily defined both in terms of their
physical boundaries and the reasons why they are culturally important. A landmark may be a
salt cave which is the source of an essential natural element, the object of numerous pilgrimages,
and the end of a storyscape. A landmark may be a deep spring in the desert that is surrounded
by pictographs from past ceremonies, plants for food and medicine, and water for the irrigation
of gardens. A landmark may be a power rock that will heal sick people if they can talk to it in
an Indian language and perform the proper ceremony.

Landmarks tend to be obvious places that seem to demand the focus of intense cultural
interest. The residual volcanic core standing on the high plains of Wyoming, for example, called
by Lakota people as Mato Tepee (Bear’s Lodge) and by other people Devil’s Tower, became the
focus of cultural interest of at least ten American Indian groups as well as the Federal
government that made it a national monument (Evans, Dobyns, Stoffle, Austin, and Krause
1994: 73-79). Because of what might be termed inherently interesting features, it is relatively
simple to convey the cultural importance of landmarks to people belonging to another culture.
As easily identifiable places whose meaning is easily conveyed to others, landmarks are ideal
subjects for cultural protection and management. In fact, all cultural resource protection laws
in the United States protect landmarks, but few laws have attempted to protect larger geographic
units like regional landscapes, and no laws have attempted to afford protection or special
management status for American Indian holy lands.

SOUTHERN PAIUTE CULTURAL LANDSCAPES
This discussion of Southern Paiute cultural landscape perceptions serves both to further
illustrate the general development of the concepts in this essay and to prepare the reader of this

report to better understand the range of cultural concerns that are expressed regarding the Grand
Canyon pictographs and petroglyphs studied as part of this research.
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The Paiute Holy Land

Southern Paiute people (Nungwu) perceive of many culturally significant places as being
bound into a holy land called Puaxant Tuvip, or power land. This term, like those discussed
above for the Navajo and the Pima people, has emerged in order to refer to all those lands that
were given to Southern Paiute people when they were created. Southern Paiute people lived and
used all places within their Puaxant Tuvip. At the most general level, Paiute people occupied and
held valued lands for the use of their people. They held these physically and spirtually,
integrating their occupation of these lands through the shared participation in religious
ceremonies, a communication system based on runners, and intermarriage. At the regional level,
Paiute people farmed, quarried, and manufactured products to be traded to other Paiute people
as well as to be used locally. Some places were clearly recognized as having use and meaning
for all Southern Paiute people whether they lived nearby or not. Nuvaxanu (literally "where
snow sits” or Mt. Charleston, NV) located near the Las Vegas Wash is commonly recognized
by Southern Paiute people as the place where they were created as a people and where they
received from the supernatural the right to occupy and the duty to manage and protect their holy
land.

It has been argued by Southern Paiute people that when any place within their traditional
holy land is potentially impacted by some project, it is the supernaturally-derived birth right of
all Paiute people to understand what is being proposed and to participate in the identification,
evaluation, and recommendation relating to those potential impacts. This is a holistic concern
that some agencies have accepted in principal and adopted in practice, while other agencies have
restricted their consultations to interactions with Southern Paiute peoples closest to the proposed
project area. Despite narrower interpretations of consultation, Southern Paiute peoples continue
to press for the complete involvement of all tribal members.

Grand Canyon as a Paiute Regional Landscape

The Grand Canyon is a bounded ecosystem and a place set apart by Native American
people as culturally special. Before Euroamerican encroachment and diseases disrupted the
Indian people of this region, the Grand Canyon was a critical part of Southern Paiute life, and
those lands along the Colorado River were especially important components of the Paiute
transhumant adaptive strategy (Stoffle and Evans 1976:5). That portion of the Colorado River
that flows through the Grand Canyon involves the traditional territory of three local Southern
Paiute districts whose people are called today by the terms Shivwits-Santa Clara, Kaibab, and
San Juan. Each district is composed of an oasis where crops were grown near permanent
communities and upland areas where plants were gathered, animals were hunted, minerals
mined, and where other Paiute people belonging to the district lived on a more or less permanent
basis. The Shivwits-Santa Clara district had its horticultural center on the Tunakwins (Santa Clara
River, UT), the Kaibab district was centered on the Kanab Creek, and the San Juan people
farmed along the San Juan River, Colorado River, and Little Colorado River. People from the
Kaibab and Shivwits-Santa Clara districts used irrigated farming techniques most adapted to the
steady and quiet flows of streams and rivers that flow into the Colorado River. While most
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Paiute horticulture was adapted to these small riverine systems, techniques were available for
farming the flood plains of the Colorado River. Such farms existed all along the Colorado River
from the San Juan territory down river past the Las Vegas district (Jensen 1925-1926:140), to
the farms of the Chemehuevi Southern Paiute at Cottonwood Island, and along the west bank
of the Colorado River near the current town of Blythe, California (Laird 1976:19-20).

Clearly, the regional landscape called the Piapaxa ’uipi (literally "Big River Canyon" or
Grand Canyon) is a place known and used by Southern Paiute people. Here are high quality
mines of salt and red pigment needed for life. Here too is a place for farming, hunting, curing,
conducting ceremonies, and exchanging manufactured goods with other Indian people like the
Hualapai, Havasuapi, and Hopi. Central to this place is water, so all Southern Paiute people
have a direct and personal relationship with the Colorado River.

Kanab Creek as a Paiute Ecoscape

Kanab Creek, called Kanav ’‘uip (literally willow canyon), is a culturally special ecoscape
within the Grand Canyon regional landscape (see Chapter Six). Physically the Kanab Creek
ecoscape is defined by steep-sided canyons and streams. Culturally the Kanab Creek ecoscape
is defined by its contribution to the aboriginal adaptation of Southern Paiute people and to their
ethnic groups’ survival during the historic period.

The Kanab Creek ecoscape is the most extensive canyon and stream ecosystem to join
the Grand Canyon regional landscape (see Figure 4.1). The greater Kanab Creek ecosystem, as
defined by hydrology, is more than 60 miles north to south and 40 miles east to west. Kanab
Creek begins in the mountains of southern Utah and flows to the south. The Kanab Creek
ecoscape, as further defined by steep sided canyons, is significantly smaller, being about 30
miles from the Colorado River to where canyon walls begin to appear at a location now on: the
Kaibab Paiute Indian reservation and about 30 miles from the upper portion of Snake Canyon
in the east to the upper portion of Hack Canyon in the west.

Aboriginally the Kanab Creek ecoscape fell within the territory or district of a local
group of Southern Paiutes called the kaivavichutsin (Paiute people from the "mountain lying
down" region), or the Kaibab Paiutes. Riverine and spring oasis farming were central to Kaibab
Paiute aboriginal adaptation in this district, and the permanent waters of Kanab Creek were a
key oasis. Kaibab Paiute people farmed the length of Kanab Creek oasis from Long Valley in
the north to the delta on the Colorado River. Plants were gathered in this special ecosystem; in
fact, the term Kanab comes from the Paiute terms Kanav (willow), and Kanav ’uipi (willow
canyon) refers to the large expanse of willows which grew near Paiute residences along this
creck. Animals of all kinds lived and were hunted in this topographically unique ecosystem,
making it even more valuable to Kaibab Paiutes. Finally, the Kanab Creek ecoscape defined one
of the major north-south access trails from the mountains of southern Utah to the water boundary
defined by the Colorado River. Along this trail was a two-way flow of goods and materials
drawn from neighboring Indian tribes to the south, as well as the transhumant movement of
plants and animals found at various ecology zones.
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The Kanab Creek ecoscape is a persistent region of refuge for Southern Paiutes,
especially because it was used as a protected area between 1870 and 1900. This was a period
marked by the 1870 treaty between the Mormons and the western Navajos. After this treaty,
Mormon reliance on Southern Paiute labor declined, and they were systematically excluded from
labor positions in Mormon settlements. After 1870, Southern Paiute people were increasingly
driven into lower Kanab Creck where they farmed in relative isolation until the turn of the

century.

Kanab Creek is an ecoscape for Southern Paiutes because it represents a unique
combination of topography, plants, and animals which served a key role in their aboriginal
adaptive strategies. Because of events during the historic period the Kanab Creek ecoscape also
acquired special cultural importance to Southern Paiute people as a region of refuge.

Trails and the Cry as Paiute Songscapes

The Southern Paiute people have two major categories of songscapes, one connected with
specific trails and the other connected with the trail to the afterlife. Traditionally, Southern
Paiutes had a system of trails and specialists who moved along them carrying messages, goods,
and services. A knotted string, called tapircapi (literally "something thats tied") was sent out via
a runner to other Paiute people to inform them of events (Laird 1976:26-27). Perhaps the best
account of these trails is provided by Carobeth Laird (1976:47-49), who was married to one of
the last of the ritual runners from the Chemehuevi Southern Paiutes. These Chemehuevi Paiute
runners traveled along trails specifically created by Southern Paiute people. The trails were
complex because they passed from water source to water source across the rugged terrain of the
Mohave Desert regional landscape. Often trails were traveled at night. In order to remember the
trail routes, the runners would know a song that told the way. The trail songs described the path
to be followed as well as encouraged the runner by recounting stories of mythic beings who
traveled or established the same trail. The trail songs were so critical that ownership was limited
to specific individuals and families, who maintained the songs and passed them from generation
to generation as a heritage (Laird 1976:19-20, 268-276).

Perhaps the least known but most important trail is that traversed by Paiute people to the
afterlife. The desceased person moves along this trail in response to songs sung by Paiute people
at the funeral ceremony which is termed the Cry (Sapir 1912). The multiple days of collective
singing moves the spirit of the departed along a trail that begins in the south and ends in the
north where the spirit jumps into the afterlife. After each set of songs the singers know the
physical location of the spirit person. In this way progress is marked, and the living are assured
that the afterlife is being achieved.

Vulcan’s Anvil as a Paiute Landmark
Vulcan’s Anvil is a Southern Paiute landmark. It is virtually unique as a geologic feature

and has clear role in Southern Paiute culture (see Chapter Seven). It is a large volcanic neck that
is totally surrounded by the quiet flow of the Colorado River just before it crashes over a major
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rapid called Lava Falls. The rock is the only one like it along 300 miles of the river as it flows
through the Grand Canyon, and its setting is geologically unusual (Hamblin 1990:427).

The setting for this large jet black volcanic rock can best be described, from a Southern
Paiute perspective, as a place of power. There are five major power forces converging at this
location; the river, the rock, Lava Falls, a mineral spring, and the deep canyon. Culturally, the
rock is specifically associated with a powerful Southern Paiute religious leader. Such a rock,
even found elsewhere, would have the potential of being perceived as a curing rock.

This is the kind of cultural resource that Federal law has been designed to protect. It
could easily qualify as a traditional cultural property and be placed on the National Register of
Historic Places. The ease of protection for this landmark under Federal law illustrates a basic
weakness in historic preservation focussed on places (landmarks). While the cultural significance
of this landmark is clear, when asked about its relationship to other places Indian people point
out (1) a nearby rockshelter where religious people would stay to prepare themselves to visit the
rock, (2) a place used by religious people to sweat and purify themselves before visiting the
rock, (3) a deposit of yellow pigment used in rock painting as well as body medicine for
ceremonies before visiting the rock, and (4) a mineral spring used for curing. All of these places
are functionally interrelated both to one another as well as to the river, the trail system on both
sides of the river, the rapids, and the canyon. So what is the unit to be protected: the rock or
everything related to it, including the entire Colorado River and the Grand Canyon as a regional
landscape?

The Vulcan’s Anvil landmark raises another fundamental issue that needs to be addressed
in this essay: "who is culturally affiliated with places and resources and thus has the right to
define how to protect and manage them?" The well known Southern Paiute religious leader who
is most associated with this landmark moved across the Colorado River, married a Hualapai
woman, and became an important figure in Hualapai society. He taught his Hualapai family and
others about Vulcan’s Anvil, which in turn became part of Hualapai history, culture, and
religious practice. Thus the Hualapai people express cultural concems for the protection of
Vulean’s Anvil as one of their landmarks. The next essay attempts to address this type of
question.

BOUNDARIES AND JOINT USE

Southern Paiute people perceive of the Grand Canyon and the Colorado River as being
within their Puaxant Tuvip or holy land. Yet they recognize that other American Indian people
used the Grand Canyon and the Colorado River. This raises specific management questions like
"how is cultural affiliation defined for this regional landscape,” "where are the boundaries," and
*where did joint use occur?"
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Southern Paiutes did and do have a sense of bounded territory. Aboriginally, before about
1840, this territory corresponded with their definition of Puaxant Tuvip, or holy landscape. The
Indian Claims Commission studied, debated, and settled certain aspects of where Southern Paiute
aboriginal territory is located (Sutton 1985). The ICC hearings concluded that while most of
Puaxant Tuvip was exclusively occupied by Southern Paiutes aboriginally, certain areas were
jointly used. Most of Southern Paiute territory along the Colorado River as it passes through the
Grand Canyon was identified as an area of joint use.

Southern Paiute people were asked during this Bureau of Reclamation/Glen Canyon
Environmental Studies (BOR/GCES) study of rock art along the Colorado River whether or not
they thought other American Indian people used a specific rock art site and, if so, did they use
it before, at the same time, or after the Southern Paiute people used the site. The complete
answers to these questions are presented in Chapter Five and Seven, but it is clear that Paiute
people do believe that other Indian people are culturally affiliated with places in this regional
landscape and that there are a variety of ways they can become affiliated with places.

Southern Paiutes perceive that other American Indian groups can be culturally affiliated
with places within the Grand Canyon regional landscape as follows: (1) living groups can be
related to people who were there a long time ago, for example the Hopi attachments, (2) living
groups are related by marriage to Southern Paiutes, and (3) living groups used to live there and
continue to use the place. These sources of cultural affiliation are not mutually exclusive, so for
example, one Paiute theory is that they and the Hopi are both related to the people called the
Anasazi, while another theory is that the Paiute people are related to the Hopi because two of
the Hopi clans (Snake and Horn Clans) are decended from Paiute speaking immigrants (Yava
1978:55-57). The ceremonies of the Snake Clan derive from experiences on the Colorado River.
From a Paiute perspective, Hopi people are culturally affiliated with the Colorado River and the
Grand Canyon portion of Puaxant Tuvip because both they and the Southern Paiutes have
common ancestors and because a number of Paiute people intermarried with the Hopi people and
started their own clans.

Other American Indian groups lived in what both perceived as Paiute territory. For the
historic period, oral testimony establishes that both the Hualapai and the Havasupai visited and
lived for periods of time in Southern Paiute lands (see Ghost Dance discussion in Chapter Six).
The presence of "Pai-Style" pottery in what would otherwise be perceived as Paiute archaeology
sites is interpreted by Paiute people as either a sign of trade with the friendly neighbors to the
south or Pai people living in Paiute lands.

Joint use tends to be a two-way cultural affiliation issue. While some Hopi and Pai people
are affiliated with places within Puaxant Tuvip, so too are some Paiute people culturally
affiliated with places within Pai and Hopi holy lands. The Pai communities, for example, often
contained Paiute families in the late 1800s. More than 50 mounted Paiute warriors fought with
their Pai neighbors during the Hualapai War of 1867-1869. Granite Park, along the Colorado
River on what is currently the Hualapai Reservation, contains Paiute pottery which the Hualapai
believe was brought there when large numbers of Paiutes used Granite Park as a region of refuge
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in the late 1800s. Similar exchanges and movements of people seems to have occurred all along
the boundary of Puaxant Tuvip.

When an American Indian ethnic group has a recognized cultural affiliation with lands
belonging to another Indian ethnic group, then it is necessary to develop a cultural resource
assessment process that permits all involved ethnic groups to establish ground rules for speaking
to cultural resource issues in joint use areas. Often this occurs when all Indian groups are a part
of a common cultural resource assessment study (Halmo 1994). The current Glen Canyon
Colorado River Corridor study separately funded the American Indian studies; thus the tribes
have neither seen one another’s cultural resource reports nor have had the opportunity to
establish ground rules for resolving joint use issues.

INTERACTION PATTERNS

American Indian people establish rules for interacting with places of cultural significance.
Some of these rules were taught to Paiute people by the places themselves. These rules are based
on beliefs about the nature of humans and the rest of the world, what trained philosophers would
call theories of knowledge or epistemological assumptions. These Indian beliefs define what is
alive and what is inanimate, and what natural and supernatural forces exist in the world; they
even define worlds before this time and dimensions of other worlds existing at this time. When
cultural systems are coherent, the system of specific behavioral rules (called norms) reflect more
abstract systems of evaluations (called values) which reflect a few fundamental beliefs.

Many American Indian cultural rules are generic and can be applied by any Indian person
at any time to any common category of resource. So, for example, Southern Paiute people teach
their young never to pick a plant without first talking to the plant to explain why it is needed and
then asking for permission do the picking. If this is not done correctly, the plant has the right,
the will, and the power to withhold its ability to cure or otherwise help Paiute people. Similar
verbal instruction is provided with regard to interactions with animals, water, mineral deposits,
mountains, and rocks of all kinds.

To Southern Paiute people all the world is alive and self actuated. Within Southern Paiute
Puaxant Tuvip they have the right to pick, to gather, to hunt, and to mine, as long as these
interactions with the non-human environment are conducted in a culturally appropriate fashion.
Danger exists if the river, the mountain, the plant, or the rock becomes angry, because the
world can strike out at the Paiute people as well as be their source of sustenance. Studies of
Southern Paiute responses to radioactive waste disposal revealed a perception of radioactiviy as
deriving from an extemely powerful rock who could help or hurt humans (Stoffle, Evans, and
Harshbarger 1989:115-119). Adverse health and environmental effects of radioactivity were
perceived by Paiute elders as deriving from the rock becoming angry and striking out at the
people who had taken it from its home without asking permission and using it in ways it felt to
be inappropriate. Procedures for isolating radioactive waste by placing it in lead containers and
burying it in tuff mountains were perceived as senseless, inasmuch as angry radioactive rocks
are so powerful they can move at will. Instead, it was suggested that Indian religious leaders
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should be asked to talk to the angry rock and see if it could be convinced not to harm humans
again.

Rock Art Rules

Some rules are specific to kinds of places and activities that occur at those places. Rock
art sites consititute a kind of place having its own types of activities that elicit behavioral
proscriptions in Southern Paiute culture. First and foremost, Paiute people believe that no Indian
person would casually mark a rock because all rock are alive and powerful. It would be an insult
to the rock to casually scar it with what might be called graffiri. Also, to mark a rock is to place
a human desire on the rock’s desire. It is much like picking a plant without its permission.
Neither action would be done without a clear cut and culturally acceptable reason that both the
Indian person and the rock understand and accept. Paiute people would not deliberately anger
a powerful rock, so it is understood that any marks on a rock, whether pecked or painted, were
made within the bounds of culturally appropriate behavior.

The act of painting or pecking a rock boulder or rock cliff involves additional interaction
obligations between the Paiute person and the rock or pigment used. Cobble-size stones receive
special attention, probably because they are especially vulnerable to human action. Such stones
often talk to an Indian person in order to attract their attention. Sometimes the Indian person
listens to this message and removes the cobble stone to a place that is mutually agreeable to the
stone and the person. Some cobble stones are used in curing; they are heated and placed to
remove a soreness in the muscles. Such curing stones are often highly valued possessions, but
each stone has selected the person to cure, as much as the person selected the stone. The very
act of picking up a cobble stone to peck a rock boulder or cliff involves double communication
and double interaction responsibilities. Similarly, to paint a rock involves the mining of pigment.
All pigment, whether white, red, orange, green, or black, occurs at special locations which are
often approached with caution because of their perceived power. Like plants and rocks, minerals
can only be mined after they have been told about the reason they are being disturbed and the
pigment will only serve the Paiute person if the mineral agrees with the task to which it is being
put. Paint further requires the use of animal fat, which involves additional interaction
obligations.

No one knows today who made all rock painting and pecking, but it can be assumed that
many of them were made by persons with religious knowledge and purpose. When medicine and
religious persons make rock paintings, they do so for themselves, their fellow community
members, and Paiute people in general. The action of painting or pecking a rock may be for
good or evil or both simultaneously, because sickness and misfortune is perceived of as having
been caused by some human action. Inappropriate actions need to be balanced by appropriate
actions so that the sickness will abate or the misfortune will be reversed. When medicine and
religious persons paint and peck rocks, they may leave the location with the power generated
by the ceremony. A person stepping into ceremonial power associated with such a place risks
becoming involved in the ceremony itself. Thus rock painting and pecking sites are associated
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with personal threats that do not exist elsewhere. Indian people tend to stay away from them
unless there is a good reason for entering such a site.

In summary, then, it is culturally serious to consider painting or pecking a rock or rocks.
Therefore, when a Southern Paiutes approach these marks on rock, they do so with the
fundamental understanding that the person who made the marks did so with a strong culturally-
derived reason. They also only approach the site of the pecked or painted rock after making their
reasons known and preparing themselves for the action.
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CHAPTER FIVE

ROCK ART IN THE COLORADO RIVER CORRIDOR

This chapter presents the findings of the two rock art raft trips through the Colorado
River Corridor during which Southern Paiute representatives shared their thoughts about
petroglyphs and pictographs located there. The first trip occurred between May 1, 1994 and May
15, 1994 and, because prior religious commitments prevented prospective male participants from
attending, included only female tribal representatives. The Southern Paiute Consortium chose
to conduct a second trip to focus on rock art from a male perspective. The second trip occurred
between September 7, 1994 and September 18, 1994 and included male tribal representatives.
Both trips began at the base of the Glen Canyon Dam and included stops at 23 rock art sites in
the 15 mile stretch to Lees Ferry and the 225 miles from Lees Ferry to Diamond Creek.

This chapter is divided into five sections. The chapter begins with a brief review of the
methods used during the visits to the rock art sites and is followed by an overview of the
findings presented. The third section provides the descriptions and interpretations of each of the
rock art sites. Within each section there is a general site description and photograph of the site,
the Southern Paiute interpretations of the site, and the archaeologist’s commentary. The
responses from both trips have been combined. The fourth section presents a summary of
responses and mathematical analysis and discussion of the cultural significance of the rock art
panels and sites, patterns of response based on gender, the patterns of past and present Southern
Paiute use of the rock art sites, cultural transmission of knowledge about such sites, and
interconnections among sites. The final section is a summary discussion of the information
presented in this chapter.

METHODS

The tribes of the Southern Paiute Consortium chose to participate in this study because
their traditional territories include portions of the Colorado River Corridor study area. Listed
from west to east these tribes are (1) the Shivwits Band of the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah, and
(2) the Kaibab Paiute Tribe.

Each of the tribal governments appointed tribal members who are knowledgeable about
rock art and traditional cultural properties to represent them on the river trips. Dr. Larry
Loendorf, an archaeologist who specializes in rock art analysis, participated in the May river
trip to assist in the characterization of sites and to provide scientific documentation of each site
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visited by Indian participants. Dr. Loendorf was particularly important to this study because his
extensive knowledge of rock art sites made it possible for him to characterize the rock art panels
visited and provide photographic and scientific documentation of the sites. Three ethnographers
from the University of Arizona conducted interviews on the May trip. The same three
ethnographers and the Southern Paiute Consortium Coordinator conducted interviews on the
September trip.

During the 1994 river trips, Southern Paiute tribal representatives were taken to places
along the river that either had rock art or traditional cultural properties. Rock art sites were
chosen based on past survey research by archaeologists working with the National Park Service.
Official archaeology site forms and locations were provided by the Grand Canyon National Park
archaeologists. Each tribal representative was provided with a copy of the Grand Canyon River
Guide (Belknap and Belknap Evans 1989), a note pad, and a writing tool. Several representatives
brought along their own cameras and tape recorders to further record their experiences and
ideas. At each rock art panel, the Indian participants walked over the site, examined the panels,
and recorded their thoughts in their notebooks. On the May trip, the procedure at each site had
five steps:

* Larry Loendorf and other participants studied the rock art archaeology site
descriptions and located the sites on topographic maps.

* Larry Loendorf and other participants canvassed the area indicated on the map
until the rock art panel(s) was(were) located.

* Southern Paiute representatives went to the panel. They walked around the site
and surveyed the panel(s) located there.

* Southern Paiute representatives reproduced what they saw in their notebooks.
They also recorded their thoughts about the site.

* Southern Paiute representatives provided information about the panels and their
cultural significance through a formal interview process.

On the September trip, only the last three steps were included in the procedure. During both
trips, when a Southern Paiute representative had viewed the rock art panel and surrounding site,
the individual was given the opportunity to discuss the site. An ethnographer recorded the
individual’s observations and interpretations on an Ethnoarchaeology-Rock Art Information
Form. The purpose of the formal interviews was to provide an opportunity to collect the same
information from each person about a specific location. A wide range of questions were asked
(see Appendix A). These questions were adapted from the successful archaeology interview
forms used in the earlier study in the Colorado River Corridor (Stoffle, Halmo, Evans, and
Austin 1994) and by the UofA research team elsewhere in the southwest. A tape recorder was
available at all times in case Indian people wished to further comment on a rock art site.
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OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS

There have been very few studies of rock art that involved Indian people, so this study
broke new ground in terms of both methods and data. Another unique feature of this study is
that the female and male representatives visited the rock art sites separately so gender effects
could be studied. Most of the other rock art studies conducted with American Indian people have
only talked with males. A recent exception is Young’s (1988) analysis of Zuni perceptions of
rock art. Generally, though, the assumption has been that only Indian males know about rock
art; this study explicitly demonstrates that is not true.

Several general statements about the rock art sites can be made. First, nine
representatives knew at least some of the sites were present prior to their participation in the
rock art studies. Representatives had learned about the sites through hearing stories about
Southern Paiute history in the region, communicating with tribal representatives who participated
in earlier river trips, and visiting the sites. The absence of specific knowledge about many of
the sites is a consequence of the exclusion of the Southern Paiutes from the Grand Canyon in
the first quarter of the twentieth century (see Stoffle, Halmo, Evans, and Austin 1994). Still,
several of the sites, such as the Whitmore Wash, continued to be used after tribal members were
officially prohibited from doing so. When a site was unfamiliar to the representative, the
individual was asked to talk about sites that were like the site. Information about sites that are
considered similar to the rock art sites that were visited is included in this chapter where
appropriate.

Sacred Paint

One feature of the rock art panels that received particular attention by the Southern Paiute
representatives was the presence of red or white paint on the panel. Ompi, the red paint, is a
sacred material and has been recorded as an important source of protection from "inipic"
[unupitsi], the evil spirit. "They put red paint on the face... nipic is afraid of that" (Kelly
1964:141). Southern Paiute representatives confirmed that ompi continues to be a very important
material and that the presence of ompi on a rock art panel was especially significant.

[Ompi] is very sacred. 1t is used for protection, too, from bad luck and haunting.
(D526)

[These are important] because they’re in red paint... how the figures are drawn
in red paint. Red paint is something sacred. Red paint is not used for everything.
(D2031)

The red paint was to ward away the spirits so they can have a good night’s sleep.
(DA2025)



By taking this sacred red paint we mark the area sacred. (R2020)

White and yellow paint have also been used for traditional ceremonial purposes and are
sacred minerals. The relationship between white paint and special ceremonies such as the Ghost
Dance or healing has been discussed in Chapter Four.

They drew the white symbols with the paint from here. It symbolizes purity. White
paint is put on the baby’s soft spot... This was a path that they took to collect
white and yellow paints for ceremonial uses. (D2032)

They use the white clay. It seemed to me when they have traditional powwows or
traditional doings they use the white paint like they do the Indian paint [ompi].
Sometimes they use yellow, and in doctoring. This place is very sacred - the way
the cave is there. There might be some burial things under where we seen the
white clay on the walls. (DA534)

Stories and Legends

At all sites a majority of the representatives believed there are Paiute stories and legends
associated with the panels. The representatives were not asked to share those stories and legends.
There are specific times of the year for stories to be told, and some stories may not be shared
during a spring or summer river trip. In some cases, the representatives acknowledged that they
did not know specific stories but were certain there are some. Such a response indicates that the
representative perceives the rock art panels to be significant; there are stories and legends
associated with significant places and events. In a few cases, the representatives spontaneously
shared stories they believed were associated with the rock art panels with the researchers. In
those cases, the stories are included below in the Southern Paiute site interpretations.

SITE-BY-SITE INTERPRETATION

The purpose of this section is to provide a site-by-site discussion of the 23 rock art sites
that were visited on the May and September river trips. A total of 249 interviews were
conducted with 14 Southern Paiute representatives. This study focuses on rock art panels.
Nevertheless, previous studies have shown that Southern Paiute people respond to sites
holistically. Many of the rock art panels are located in spatial proximity to archaeological sites.
The Southern Paiute representatives were given the opportunity to comment on features and
artifacts that they perceived were related to the rock art panels, but they were not asked detailed
questions about each artifact or feature. In the following discussion, features and artifacts that
were observed at the sites are discussed when they were considered important by the Southern
Paiute representatives.

The purpose of this section is to provide the reader with enough information to

understand both the rock art site and the Southern Paiute and archaeologist’s comments about
it without overwhelming the reader with numbers and statistics. Mathematical analyses are
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provided in the following section. Therefore, throughout this section there is minimal use of
numbers. The following four terms are repeatedly used to indicate the frequency of responses
given by Southern Paiute representatives: (1) a few indicates less than one-fourth of the
respondents; (2) some indicates between one-fourth and one half of the respondents; (3) a
majority indicates between one-half and three-fourths of the respondents; and (4) the vast
majority indicates between three-fourths and all of the respondents. These terms are summarized
in Appendix B for easy reference. Other terms such as none, all, and one-half are used to
indicate response frequency when appropriate.

Site 1 - C:03:006

The site is located below Glen Canyon Dam, about 14 miles upriver from Lees Ferry.
The petroglyphs are on an upright surface of Navajo sandstone that faces to the southeast. The
single panel is about 80 meters from the river at a location which is used extensively by boaters,
hikers and fishermen. During the May visit to the site, a couple and their two dogs were using
an adjacent rockshelter to get out of the wind and rain.

The primary figures in the panel are tall, thin anthropomorphs; the majority of these have
open bodies that are filled with vertical and horizontal patterns, while a lesser number have
totally pecked bodies. The figures either lack arms or have very short arms. Legs point straight
down from the base of the torso, and, if feet are shown, they are bent outward. Most of the
figures have two projecting horns or feathers from the tops of their heads. Eyes are the only
facial attribute depicted. At least one of these figures appears to post-date the others by hundreds
of years.

Other petroglyphs in the panel include rectangular-bodied sheep with interior line designs
in their open bodies. These figures have four straight legs, which are oriented slightly toward
the front of their bodies, and horns which curve back over their bodies. One has a long tail,
while others have short stubby tails. Another zoomorph represents a branching-antlered deer or
elk. A human hand, a wheel or sun disc, and a few other abstract forms make up the remainder
of the rock art at the site.

Southern Paiute Interpretation

Eleven interviews were conducted at this site. This site was recognized by eight of the
representatives as a hunting or camping site. One individual believed the site was used to gather
plant foods and another stated that it was a place to "read the rock." Praying was also mentioned
as it would have occurred in conjunction with hunting or gathering. One individual interpreted
the site solely as a place where some type of ceremony would have occurred. In addition to the
rock art panel, features that were noted include a trail out of the canyon, plants, and the water
in the river.

According to a majority of the Southern Paiute representatives, the rock art panels at this
site were made by Southern Paiutes. The representatives said that the panels were used by
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Figure 5.1. Overview of Site 1 - C:03:006

Southern Paiutes in the past, but none of the representatives were aware that their families have
used the panels, and only one person said the panels are currently used by Southern Paiutes. All
representatives stated that there are stories and legends associated with the panels, and one
individual specifically mentioned songs that she knew are associated with the panels. The vast
majority of the representatives stated that Indian people other than Paiutes also visited or used
the panel. The other Indian people named include Anasazi, Havasupai, Hopi, Hualapai, and
Navajo. As one individual commented:

[Other Indian people] used it later because of some of the sheep symbols. At one
time all tribes knew about these symbols because they were passed down from

people to people. (R2001)

Several individuals noted that the way the drawings were made is significant because the
panels were etched deeply into the stone. As one individual said, "They were pecked in to last
a long time." (D2001) Two different types of etchings were observed on the panel. The panels
were identified by the representatives as being like other panels made by "the old people.”
Specific mention was made of similar panels located on the Kaibab Reservation, in Five Mile
Canyon, in Mu’uputs (Owl) Canyon, and at Mt. Trumbull. The panels at those locations were
perceived to be related to the Site 1 petroglyphs because they have the same meaning. All the
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representatives said the site was related to other sites in the area, primarily hunting sites located
both in Colorado River Corridor and on the rim.

The map figures are a guide
because without them we would
not have known that people had
discovered ways to get down.

(R2001)

I think that’s a family that was
here - a woman on the left, man
in the middle [who is] tall, two
kids, one grandparent, one deer,
one sheep, a dog - a family
scene. (D501)

To me one of the figures looked
like he was hunting, or that she
was hunting, whatever. Most
likely a man. I could be wrong,
it could’ve been something else.
But he seems to be going in the
direction of the sheep... He’s got
something in his hand, and it’s
pointing that way. At the end of
the panel. He’s got something
there with him, maybe a spirit
showing him the way. (D502)

Well, 1 think it means that the
person who drew it was trying to
tell the story about his hunt. He
was tracking this big sheep and
by the circles probably tracked it
for two days. Probably a big
sheep because he made the horns
real big.

Archaeologist’s Commentary

Figure 5.2. Petroglyphs at Site 1.

The rock art is clearly related to Glen Canyon Style 5, thought to be primarily a late
Archaic style in this region. The more recent additions to the panel, in the same style as the
older ones, may represent a copy-cat artist. Apparently, because they thought they were the
products of Euroamerican graffiti artists, the archaeologists who recorded the site did not
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describe or sketch the more recent figures. Based on experience at other rock art sites, this
assumption may be incorrect. Rock art sites are continuously used by native groups and it is
not uncommon to find figures in the same style as older ones added to a panel.

After consultation with the appropriate Indian tribes, the panel should be photographed
using the standards currently employed in rock art recording. This includes a scale, information
board, north arrow, and extensive panel information. Multiple types of film should also be used,
with a set of archival photographs for preservation.

Samples for cation-ratio dating and 14C AMS dating should be considered. Although
these techniques are controversial for numerical-age estimates, the cation-ratio technique is
unquestionably good for relative dating. This technique would allow one to establish the relative
sequence for the rock art at the half dozen petroglyph sites in the immediate region and cause
minimal damage to the petroglyphs. This sort of information would present a good start on the
chronological framework.

Site 2 - C:02:038

The site is about 10 miles above Lees Ferry. More than 35 petroglyphs are found on the
panel at the site, on a Navajo Sandstone surface that faces south at 170 degrees east of north.
The dominant figures in the panel are bighorn sheep, some with rectangular, outline bodies
which contain interior-line designs, and others with solidly pecked, boat-shaped bodies. Many
of these sheep, especially those with the boat-shaped bodies, are lined up in rows as though they
are following one another. One highly stylized sheep is unusual among the others, which are
depicted in more realistic forms.

A snake-like figure and two upright, stick-like human forms are apparently older than
the sheep. This assumption is based on the relative degree of re-varnishing within the
petroglyphs, and, because the snake and stick human figures are much darker than the sheep,
they are likely older. The sheep, on the other hand, are probably less than 1,000 years in age.

Archaeologists discovered cultural remains near the site, identified as site C:02:081, that
are tentatively assigned to the Late Archaic and PI to PIII Anasazi. It is not clear, from the site
form, as to their reasoning for this assignment, but it appears that most of the rock art is at the
recent end of this sequence.

The site is a favorite for tour boats. A well-used trail from the beach to the panels, with
wooden steps and parallel rows of rocks, is used to direct the pedestrian traffic. A row of rocks
outlining a transplanted cactus garden beneath the panel, with a sign asking people to stay out
of the area near the petroglyphs, is used to control the visitors at the site itself. In general, this
approach seems to be effective. The low rock walls and the cactus garden are natural
components of the site setting and are not offensive to the visitor. A tour group who visited the
site in May while the representatives were studying the panels expressed as much interest in the
cactus blooms as they did the petroglyphs.
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Figure 5.3. Overview of Site 2 - C:02:038

Southern Paiute Interpretation

Twelve interviews were conducted at this site. This site was recognized by all of the
representatives as a hunting or camping site. In addition to the rock art panel, abundant plants,
including medicine plants, herbs, and teas were noted, and the representatives indicated that
animals such as bighorn sheep and antelope were present. Five representatives said that
important hunting ceremonies, including the Mountain Sheep ceremony, would have occurred
at the site. Although women are typically excluded from the ceremony, one woman knew of the
ceremony because she had seen it performed. She described a particular song that was sung at
the ceremony.

All but one of the Indian representatives stated that the rock art panels at this site were
made by Southern Paiutes and were used by Southern Paiutes in the past. None of the
representatives were aware that their families have used the panels, and only one individual
stated that the panels are currently used by Southern Paiutes. All but two of the representatives
stated that Indian people other that Paiutes also visited or used the panel. The other Indian
people named include Anasazi, Havasupai, Hopi, Hualapai, and Navajo.
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Several individuals noted that the way the drawings were made is significant because the
drawings were made at an angle to depict a direction for travel. Although two people said the
panels were unique, other representatives identified them as being like some found near the
Shivwits Reservation and the ones at Site 1, and one individual anticipated that similar panels
would be found at other hunting sites. The panels were perceived to be related because they
contain similar figures and would have been used in similar ceremonies. These panels are related
to hunting, and three people noted they may have been made by the same person. All but two
of the representatives perceived the rock art site was connected to other sites in the area. The
sites were connected by trails and songs.

The symbol on the right - animals coming in and going out year after year.
(D2005)

I’'m looking at the sheep. They are going on a trail. There is a trail where the
sheep came in and out. The two sheep around the circle - the Paiutes used to have
a Mountain Sheep Dance. They used the head of a mountain sheep. That reminds
me of that because of the winter. The dance is a contest. I used to do it when 1
was six or seven. (DA2006)

Figure 5.4. Petroglyphs at
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It represents a cycle. The signature of two antelope heads in a circle [means]
abundance here - a good cycle. (DA503)

There are six deer. The deer came down here. There is a man on a rock with
what looked like a bow. And intertwined ram heads. [Paiutes have a] high regard
Jor the ram. It was elaborately placed by the artist to appease the ram spirit...
The staircase line is showing where and how to go to hunt. (D2004)

The snake, man, mountain sheep, deer, rabbits, birds - all are associated with the
hunt and hunting ceremonies. (R503)

Archaeologist’s Commentary

As with other sites visited heavily by tour groups, a photography station should be
established in front of the panel. Rangers or other park personnel could then visit the site on an
annual basis to take photographs from this position and the photographs could be used to monitor
site erosion and damage. The visitor control at the site, the outdoor diorama, is effective, but
the lack of good interpretive information should be changed. A series of good interpretive signs
would be useful for the viewing public. A possible example follows:

The petroglyphs are made by pecking through the dark outer vamish of the
sandstone surface to expose the lighter colored interior stone. The primary
animals shown are bighorn sheep. These animals were an essential resource to the
indigenous cultural groups who inhabited the canyon over the past 4,000 years.
Their meat supplied protein essential to their diet, hides were prepared to make
fine clothing, horns were made into spoons and cups, and hooves made rattles for
musical instruments. The sheep depicted in this rock art panel are thought to have
been placed there within the past 1,000 years.

This text is provided as a sample only, and, before use, it should be edited and offered for
review by the cultural committees of the Indian tribes who have an interest in the Grand Canyon.

Varnish samples from the petroglyphs would help establish the numerical or relative age
of the petroglyphs. Without such information it is possible, using information from sites
C:02:006, C:02:037, and C:02:038, to place the sheep in a temporal sequence. The older sheep
appear to be those with rectangular bodies, interior line designs, short, straight legs, and horns
that curve over their backs. These sheep tend to be large, as much as 75 c¢m across their bodies,
and they are completed as individual petroglyphs, each with some unique design elements. In
the earlier stages of the sequence, the sheep are found in panels that also contain upright, often
armless, anthropomorphic forms with outlined bodies containing elaborate interior-line designs.

The later sheep have boat-shaped bodies, made by totally pecking away the body. These
sheep are generally smaller and tend to be found in groups, some in rows, suggesting they are
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following one another. They are less likely to be in association with the upright, outlined,
interior-line anthropomorphic figures.

Site 3 - C:02:037

The site is situated on a Navajo Sandstone surface about 11 miles above Lees Ferry. The
rock art is above the river, adjacent to an open and exposed ledge of the sandstone outcrop,
where it is obvious to river travellers. The two panels at the site are on a nearly vertical surface
that faces southeast at 140 degrees east of north. The petroglyphs are dominated by
anthropomorphs and mountain sheep. Most of these figures have open bodies, both rectangular
and ovoid, with interior line patterns, while a few of them are solidly pecked to form the
figures. All of the anthropomorphic forms are armless, but most have short, straight legs
attached to the bottom of their elongated bodies. The small heads on these human-like figures
do not display eyes, noses, or ears, but most have two appendages attached to the crown of the
head that are best interpreted as horns or horned head gear.

The zoomorphic forms have both rectangular- and ovoid-shaped bodies with short,
straight legs. Some of the larger zoomorphs, most likely bighorn sheep, have feet made as
horizontal lines that connect to the bottom of the legs and point forward. These feet are at least
moderately unusual because sheep should have hooves which point down rather than forward.
A few of the figures, both human-like and sheep-like, are made by totally pecking the body.

One of the largest figures in the panels is a sheep with a pecked and outlined, rectangular
body form with interior lines that measure 60 cm across its body. This figure has four short legs
with feet that point forward, a short tail, and a head attached to a short neck. The head has a
snout and horns, but it is not as well-formed as the body of the figure. Abstract elements are
nearly absent in the panels.

An historic panel of inscriptions near the prehistoric panels, described on the site forms,
was not visited in this project. According to the site form, it displays the names and dates of
individuals, including one of G. M. Wright who visited the site in 1892.

Southern Paiute Interpretation

Eleven interviews were conducted at this site. This site was recognized by six of the
representatives as a hunting or camping site. Three of those individuals also stated that
ceremonies were conducted at the site. Three representatives named only ceremonial uses for
the site, one person identified it as the possible site of a council meeting and place to gather
foods, and one individual said it was a place where people would stop to read the rock writing
on the wall. In addition to the rock art panel, features that were noted at the site include animals
and plants.

According to the majority of the Southern Paiute representatives, the rock art panels at
this site were made by Southern Paiutes. All of the representatives said that Southern Paiutes
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would have visited or used the panels in the past, but none said that the panels were visited or
used by their family or are currently being visited or used. All of the representatives said there
would be stories or legends associated with the panels; one related the panels to the Mountain
Sheep Dances and one noted that the panel was mostly related to animal legends. A majority of
the representatives said the panels would have been used by other Indian people. The Indian
people named include the Anasazi, Havasupai, Hopi, Hualapai, Mohave, Navajo, and Yavapai.

Several individuals noted that the way the figures at this site were placed on the rock was
unique.

These are different symbols - the exaggerated sheep. (D2003)

The way the animals are pointed in different directions. They are drawn right at
you, standing up, towards you with lines or dots in there. (R2002)

The panels were identified by the representatives as being like those located at Sites 1 and 2.
The panels are related because the animal and human figures look the same. However, one
individual noted that although the figures looked similar, the panels were different because this
one was a map but the previous two were used for prayer. One individual perceived the panels
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to be like those located on the Shivwits Reservation. All the representatives perceived the rock
art site to be connected to other hunting and ceremonial sites up and down the river.

It means power, medicine, bringing of offerings because of the exaggerated sheep.
(D2003)

Maybe they had a council with members of each area... It might be they had hats
on - deer horns, willow hats - whichever way they like to dress when they
powwow... They are preparing for a hunting trip. They had to ask each other for
their advice on how to go and what to do. (DAS506)

[They] used the insides of the sheep, the horns, etc. [Here they] show the parts.
They have a hole in the center of the human figure... 1 knew what the lines meant
- most of them had six or five. They mean something, but I can’t remember.
(DA2004)

It’s talking about somebody’s hunt and their family, different numbers they saw.
(DA2003)

There is a man hunting - men in blankets - full - both hunting together. The
patterns are sewn together clothing - rabbit skin blankets. (R505)

The number of lines and number of dots - the way the trails are pointed in
different ways. (R2002)

Archaeologist’s Commentary

The archaeologists who recorded the site suggest all of the prehistoric petroglyphs belong
to the Glen Canyon Style 5, a Late Archaic rock art style which is believed to be older than
1,250 years before the present. This assessment appears incorrect. While some of the
petroglyphs may be as old as the Late Archaic, others are clearly more recent. The relative
degree of rock varnish in the petroglyphs is obvious, and this difference, in addition to the
change in the form of the sheep, suggests a definite chronological sequence in the petroglyphs.
The rectangular-bodied forms appear to be older than the ovoid-body sheep forms at the site,
and this same observation may apply to the anthropomorphic figures.

As described for other petroglyph sites in the vicinity, the pattern-bodied
anthropomorphic and zoomorphic forms at site C:02:037 may be related to the Numic rock art
in the Coso Range of California. The formal similarities between the two rock art genre - outline
bodies with interior patterns for the larger figures, and interspersed, smaller, solidly pecked
figures - are obvious. A more conclusive association between the styles will require dating of
the sites in the Grand Canyon to learn their actual age rather than their estimated age.
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Figure 5.6. Petroglyphs at Site 3.

The site is a good example of petroglyphs made in the interior-line style; it may be
associated with the initial movements of Numic-speaking groups out of their California
homeland. Presently, the site neither exhibits graffiti nor does it appear to be endangered by any
immediate erosional problems. The historic names are in a separate site area, and it would
probably be best to assign them a separate site number.

Nonetheless, the site should be monitored by establishing photography stations in front
of the panels, which can be used to take repetitive photographs. These sorts of data are
especially important if the site is vandalized by the addition of graffiti, but they also help a
conservator understand problems in site deterioration.

The petroglyphs at the site can be interpreted using a shamanistic interpretation of rock
art because the site displays characteristics which support the "trance hypothesis." A large sheep
in the panel has its insides hanging out, suggesting it is either dead or dying. If this is
interpreted as a metaphor for death, the obvious link to one’s death in a trance is apparent. In
this explanation, the elongated forms, with the solid bodies lacking any interior form near this
figure, represent the feeling of being drawn or pulled into another realm. And, perhaps most
important, the anthropomorphic forms with the horns represent a combination figure, where
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sheep and humans are blended to create a therianthropic form who represents the salvation or
sustenance of the shaman’s culture.

The panel does not display the tools of the hunt - atlatls, bows, spears, darts, or arrows,
and it is difficult to interpret as an example of a successful hunt. Instead, it shows strange,
human-like forms associated with a dead or dying sheep, and if this is interpreted as a metaphor
for death, ie. trance, other figures in the panel may represent the movement into trance and the
completed transformational figures, ie. sheep and human combinations. Regardless of its age or
its cultural affiliation, this site is more likely to have been a shaman’s retreat that was used for
communication with the spiritual world than it was for communication in the world of the
individuals who encountered the panel.

Site 4 - C:02:013

The site is situated about 2 miles upriver from Lees Ferry. Located on a low wall of
Kayenta sandstone, the site has two separate and distinct panels of rock art.

Panel 1 is located on a vertical surface that is oriented nearly directly north at 350
degrees east of north. It measures approximately 4 meters in width and 2 meters in height. At
least seven elements, made by pecking their form, remain on the panel; others were probably
also present, but are now so faded they cannot be recorded. The figures are primarily abstract
forms. One is a scroll design, on the left side of the panel, connected to a line which is straight
and then meandering. Another scroll design is nearby. Two inverted, U-shaped elements are
found to the right side of the panel. The only form which may represent an animal is a winged
element that is suggestive of a bird.

Panel 2 is located on the back side of a large erosional block of the sandstone that has
separated from the main outcrop wall. The single element in the panel faces northeast at 75
degrees east of north. The element is a well-made diamond figure with carefully measured
equilateral sides. Both ends of the totally pecked diamond display scroll lines like antennae,
curling back in toward the main figure. It measures about 12 centimeters from top to bottom.

Southern Paiute Interpretation

Nine interviews were conducted at this site. This site was recognized by all of the
representatives as a living and farming area or a hunting and camping site. Two representatives
also specifically mentioned that the site would have been used to gather foods. In addition to the
rock art panel, features that were noted include grinding stones, rock houses, food plants, and
ceremonial plants such as tobacco and jimsonweed.

Just over half of the Indian representatives stated that the rock art panels at this site were
made by Southern Paiutes. All of the representatives said that the panels were used by Southern
Paiutes in the past. One individual menti<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>